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'THE CUP’

BY J. S. BEDINGFIELD

I have an article before me by a brother of
Lorenzo, Texas, whose name I do not know, styled,
#0ne Cup, "hat Is It?"

In this article the brother meskes a little over
three pages of affirmative argument, and the rest is
given over to an attempt to answer a leaflet by Bro.
W. %. Daniels of Broken Bow, Oklahoma. I wish to ans-
wer his affirmative argument, but I will not assume
that I can defend Bro. Daniel's leaflet better than
he by making an exhaustive reply to the brother's
article. I shall however, notice his main line of
argument sufficiently to expose the use of individ-
ual cups in the communion.

Since I do not know the brother's name, I shall
call him"Bro, Lorenzo", in order to designate him
from others of this generalizing class of brethren.
By generalizing, I mean where God has specified "cup*,
they generalize and say, "“container®. If they should
say "cup", as the Bible says, some-cne might think
the Lord really had a cup to drink of.

Most of the first page is taken up quoting the
scriptures where the communion is mentioned, and this
is commendable. But toward the bottom of page I, he
says some strange things, which I gquote; *If you ask
some-one why they all partake of 'the fruit of the
vine' from one container, the reply is in substance;
'"We believe in doing Bible things in Bible ways. Te
believe in Bible precepts, commands, or necessary
inferences". I agree to all of the above, excep: his
"necessary inferences". These I cud out, for they
are unnecessary presumptions. If you will consult
Webster's International Dictionary, thira edition,
on the word, "presume?, under transitive definition




4, you will that one of the definitions is "*to
jnfer". Also under transitive, you will see the same
idea brought out under definitions 3, 4, and 5. Seé
also Hedge's rules of logic, page 97, article I25,
he says; "Belief grounded on circumstantial evidence
igs usually denominated presumption'. And above all,
the Lord shows in Deut. I8:20 when we speak a word in
the name of the Lord which He has not commanded us t°
speak, we have presumed. That is exactly what a so-
ecalled inference is. It is supposed to be drawn from
two premises. It is not something commanded us to
speak, but is usually introduced as Bible authority,
which is equivalent to "speaking in the name of the
Lord". We must have a "thus saith the Lord® for
things we say God is the author of, or we have pre-
sumed it. As Deut. I8:20 shows, IT MUST BE COMMANDZD.
Take it this way; "But the prophet, which shall
presume---", Here we might ask the question, presume
what? Now get the answer; *---t0 speak a word in my
name, which I have not commanded him to speak---".
An "inference’ is something spoken in the name of the
Lord he never commanded anyone to speak; hence, a
presunption.

But hear him again, same page; "However we who
use individual cups claim to live by the same prin-
ciplé“. He claims it, LET HIM PROV= IT. It MU3T be
Bible precept, that is stated, commanded or exampl i-
fied, where individual cups were used. Can he do
either? Nay, verily. I will give him fifty dollars
to show where in the commumion, individual cups were
stated, precept, commanded, or examplified by stating
some apostle or apostolic church used individual cups.
Maybe he don't like money; anyhow when he complies, I
will pay off. Now, folks, watch him and all the rest
of them crawfish. They know there is no command, pre-
cept, nor example for individual cups in the commun-
ion.

On page 2, number I, he mentions "plate or plat-
ter and container® and also says, to handle the fruit
of the vine, a container is necesgsary.
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Por fear of a misunderstanding, I will say the cap (he
says container) is mentioned and the plate or platter
is not. We get our cup by precept, command, and
example. We get our plate or clatter by the law of
"] iberty and conscience", as shown in I Cor. 5:12;
Romans I4th; I Cor. 8th; and I Cor. IOth. chapters.

You will note in I Cor. 5:I2, Paul shows he would
not be brought under the power of any. As the Revised
puts it, would not be enslaved by any. We are to tzke
heed lest by any means this "liberty® of ours becomes
a stumbling block to those that are weak, I Cor. 6:9.
*It is good to neither eat flesh, nor drink wine, unor
anything whereby thy weak brother stumbleth, or is
offended, or is made weak", Rom. ITh:2I. Again, "If ye
so sin against the brethren and wound their weak con-
scieunce, ye sin against Christ*, I Cor. S:I2. Agailn,
"3ive none offeaecs, aeither to the Jew, nor to tae
Gentiles, nor to tne charch of God*, I Cor. I0:32. We
pat our Yplatter or plater under the above law, and say
with Paul, *I will not be broiaght under the power of
any", I Cor. 6:I2. And as he shows by the above scrip-
tures we will leave them off if they cause anyone "“to
stumble, be offended or made weax", Rom. I4:2I. For we
do not want to be brought under the condemnation of
the above commands that govern this "law of liberty
and conscience®. If you are putting your individual
cups undsr the above law, will you leave them off for
"conscience? and unity as taight in the above scrip-
tures; or will you disobey and be condemned by I Cor.
6:12; I Cor. 8:9; Rom. I4:2I; I Cor. 8:I2; and I0:32%
If your individual cups are not mentiocned by precept,
command, nor example, nor the above law of liberty and
conscience; then by what authority? As for my precept,
command, and example for my "cup", singular number, it
will come later.

Page 2, pumber 3. 1 agree.

Page 2, number /. He says; "Jesus took bread
and blessed it, and broke it. This simply means that
He partook of it". I emphatically deny that the word
"break" in Matt. 25:26; Mark I4:22, msans that He par-
took. The word Ybreak", means simply to separats;
while the example he give?Bgo prove the above asservion,



Acts 20:7, carries more thbugnt than the word *break®
] Matt. 26:26 and Mark I4:22. The expression,

»3reak bread®, (not just the word, "break®) means the
entire communion. If he should deny this; thnen, I asx
him where dces he get hig cap in Acts 20:7%, seeing

it is not mentioned. Hence *break bread*, means the
entire commupion, while the word %break", in Matt.
26:26 dses nit include the cup as it is mentioned sep-
arate and apart in the 27th verse. Hence he has used
the word in two separate senses and compared them as
though they meant the same, which is a flagrant viola-
tion of the laws of logic. Br>. Lorenz>, I think you
ealled somedne else %o taw on this very thing.
Psople who live in glass houses should not throw
stones. If he will affirm his above statement, I
would like to deny and see him give some standard Dic-
tionary that defined, *break", to break off a piece
and eat it; or show some Greek lexicon that does; or
show where some translator translated it to partake
Matt. 25:25. The expression, "break bread", is a
figure of speech, a part for the whole; meaning lit-
erally more than stated; while the word "break®,
literally means to cause to separate in pieces.

This is those brethrens failing; mixing literal
expresgions and figurative expressions as though they
meant literally the same, thereby confusing the
hearers. Bro. Lorenzo, what is wrong with you? Are
you wrong on every point?

Page 2, number 6. Here he tries to make it ap-
pear in the Lord's Supper, there might have been
what he terms many pieces of bread. With this I will
have to disagree. If Bro. Lorenzo will look at Matt.
I4:I7 and Matt. I5:34, he will see the plural Greek
word "Artous®, loaves, is used because more than one
anit of bread was used; while in Acts 2:42; Acts
20:7; I Cor. I0:15-I7; I Cor. II:23-24; Matt. 26:26;
Mark I4:22; Luke 22:I9; the singular Greek term,
"Arton", loaf, is used. And yet the good brother
could not tell how many pieces of bread Jesus took.
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How could he? He can't tell single cup from caps.

How could one =zxpect him to tell a single loaf from

a plurality? Paul makes this sure in I Cor. I0:I6,
saying “one Bread", Rvs. Standard Ver., ®%one loaf".
Verse I7 he says, "for we are all partakers of the
same loaf*, Rev. Standard Version. The Greek word for
loaf here is "arton®, singular number, one. This also
kills his big idea that we all, all over the world,
partake of the same loaf and the same cuap. This is
self evident without proof however.

Ye tries to put his doectrine over by the fact in
tne I7th. verse, the statement, "one body". 3ince "“ons
body" the world over; hence, one cup aand one ioaf the
world over. The word "charch®, also is a general term
ineluding all local congregations all over the world.
And since the body, and the church, are the same thing
(Zph., I:22-23; Col. I:I8%; we can say the body of
Christ at Lorenzo just as well as the Church of Christ
at Lorenzo. Sinee it is foolishness for us to contend
all from Matt. 26:26-29, to the end of the world
eat of the same literal loaf; we know it has a loecal
application and not a world wide application. I Cor.
I:I-3, shows Paul addressed the church at Corinth
and all in "every placed--*. 1In different places
there were different congregations.

And if it is the same literal loaf and the sams
cap Jesus blessed, why make a mockery by blessing it
again? What Jesus did he did well. The very fact
that each local church gives thanks for the elements
they used in the supper, is, they are different vol-
amnes, even if we did know enough to realize it. Oh,
yes, I know all about those different loaves and "cups
of blessing® all over the world that represents
Christ's body and blood respectively, but that does
not maks them all the same identical loaf and the same
identical cup of blessing. And to this I will add,
this is a "show" (I Cor. II:26), and a *show’ is seen
only as far as the vision is not obstructed. Hence,
each local charch, each first day of the week, makes
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that "show'. A nother argument that kills his one loaf
and one cup all over the world is, he will not say all
the "fruit of the vine" all over the world is the
Lorits cup. He knows as well as I 4o, that which is
to be used in the comminion must be separated from the
rest some way. Now, does one_some'where~in all the
world give thanks for the loaf and cup for the rest
all over the world? We all know it is not done that
way, but each locel church sets apart its own elements
each Lord's day. In other words, their own practice
kills their doctrine.

Page 2, number 7. Hear him, *I would waste no

time trying to prove there might have been & mumber .

Of cups. Nothing is lost to grant the Lord made use

of ome contalner“ Well, if his one container, here
admitted was one cup, my posltlon ig already nroven

by example., Admitted. But since that container .. .
might have been a -cup, parrel, jug,. or bushel .
basket, I am not to> badly hart. We are agreed there
was one. Wonder what it was? Hear him again, “how- .
ever I will not grant that the expressiom, 'the cup',
has any reference %o the container®. Then, sines he
took the cup, He literally took the grape juice,for.
the expression fcup® has no reference to the conteiner.
Is what you call the container necessary to distribute
the drink element? If yes, then, did Geod fall down on
his job? We are tolgd, that the man of God is made perfect,
throughly furnished qnto all good works (2 Tim. 3:I6-
17). If it does not give us the container; then, you
do not need ‘any. But, the Lord *took a cup®, it is’
essential. He gave jus all essentials. If not. how -
many essentials werg left out?

"In the same paragraph he ‘says, "The cup is the
fruit of the vine®., Thus saith Bro. Lorenzo without
any proof, Then he, says; "I would vigorously oppose
the use of orange, Jsice in the Lord's suppsr. If
you poured orange juice in the same container with the
fruit of the vine, the fact that you had one container,
would still not make it the one cup of ‘the Bible".
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Ah, . eome, now, brother, don't be so rash; what would
be wrong,you would not have the right drink element,
"5f the frait of the vine®, Matt. 26:23, 29, see?
Then he says; "whatever the cup was, they dranxg

it, 'For as often as ye eat this bread and drink this
cup", I Cor. II:zb.

Yes, but Bro. Lorenzo, He *took" the cup. He
fgave® it. Both He and ithey hendled something and
the Lord said it was "a cup®. And you say we drink
the cup; I suppose you mean literally. Now, what are
we going to do? Rear back and sguvall, "tis" and
*taint"? No, you have slready shown in anothsr place
that you handle the liquid by handling the vessel that
contains it. ITow, brother, why can't you see you
drink 'a ‘cup the same way; by"drinking woat is in the
fcup*? Don't:you see that? Did you. say, prove;lt?
Alrlght here goss, pop goes the Teasel. .

4, “Metonamy is a figure of speech, A4n the which an
object is brought to the mind, not by naming it, but
by naming somethlng else that readily suggests it#,
Wllllams Rhetoric, page 220.

e have the expressionasﬂdrink the cap---*, 1
Corw. J0:2I; I Cor. II1:26+27. -Something to drink is.to
be brought  to our.mind by Metonomy. D9 W% DO IT BY
NAMTYI THT THI'G ITSELF?-. No, Mr. Williasms says. "not
by naming it". Then, how are,we to do it?, Mr. Will-
isms says, "By naming something else that readily
suggests it". Hsnce, we name the container, in this
case a cap, and saggests its contents. Hence the word
»cap® is not the name of the fruit of the vine, but
the aame of the container that contains it, and in
this case, it is a cup. Hence we see if Mr, -Witliaas
knows anytning about it, the word. "eup® is the name . of
the thing Bro. Lorenzo says Jesus used, which Brother
Lorenzo calls "container?. Take this sentence, "The
radiator is boiling®". That we wish to do is to find
out what to name by Netonomy when we wish to tell same
one the water in the radiator is boiling. Mr. Williams
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says, "Not by naming it but by naming the vessel that
contains it. Hence, radiator is the name of what con~
tains the water, 2nd not of the water. Bro. Lorenzo
you know "radiator? is not the name of water, bat is
the name of what contains the water. By the same rule
you should know *“CUP* is not the name of grape juice,
but the name of the vessel that conteins it. In *the
kettle boils®?, you know kettle is not the neme of the
water but the vessel that contains it; even so, ®“cup”
is not the name of grape julce, but the name of the
vessel ¥hat contains it.

You want proof? Tell, here it comes.
"Metonomy is a figure of speech in which the name of
one object is used for, that of another". Tanner's
Rhetoric, page 324. Hence we see "ecup® was not the
name of the grape juice as Bro. Lorenzo.says, but the
name of something else that suggests it. In this ecdse
the *C-U-P" that contained it. He gives the follow-
ing example; "The kettle boils (that is, the water in
the kettle boils)"., Bro. Lorenzo, you can seeé that.
Then just substitute the words, *drink the cup?. Can't
you see that also? You,would not think when I say the
radiator or kettle boilg, that 1 mean the water in a
dozen radiators or kettlps, would you? Lockwood end
Emerson, page 438 on thig particular kind of Metonomy,
*The container for the thing contained®, gives as
sxample; "The kettle boils, meaning the water in the
kettle". Mr. Hill on pagq 86 states that a Metonamy
is based on a contiguity., Mr. Welch's English Compo-
sition, Texas Tdition, (now hold your hat, this oid
Texas book will get you syre) in giving this partic-
ular kind of Metonomy, thg container for the contained,
he gives this example, “Dgink the cup". Hence, since
"cup" is named, it is the, neme of the container and
not the name of the contents. And since the "fruit
of the vine® is the contgnts of the *cup", the word
Youp" simply means the "@up", while naming it suggests
the contents of the cup, ,which in this case is the
*Fruit of the vine®.

Mr. Thayer on pageh533{83nder the discussion of



the word "Potsrion', "cup®, says; "By Metonomy, of

the container for the contained, the contents of the
cup, what is offered to be drunk”. You will note,

the container is what is nemed, and the thing that is
sug<ested is the contents >f the cup, and adt contents
of some other vessel or vessels. Could an element oe
the contents of a cup without peing in a cap? - Nay,
verily.

Thayer, page 5I0; discussing I Cor. I0:21 and
I Cor. I1:27, where the expression, "Drink the cup',
is ased, says; "That which iz in the cup®. Get it
brother, "Drink the cup?, means "Drink that which is
in the cup", and that would not be fcups®, bottles,
barrels, nor jugs, but ®*"Cap*", singular number, just
ona. :

Bro. Lorenzo admitted Jesus used one container,
and Bro. Matthew said it was a"cup", Mati. 26:27.
Brother Mark said it was a ®feup??®, iarx I4:23. Bro.
Iuke said it was a "igup*®, ILuke 22:I7, 20. Brother
Paul said it was a cup, I Cor. I10:16; I Cor. II:25,
and I will add my penny‘s worth and agree with the
above brethren and say it was a "‘cup'".

Now zet Webster, speaking of this psarticular
kind of metonomy; he says, "The container for the
thing contained®. Now, Bwother Lorsnzo, you know
what a container is, you use the word quite often,
and in counter distinction tc the fruit of the vine,
Hencz you know the container is not the *fruit >f the
vine®, hence, %cup® is not the "fruit of the vine®,
but tae container that contained it.

Yes, yes, I know you have always said if you
ased one container you would went the one the Lord
used; bat Bro. Lorenzo, why not use the same sauce
for the gocse you used for the gander? Sinze you
have something you call eup, and it is the #fruit of
the vine”, why not be consistent and demand the sane
identical wolumne of *fruit of the vine® the Lerd
used???? Yes, I know also you use some of the sawe
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kind of elemebt, "the fruit of the vine", the Lord
ased; and I know you also make the claim IT IS THE
SAMT CUP THT IORD USTD. But I could make the same
argument for the one cup I used. But I still respect
Rev. 21:8. ’

You know the Lord addressed us in language as
it was used. And we all know there is no private in-
terpretation on any prophecies of the scriptures;
hence this statement, *drink the cup* IS DETERMINID
THT SAMT TAY.AS THE TXPRESSION, *the radiator is
boiling®. We know "radiator" is not the name of the
w=ter that is boiling, bit the name of the vessel,
nradiator® that contains the water that is boiling.
BY THE SA™ RJLT we should know "CUP" IS NOT THT NAME
OF THS COVTINTS, the "fruit of the vine", but the con-
tainer that contains it.

Better take heed to Bzek. I4:4, "Therefore spe-
ak uato them, and say unto them, Thus saith the Lord

God; Tvery man of the House of Israel that setteth up
his idol in his heart, and putteth the stumbling
block of his iniquity before his face, and cometh 1o .
the prophet; I the Lord will answer him that cometh
according to the maltitude of his idols". 2 Thess.
2:II-1I2, "And for this cause God shall send them
strong delusion, that they should believe a lie; that
they all might be damned who believe not the truth,
but have pleasure in unrightecusness". Yet, men will
CLAIM they read their teaching and practices; and
when called apon TO READ THTZIR INDIVIDUAL CUPS IN
THE COMMUNION, THEY A3SOLUTELY REIFUSE. Yes, they
think other people should read theirs. Siace Bro.
Lorenzo admitted that the Lord used ONE container;
and since I have shown by each writer mentioning the
communion; whether it be literal or figurative by
metonomy, its name was CUP, singular number; there-
fore I have both precept and example for one cup to
distribute the fruit of the vine in the communion.
Now I wish to show it is also by command. In
I Cor. II:25, we have, "After the same manner also He
took the cup, and when He had sapped, saying, This cup
is the New Testament in my blood?.
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And here in the next breath He gives a command, "This
do ye,as oft as ye drink it, in memory of me". -You
will notice this particular command was not to *drink*
but something else they were to do, "as oft as ye
drink it in memory *of me". Hence we see the prepara-
tory acts of the cup were the particular things they
were to, ?This do ye---'. When? "As oft as ye drink it
in memory of me". Hence it was taking a cup containing
1of the fruit of the vine" and "blessing" (giving
thanks) for it; and they were to *This do ye as oft as
yve drink it in memory of me®. This is command mumber
One. ,

et and>ther. Matt. 25:27, says; "And He took the
cup--~". Anyone can see there was something here He
took that was takable which He calls a cups

As I have already shown, if it were a letonomy,
the container, which was a cup, was mentioned to sug-
gest tne contents. Hence literal or figuratively, He
literally took a literal cup. "---and He gave thauks,
and gave it to them, saying, drink ye all of it".

Did you ever diagran a sentence and have an ac-
tive transitive verb and make a prepositional phrase
as the object? No you never. In this sentence, *it*
refers to cup will be agreed. Hence "of it (cup)" is
an adverbial phrase .of place telling where to drink,
of the cup. Verse 28, “(For) this is my blood of the
New Testament, which is shed for many for the remis-
sion of sins* is the object of the verb *drink", It
tells exactly what we drink; hence must be the object.
And the word *this* does nct refer to the word "cup',
as many try to make it; but to the preceding clause,
#fe all drink of it (the cap)’. Placing this express-
ion after the word, *this*, as an explanatory expres-
sion, we have; ?This (ye all drink of the cup) is my
blood of the New Testament which is shed for many for
the remission of sins'. -

This is as it is in our practice; what we drink
of the cup is what we say is the blood of the New Test-
_ament; and- it is the same with our individual cups
brethren. What they drink of their individual cups is
what they say represents the blocd of the Lord.
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While in practice they admit it, but with their mouths
they deny it. But sgys one, what about the word,
wufsput e My answer is, it is merely an introductory
word, an expletive. '

For other examples of the word, "this*, refering
to a statement, see Zecl. I2:I3; Eph. 6:I. In each
case, the word, "this*, refers to the command that pre-
ceds it; Jjust as it does in Matt. 26:27, 28. Hence
we see they were commanded to all drink of it (the
cup) and this command forbids "pouring-into other cups
and drinking of them, 2 John 6, "This is love, that we
walk after his commandments, This is the command=ment,
That as ye have heard from the beginning, ye should
walk in it". As we have proven above, the way they
walked in it in the beginning, they all drank of the
cap, singular number; hence according to the command
in 2 John 5, we must walk in that way.

To recapitulate; I have offered the container .
boys fifty dollars to read precept, command, or exam-
ple from the New Testament for their individual cups.
If they give it, I will pay off. Don't get uneasy
some one will get crippled by those boys making a
rush to get the money. They know as well as I, they
can't cat the Mistard. If they try to make it "exped-
ient? it comes inder the law of "liberty and conseci-
ence” and will have to be left off if some one is
either caused to stumble, offend, or is made weak,

I Cor. 6:1I2. So presumption is all that is left.

If I could make those brethren see “the fruit of
the vine" is not the container, all would be fine,
Since in the figure, thecontainer is named; they must
think the wine is the container. Poor boys. They
haven't even got a crutch or a walking cane to stand
on, mich less a leg. If we had a right to a private
interpretation of seriptures (2 Pet. 1:20-2I) then,
any man could, as they do, name anything any name they
wished and all would be alright. But we have not.

He has admitted that Jesus used one container.

I have proved if it were either literal or figurative,
the word “cup", is the name of the vessel; for in a
Metonomy of this kind, the container is what is named.
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“veryone c¢an see in this expression, ®*drink the
cup®, the word cup is the only word that names anything,
as the word drink,is a verdb. Hence the word, cup,
would have to be the name of the vessel, for the con-
tainer is named and its name was cup, singular number,
just one.

I have shown that *cup", singular number was
mentioned by every authority, in every scripture where
the communion was rehearsed. Hence, not only precept,
but example, I have shown two direct commands to drink
of the cup, and once where a general command {2 Jno.5),
to keep the commandment as we heard in the beginning.
Here is the beginning, and he (Bro. Lorenzo) admits
Jesus used o>ne container. , '

Page 3, numoer 8, I juote; *Thatever the cup was,
it was emblematic of Christ's blood, for, "this cup is
the New Testament in my blood*, I Cor. II:25. Brother
Lorenzo, you know the predicate noun after the copula
verb "is", is "testament", and you further know the
word, ®new’, gualifies it by showing it is a New Test-
ament. And you further know the prepositional phrase,
*in my blood®*, also qualifies the noun, Testament,
showing it was the New Test-ment, "*inh*® (ratified by,
or as Paul puts it in Heb.9 16-I°, dedicated by) His
blood. Hence the cup, is emblematic of the New Test~
ament, and not the blood. The fruit of the vine is
emblematic of His blood. Can't you see that? You
should further know the grape juice could not be the
thine ratified, (testament), and the ratifying element
(Jesus blood)., This impossibility would have to be a
fact to bolster your posétion. The Lord was very exp-
licit in saying of the bread;

b L T-L B is my body, Matt. 26:126; Mark I4:22;
My body given, Luke 22:19; My body broken, I Cor.
II:23-24. "Thig~----=-is----my blood! Matt. 26:27, 28;

Mark IL:24. ‘ »
And of the cup, "This cip----is---the New Testament--,
Luke 22:20; I Cor. IT:25.

Jesus was very emphatic telling what *the cup"
signified by saying, "This C-U-P is the New Testament”.
While the other two emblems, the bread and wine, He
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refered to them by the proboun "this". Brother
lorenzo, why did you do that? You certainly presumed
a lot on our ignorance. But I can't believe it is
ignorance with you; but if it is and you acknowledge
it, I will apoligiza.

Brother, when you reached the literal blood of
Christ that took away your sins, you reached it
through the New Testament. What a wonderful picture
when you "®show”? Christ's death, I Cor. II:26. You
demonstrate it by reaching the emblematic blood, "the -
frait of the vine" through the emblematic New Testa-
ment, *the cup'. For Jesus said of the wine, "this is
my blood". And He said of the "cup®, “this cup is the
New Testamente-=----=". '

Mr. Thayer says concerning Luke 22:20; I Cor.
I1:25, on page I5; "This cup, containing wine emblem-
atic of blood, is rendered by the shedding of my blood,
an emblem of the New Testament®. So you see we old
so-called "one cuppers®, are not the only ones who
realize the cup signifies the New Testament in the
comrunion.

He has admitted that Jesus used one container.

I have proven, by the New Testament, that whether
those scriptures were either literal or figurative;
the cup was a literal cup, just ONT, singular number.

 Page 3, numbers 9 & I0, seems to be agree-
ment. Page 3, number II, he asks, "Must we foldow the
taking of the supper by singing a hymn? Answer;
singing is worship, and I always want to follow the
Lord's pattern as closely as possible. Again he asks;
"If we fail to sing a hymn, do we fail to keep the
divine pattern?*. Answer, Brother, the closer you can
follow the Lord, the better. That idea you have to
see how far you can get away from the Lord and squeeze
through will not work. It isn't the proper spirit.
The closer to the Lord, the better.

Page 3, numbgrs I % 2, he says; *There is no men-
tion of a dismissal prayer*®. Do we become adders to
God's pattern if after the supper we ging a hymn,
have a dismissal prayer, and go out?" Answer; Paul
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says, "Pray without ceasing----*, I Thess. 5:17.
Hence, prayer or a prayerful attitude is in order all
the time. Again Paul says; *I will therefore that men
pray everywhere----- ? The assembly is “somewhere?,

and is therefore included in Paul's *everywhere?®.
Henca, this takes care of the place or places.

Since .he claims to follow divine patterms as well
as we; the rest of his folly I will turn oack to him.
and See what his answer is. It might be the same as '
mine. These side issues are immaterial, irrelevant,
and have no bearing on whether the Bibls teaches one
cup or individual cups. The idea with these brethren
is to run away from their practice.

Page 3, number I3. Since Jesus and his apostles
instituted the supper in an upper room, he wants to
know mist we always meet in an upper room? Brother,
since you claim to live by the same Bible ways,"pre-
cept, exemple, or command®; and since that is our
claim, we aks you the same Question? It looks like
though, you are getting a little technical for a man
who adds a lot of cups to the camsunion.

Page 3, mmber I4. Since this upper room was in
a city, he wants to know if we must always meet in an
upper room, in & city? My answer is; since you claim
to live by the Bible way, precept, example, or coomand,
what do you say? Since I can read my one cup and you
wont even dare try to read your individual cups, the
guestion is more for you to answer than for me. Any-
way, get on the truth end you wont have to run so
from your teachings and practices.

- Page 3, number I5. He wants to know, since
theee were thirteen at the supper when Jesus establis-
hed it; must we have only thirteen, more than thrteen,
or could we have less than thirteen, or is it an inci-
dental? My answer is; since we brethren affirm we
can read oar one cup to didtribute the drink element
in the cammanion; and you could not be blindfolded
and backed into affirming you could read your individ-
ual cups in the commanion, you seem to resglly be the
incidental man; what do you say about it? And don't
forget you claim to live Bible things in Bible ways,
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precept, example, command. Your are strong with our
religious neighbors to read their teachings and prac-
tices; why not read about individual cups? See Matt.
7:I-4; Romans 2:I-3. -

Page 3, number I6, Thank you dear brother for
getting back to the subject. He says, ®And He took
the cup, and gave thabks, and said, Take this and
divide it among yourselves". He then asks what did
they divide among themselves? Then he answers, "the
cup®. Brother, can't you never learn, in this kind
of ietonomy, the container is named to suggest the
contents? Now what was sauggested?- the contents,
fthe fruit of the vine* of course. But what was
nemed? The container which was a cups Then, the 1lit-
eral cup was named to suggest that literal element
that was to be divided, which was the cups contents
which was "the fruit of the vine®. When we say, "the
radiagtor boils®", you do not say the literal radiator
was bioling; but the water in the radiator. And that
does not mean a hundred radiators montents; nor a
hundred of just any kind of vessels contemts. But
the contents of just one radiator. So also *drink the
cup" means drink the contents of one cup. So also
you divide the same way.

But without arguing these points further, lets
get down to the dead rock. Just for arguments sake I

am going to admit that the *fruit of the vine" is’"the

cup?; and say they are wrong anywaye.

You will notice in Iuke 22:I7 Jesus wes serving,
the Apostles were the audience. After thanks He said,
*take this and divide it----". Fram thls statement
aloné we kearn that "the fruit of the vine" was und-
ivided, one volummne of liquid. Otherwise, He would
not have said "divide it*. But the next breath He
tells where the division was to take place; "among
yourselves? And don't forget they (the Apostles)
wers the audience. The individual cups brethren,
some of them divide it at the table before it reaches
the audience. Disobedience number one. But Matthew
reveals the way that "division among yoirselves® was
to be done. Jesus had commanded *drink ye all of it*

(16)

.



Matt. 26:27. This "it® in Matthew is the same "~ it*"
in Luke 22:I7, which was one volumne, undivided.
Hence they were commanded to drink of one undivided
volumne of wine. Did they do it? They certainly 4id,
get it. Mark I4:23, "---znd they all drank of ""itn"e,
Hence they all drank of one undivided volumne of *the
fruit of the vine", for this ?4it"* in Mark I4:23 is
the same ""it"* that is in Luke 22317 and Matt. 26:27.

Bro. lorenzo has admitted that Jesus used one
econtainer; and since only one volumne Of liquid can
occeupy a single vessel at a time, *"it"* wus ungues-
tionably one undivided volumne of *the frait of the
vine*. S0 you see they are wrong anyway you take it,
if you respect the laws that govern language.

Hence the only way you can get individual cups
is to PRESUM= them, Deut. I8:20.

Page L, number I7. He’ contends if, 'divide it
among yourselves? means sip it from the cup, wouldn't
*take eat* require us to bite it off? Such foolish-
ness! The cloveld hoof continually shows itsgelf from
beneath the préestly robe. Jesus commanded them to
anggketn, %ieagtni, Note first, "take®, second “eat®.
God "*too0k"® a rib from Adam's side to form Eve, Gen.
2:21 Hence, we see the "took? included the separa-
tion of the rib from Adam. So likewise, the word
*take® includes the separation of a portion to **eat*”,
You have to watch these boys as they say a lot besides
their prayers. The Lord said of the bread, "take®,
t2at®, And of the cup He said, *drink ye all of it".
Can't you see that? Why quibble to make scme one
think you made an argument?

-Pége 4, number I8. In this he notes I Cor.
I0:21; *Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the
cup of devils". Bécause both cups here are singular,
he is trying to show, and that by us, that our prac-
tice is almost, if not altogether like that of devils.
This is not his exact words but it carries the thought.
My answer is, bless you, no-2-0 everything the devil
has is a lie; even to his cup. John 3:ll shows
*e-~-he abode not in the truth, because there is no
truth in him--*, Had his cup been ons, he would have
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been in this case in the truth. Being a liar by word
and deed, of course his cup was a lie., Just a hint
here, if I -had a hundred cups and claimed I had only
one; of course I would be lieing. But, says some
fellow with lotz of cups and says he nas bat one; you
are calling Paul a liar as he was the one who said
that. My answer is; Paul also said there are Lordts
many and gods many--~, but shows there is but one true
God. Many places idolatry is spoken of ag if gods;

but God has shown us there is but one God. So brother
man, who has lots of cups and says he has bat one; '
taeke your own pill. Don't try to dodge ans say you
have one cup; we know you have many. :

He says the cup is the fruit of the vine. The
Laws of language says of this particular kind of
Metonomy, "the container is named to suggest the con-
tents", and in I Cor. II:27, *"cup"® is the name
named. Therefore according to his statement; *the
fruit of the vine® is the container.

This reduces his logic to foolishness; if fool-
ish arguments can be made any more sO.

He now begins on Will'‘s tract. ~ As I sald be-
fore, I am going to let Vill (W. E. Daniels) defend
the tract. I am due him that respect. But I will
call attention to Bro. Lorenzo's sophistry and try to
expose it, as it is the same old lime they all resort
to. I will not try to give verbatim quotations, but
try to give the argument and answer it. '

Page 4, number I. In his answer he says; *the
figurative cup is the literal drink because here the
figurative cup is the literal drink". Well, "the
fruit of the vine® is not the Lord'siliteral cup;
Bro. Lorenzo.being the iadge. Then, what is the
Lord's literal cup? In this figure, Metonomy, the
container (the Lord's 1i¥eral cup), is named to sug-
gest its contents, "the fruit of the vine®; which
Bro. Lorenzo says. is a figurative cup. ©Oh boy! lets
sing the doxology and go;home. While this kills him
forever; still, we must notice the rest.

Page l;, number 2. Here, question relative to
taking "the fruit of the' vine". He shows he takes
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two dozen eggs to the store by taking the carton that
contains them. Although eggs can be literally handled
and *fruit of the vine" cannot; he makes the parallel
possible by tasing the thing that contained the ezgs.
Pine Bro. Lorenzo, that is the way we "drink the cup*,
by drinking what is in the *cup® as the authorities
say. And don't forget, you drink a literal element
which is-a figurative cup, without.a cup. For the
way *fruit of the vine® is a figurative cup, is.s
cup contains it., For you *drink the cup" by *drinking
what is in the cup®. You can't boil 2 radiator ’
without having water in the radiator boiling. Nor
can vyou boil a pot without boiling water in a pot.
NMeither, brother, can you drink a cup without drink-
ing what is in a cup, singular number, just one. In
each case *the container is mentioned to suggest its
contents¥, not something else's contents. If this wers
not so, figuarative languaze would be meaningless, as
you could never tell what was spoken of, ' '

Pages 4 and 5, numbsr 3. In tais the fight is
whetnar *"its® could refer to a plurality of objects.
His argument is, liguid is "*it** if poured out into
a thousand containers. Wonder if ne meens to kid us
if water was put in a thoisand radiators, and all were
boiling, would he say (concerning the radiatorsj),
aajt** ig boiling, or ®'they®? arec boiling?? His ex-
emple is, some one asks him if he likes coffee, ans-
wering, he says *"yes®, I drink RRiLeN gyery moraing.
And he further states that doss not mean he drinks
from the same conteiner every morning.

This is one of their favorite passtimes; use a
class noun, that is singular so far as class is con-
cerned, but contain a plurality of individaals, or
units. And this is what he does here. He uses the
word Tcoffes" as class; it includss all coffze. The
singularity is of class and not different cups of
coffec. - Hence it would be correct to say, ?I drink
"Ajted gyery morning. Coffe:z is the source from
which he drinks as a supply. The expression; "the
fruit of the vine® is the same kind of ar sxprsssion.
In a cold drink stand they drink of the fruit of the
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vine, we in church drink of the fruit of the vine, in
cach case as source. His *figurative cup” only inecl-
ades what he has taken avart from other fruit of the
vine and given thanks for it. "hen I give him a cup
of coffee and say; you drink this cup; that cup does
not include all the coffee he drinks every morning by
a long shot., Don't you know that, brother? He is
again guilty of using a word in two different meanings
as thought the meanings were the same, which is a
flagrant violation of logic. When you take a cuap
of grape juice or coffee, you can only speak of them
figuratively by naming the cup that contains them,
which is cupe. If you had either in a plurality of
bottles; you would have to refer to either (the cof-
fee or wine) as bottles, not *®*cup?®®, brother.

Page 5, number 4. He here tries to show that
in Luke 22:I7 no one knows how the division was made.
And says "he does not know, I do not know, and yet
he makes a law how it must be done®. You spoke too
loud, we heard you. Now we will have to expose you.
You caused it yourself, brother. Lest you forget,
dear brother, I wish to remind you, that you admitted
Jesus used one container,

In Luke 22:17; Jesus told the disciples, "take
this, and divide it---", hence it was upndivided one
volumne, or He would not have said, "divide "®it"",
Besides you admitted Jesus used one container. Hence
as Luke also shows,,there was one volumne, undivided.
Then He tells them whére to "divide it®, Now, get it

brother, *among yourselves", Jesus was serving, the
disciples were the audience. They were commanded to
divide it *among yourselves®, that is, in the audien-
ce. Now you see where it was to be done. Now, get
the *how", Matt. 26:27, says, "---drink ye all of it".
This is the same ""it"" in Iuke 22:I7 which was one
volumne, undivided. Hence they were to drink of that
andivided one volumne of the fruit of the vime. Did
they do it? Yes, brother, they sure did. Hear Mark
I4323, *----and they all drank of ®**it**, Don't for-
get this is the same "it" as in Luke 22:I7, and Matt.
26:27. Hence they all drank of one volumne of the

.(20)



-

fruit of the vine; “*if"® Bro. Lorenzo is right that
the fruit of the vine is the cup. If he is not, and
cup is a literal cup, then they were all commanded to
drink of that one literal cup He gave them contain-
ing the fruit of the vine, hence, either way, the
division was made by ?"drinking®*.

Page 5, numder 5. He secms to be dissatisfied
because there are threc emblems mentioned instead of
two, as he wanted it. And because the fact was
brought to the brethrens attention. Now, lets see.
You remember he said the cup they dmank was a figu-
rative cup.. And that he calls a figurative cup
‘symbolic of Christ's blood, Matt. 26:27-28, Mark
Ij:23-24. He does not deny it. Then, the cup He
took, the literel cup, ----was the New Testament in
the Lord's blood. See Luke 22:20; I Cor. II:25.

But to dodge the above he tries to make a point on
verse 26 where it says, "drink this cup". His argu-
ment is the cup He "tock® is the cup He drank. Bat
brother, you have admitted that cup they drank was
figurative; and the only way it could be figurative-
ly a cup is by being in the cup, the literal cup He
literally took. Hence the *fruit of the vine®, your
figurative cup, is emplematic of Christ's blood; while
the literal cup He "took® is synbolic of the New Test-
ament, just as Paul says. Sorry it don't suit you.
Just as you boil the kettle by boiling the water in
the kettle, and just as you boil the radiator by boil-
ing the water in the radiator; so you "drink the cup
by -drinking what is in the cup®'.

: Page 6, number 56, He says "In like manner you
could gather all the individual containers tcgather,
in the worid; and their contents would scxil be just
"one cap®. If that is true, this is aleco true;
gather togetuer all the pots in the world and beil
the water in them, you would still be boiling just
one, ®the pot®., Gather tcgether all the radiators
in the world and have them boiling, you still would
have just one "the radiator" boiling. This ig also
true if his sophistry is. You remember about that
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Devil's cup? Don't his argument sound faunilliar?
Have a hmandred cups and say I only have one.

Page 6, number 7. Since he does not think his
individual cups signify anything; there is no point
in arguing it.

Page 6, number 8. Here he missss the point. My

view is, since verse 27, caapter II (I Cor.); says
"Drink this cup®, verse 28 shows how the drinking was
done by "drinking of that cup". He says the word
“that?, is supplied. But since to drink ®of" means
t> drink from, out of, eminating from, away from; you
still have the thought to use the cup to drink fof*.
T Ysr., 10:2I we have, *drink the cup of the Lord-~--*".
Since the container is named to suggest the contents,
and cup of the Lord is the only name mentioned;
hence "cup of the Lord names the container. Listen
to the howl. But remember, the altar was a lLiteral
thing, yet when sanctified it was called, "the altar
of the Lord”. The vessels used in the temple after
sanctification werse called "vessels of the Lord".
Cup is a vessel; when it is sanctified by having the
smblematic blood in it, and being in the sanctifica-
tion; it is also the cup of the Lord.., It alsoc repre-
saents the New Testament, Luke 22:20; I Cor. II:25..

Page 6, number 9. Here in trying to dodge a
parallel between Matt. I0:42 and I Cor. I0:I5 in
which the first savs,"A cup of cold water', snd the
szcond, "the cup of blessing®; in which the literal
cups are paralleled, and the contents paralleled.

The first being water, the second being "blessinz®,
"new wine" (Isaih 65:8) to show a literal cup in each
case was named and iﬁeir literal contents respevéive-
ly. He says, "A lady tells me she pat a cup of sour
milk in her dough; you would not look down in the
dough expecting to sez a cup containing sour milk*®,
His error is his ugual one; using a word in two dif-
ferent meanings, and comparing them as though the
meanings were the same . If the expression, "the cup
of blessing", was used in the sense of measure (I/2
pint), as is meantiwhen you speak of putting a cup of
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soar milk in dough; then his cap all over the world,

he tries to get from this passege, T Cor IO: Io, he

would have only I/2 pint of wine ail orer the world

from the time it was instituved till the taime of the
end. That would be a mighty 1ittle cup for a man who
uses so much territdry and time.

Hence, "the cup of biessing’, masc mean a cup
and its contents. For to take it to mean a certain
measure, I/2 pint, a cuapful; and then take it to be
the cup all over the world for all time as those
brethren try. to make it; it would be.awfully little
for so much space and time. His Guestion relative to
Matt. Id:z4j2; if they gave iwo cups oi wauer would it
be wrongf The trouble is, Liother, if He hed meant
teups?, pliral number; He wou.d Lave sald “teupstt.

I ask him, "do you know of a shadow or parallel that
every point fits?" The points compared are what is
supposed to fit as a type and an anti-type-

fage 6, humber II. Here his idea is that the
%cyp of blessing which we bless® is-the fruit of the
vine. Well, the spirit through Paal said *the cup of
blessing which we bless"; and I beg your pardon, bat
I still oelieve it. He blcws scaue how people ought
to stay away from that scripture. Bat don't forget
his little I/2 pint cup for all time, all over the
world, is based on that scriptaire, and a cup of sour
milk in some dough.

Pages 6 and 7, number 1%. Hers &g Jcorn't
think the cup sanctifies the xrajs ol the vine in the
commanion. If you take the word, tgeartiiv®, ©n set
apart, how else do youset apart® (banc ify). “he
fruit of the vine but by pautlng it apart in some-
thing and give thanks? An offering was Jjust meat
till it was sanctified by putting it on the altar.
And I might add; all sacrifices looked forward and
was fulfilled in Christ; and yet they wers cactifled
by the sltar. His other argument, ibe altur was .ne
all over the world; remember theve was Nrlv ~r2 con-
gregation in those days in all ilte word. EHenczs cone
altar to the congregation. We have one cum 19 the
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congregation. I fits fine, brother. But a hundred
cups (eltars) to a congregation would not fit. Just
remember, when you have I00 cups and call it one,
think of the devil's cup.

Pege 8, number I3. Because some one said,
%You cannot drink a literal cup®; he says Amen. Bat
let me remind you brother, the way you abey the com-
mand, *drink the cup* is by drinking "what is in the
cup”. As you boil the radiator by boiling the water
in the rediator; as you boil the pot, by boiling the
water in the pot, so, you drink the cup *by drinking
what is in the cup®. '

Page 8, number Ij. Here he gets real cute,
I Cor. I0:2I Paul says, *drink the cup’. Some one
showed that the way you *drink the cup" is to "drink
of that cup®" I Cor. II:23. YWence you "drink the cup”®
by "drinking of® {from, out of, belonging to, procsed-
ing from) that cup". I put the definitions of the
word *of*", above in parenthesis. Jut let me add a
maich added example; you boil the radiator by boiling
the water in the radiator. Yoa boil the pot by boil-
ing the water in the pot; so likewise, you *drink the
cup? by drinking what is in the cup. Again he says,
"3ince we eat 1"of** the bread, do we eat sonething
inside of the bread? He thinks this is a corker.
“Cip®, is a drinking vessel. The fact is, the idea,
"drinking vessel", is inherent in the word, "cupt.
Bread is not a drinking vs:ssel, but a cup is. You
do not eat of a loaf like you émink of a cup. In
eating of a loaf, you eat a portion of that loaf, bat
when you drink of a cup, you drink of the contents of
the cup. I thought practically all little girls and
boys knew that, but when a preacher pulling down a
good salary does not know the difference, I wonderf.
Again he uges two different meanings of a word as
though he used them alixe; which I have said before,
is a violation >f logic. They can't "read® their
practice, hence logic is all they can appeal to, and

they violate every fundamental law governing it. To
illustrate this falacy o>f using the different mean-
ings as though they were the same, take the f>llowing
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sentencea; "I broke my wateh®; 'I broke my horse’;
"I broke my land’; "I went broke". Try using the
same deffinition to the word, *broke®, in the above
sentences and you will see how flagrant this viola-
tion is. S

Page 8, namber I5. In this he admits when you
speak of *drinking the cup*, like drinking a cup of
coffee; you drink it like you boil a radiator or pot,
but when the thing to be drank is a symbol of any-
thing, you can drink it from any number of cups, and -
be spoken of as singular. '

He gave as example, "They drank the cup of -
death®, Here is the "nigger* in the woodpile. If
you will, notice the word, "deeth", is not a subst-
ance that you need & vessel to handle it with, while
*fruit of the vine", is a literal substance, a liguid
that you must have a vessel to handle it with. You
couldn't put ®death* in a cup if you worked yourself
to death trying. A llteral liquid as *the fruit of
the vine*, you mast have a vessel to handle it. But
something immaterial, L like *death®?, cannot be handled
nor literally drank, while wine can be drank. When we
speak of drinking death, joy, salvation, and suffer-
ing; the drinking is pictorial, and the cup is used
as pictorial as the drlnkigg of those substances. .
If you did not t know what ®drink® meant, nor what "cup?®
meant, the language would not be understandable. Bit
when you know these things, the picture you get, is
some one taking a literal cup and drinking that which
eaused death, saffering, salvation, or joy {(whatever
the case might be) and drinking from that cup. Hence
the vessel is as pictorial as the thing to be drunk,
or as the drinking. While with a literal liguid as
wine, the element iB literal, so is tas vessel to
contain it.

Take Matthew 20:22-23. Here we see Christ's
saffering and death likened to belng baptized and
drinking from a cup. We all know there was no barial
in water nor literally drinking of a literal cup in
T¥is daath and suffarine. And beasaude there was nei-

ther, does not make water annecessary to be baotized
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in nor a cup to drink the fruit of the vine from. ,,
A vesgel is absolutely necessary to handle the
fruit of the vine in the communion, but it is not
necessary to handle *death® in. 30 we sce he is try-
ing to mix figures on us. His example, *they drank
the cup of death", is not a parallel with literally
drinking a literal element. His statement if a thing
was emblematic of something, it could be poured into
individual cups and still be cup; is without found-
ation. I have several authorities on figures of
spsech, and none of them makes any difference in
liguids. Mr. Thayer was both an Tnglish scholar and
also a Greek Scholar. In his lexicon, page 533, he
said of Netonomy; ""he container for the thing con-
tained, %hé coritents of the cup, what is offered. to
bé drunk®,.Luke 22:20; I Cor. II;25. On page-5I0 . -
relative to°.I Cor. I0s2T;» I1:27; on "Drink the eup®,
I. 3.,"%what. is in the cap*.. Here are examples of
the fruit of the vine which is symbolic in the com-
munion, yet he puts it undsr the regular rale, and
backs it up on page 15, quote, *This -cup containing
wine an emblem of blood, is rendered by the shedd-_
ing of my blood:an emblem of the New Testament. So -
away goes his fog bPank. TVonder where-he gdt that?
Page 9, number I6. In parallelinzg Jacob's well
with a cup he agaih makes a bad mistake. There. is no
use for anyone to try to kid himself into the. idea
that thé uses of wells and -cups are the same, nor that
you drink of them alike. For example, suppose we go-
to 1orenzo and find Bro. Lorenzo erecting a windmill:”
over his cup, 1ntend1ng to use his well as a drinking
vessel, you would say he was crazy. Well, what
about a man trying to parallel them as to their use?
A cap is a drinking vessel. The idea of "drinking
vessel? is .inherent in the word, ®cup®. A well is
not a drlﬁklng vessel, hat a gource from which you
take a supply of water: 1 You drink of a well as a
source; you drink of a qup as a drinking vessel. If
anyone d4id not recognizg the uses of different things
and sources, he might try to saw a board with a water
pail, or take his plane, to get a supply of water.
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This principle is made too plain in commoh use for
one to make such a mistale.

Pags 9, number:.I7. Again he is heavy on ‘we“
bless, I Cor. I0:I6, trying to make the church all
over the world the unit of worship. One cup all. over
the world.. But as I have previously shown, the local
ehurch is the unit of worship, and that I Cor. 10:I5,
I7 has a congragatlonal appllcatlon. and not worla-
wide.

Jesus took the»cup,-but if the cup was fr11t of
the vine all over the world from the beginning as
they say; Jesus took sufficient of it for the church
down the ages.  We know He did not. W¥e kaow that
which He took was a suply sufficient for that partic-
alar time; just as each leocal church does teday. - And
the volumne we take here at Cave Junction is not the
same identical they take at Crosbyton; much less the
charches the world over from Pentecost $O the end.

. Why does each congregation the world over sach .
bless a: senarate volumne each Lord's day? If Christ
blessed the cup (world wide and time wide), did He’
make -a failure? You -seem 1o thlnk so, for each first
day of the week you prepare a separate volumne by
thanksgiving for that day. What Jesus did, He did
well. .If we are drimking of the same 1dent1cal cup
Jesus blessed; it is already blessed and prenared far
better than any living man today can 4o it.

And don't forget, to drink the cup, you drink
what is in the ocup. Mr. Thayer shows this from secrip-
tures .that &alk about the communion; about the *frait
of the vine", which is symholic of Christ's blood,

(1 Cor. II:27; I0:2I; II:28).. Also on page 15, show-
ing that the same rule worked with them as .other like
expressions.. So: away goes his claim tna+ thlngs that
were emblematic of samething else, coald be 1n a
number of cups and.siill be f#the cup®.

Pages J, number I8, Here again he goes w1ld and
wonders who ever got the idea we commune with each
other. But he does admit that the word that is
translated “commune?, is sometimes transliated fellow-
ship. Théy both come framn the seme Greek word,
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1¥sinoia", which means communion, fellowsnip, joint
nmarticipation, a sharing, etc. I wonder what 1is the
matter with those boys. I John I:7, says; "3a4r if we
walk in the light as He is in the light, we have
fellowship one with another, {Kognonia, one with
another). And what does Koinonia mean? Ah, brother,
your smoke screen does not hide your antics. Well,
it would be hard on those boys to admit we have com-
manion (Koinonia), one with another; for as far as
Bible commurion, they do not have it.

Christ was to eat and drink with us in His
kingdom. e and He commune. We eat and drink with
one another the same time we eat and drink with
Christ. Hence, if sating and drinking with one another
is "Koinonia®, communion, we have it with one ansther
as well as with the Lord.

Page I0, number I9. Here again he looses his
head, because we claim, if wine in the different
denominations of containers is the cup, one cup; then
people in the different denominations of churches are
the church, one church.

He says, no, he surely means a plurality of
containers, and if so, they would parallel with ths
different local churches and not the different denom~-
inations. Hold your horsss, brother, lets take a
peep. A cup is a container; its denominating name
is ""cup"". A bottle is a container, but its denom-
inating name is ""bottle"". A sauce pan is a contai-
ner, but its denominating name is *"sauce pan"“.

A basket is a container, but its denominating name
is basket.

Baptists are a religious body, but their den-
ominating name is *Baptist", and so on to the end.
Then my dear brother, the parallel stands like a

stone wall. If wine in the different denominations
of containers are the cup, one cup, then people in

the different denominations of churches are the
charch, one church.

Drinkerer down boy, you know, and I know you will
use any npumber of any denomination of containers. If
you say you wont; then why do you not ®"specify" by
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saying *cup® instead of generalizing and saying
tadcontainer*tfz,

Page 10, number 20. Here 1s ancther thing he
dies on. If wine is thes cup, one cup, without being
in a cup, and you can drink it of the container of
your choiee; then people are Chtistlans without
being in Christ, and you can join the charch of your
choice. -

2h, he says, ®yoa have one container for each
congregation, hence to make a parallel you would
have to have a Christ for each congregation®.

Dear brother, you are not going to get by that easy.
There is a law in natare by which we take the nams

of a human organization, by being in that organiza-
tion. You are a Mason if you are in the Masonie
order. You are a iMethodist if you are in the lfethod-
ist church. You are a part of the body of Christ if
you are in the body of Chkrist. A local church can
take the name of, body of Christ, Church of Christ,
by being in Christ. ®ach does not have to have a
separate Christ. The cammunion is a **show"! of
Christ's death, I Cor. II:26. Tach local church
makes the "7show”" each Lord's day. And don't forget,
a "Ygnow’® is only ssen as far as the vision is not
obstructed. No parallel, type and shadow, or
parable fits in every point; as we all kaow. The
children of Israel were a shadow of the chaurch, but
they died after they went into their promised land.
We hope we will not die when we reach our pramiged
land.

In Christ, we take the name of Christ. In
human organizations we take the name of those
various organizations. In a cup we call a liguid
cup by suggestion, and so on with each and every
kind of vessel.

Yours in Christ,

J. S« BEDINGFIELD.
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POST-SCRIPT:---1 believe with all my heart that I am
right in my contention for one cup. If T am wrong,
correct me while I am on times side of eternity.
Tternity is too long, the promises to0 precious, and
dell too hortible, not to correct each other.

T will affirm with 2ny living man, that I can
"pgad" one cup (drinking vessel) in the Vew Test-
ament scripture;

RN Tronan

any man will affirm their individual caps can be
1read" in the New Testament scrigiures. Jf course
you understand I mean in each case, ‘in-the commun-
ion.

With love,
J. 5. BEDIMZFIELD,

Route I, Box I00, Cave Junection, Oregon.
ladch 26, I954.
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