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WILEY-MILLER DEBATE 

The Scriptures teach that each member of a 
congregdti o n (in observing the communion} m .. y 

drink of the fruit of the vine fr o m an i nd ividual c up . 

W. S . Wiley, Affirms ---E. H. Mi l ler, Denies 

I 



I I I J ' I I I I 

W. S. WILEY began preaching in Grape­
land, Texas in 193 2. He writes for the 
FIRM FOUNDATION and the GOSPEL 
AD V 0 CAT E. The excellence of h is 
debate with Lester Hathaway (on classes 
and women teachers) resulted in his 
being' invited to take part in this debate 
on the cup question. He is presently 
working with the church at Mt. Pleasant , 
Texas, having previously pr e ached at 

Clovis , New Mexico. He has b een active in radio and 
television with a weekly program in each medium. In 
over thirty years br.other Wiley has missed the Lord's 
Day service only once. 

ELBERT HARVEY MILLERhas been 
very active in debate' especially in 
support of the one cup and no class 
pos~ions . He has also debated the 
Pentecostal teaching that Jesus is the 
only person in the Godhead, the ma­
terialistic doctrine that man has no 
eternal spirit and thus can suffer no 
eternal punishment, the divorce and 
r .emarriage questio n and baptism in 

the name of Jesus only. He w r ites for the OLD PATHS 
ADVOCATE and PROCLAIMER OF TRUTH. Two of 
his debates are in print: SMITH- MILLER DEBATE 
(baptism in the name of Jesus only) and THE CUP OF 
THE LORD, WHAT IS IT? (a debate with brother 
M. L . Lemley). 
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WILEY'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 

With pleasure I affirm the stated proposit ion. It is my firm 
conviction that brethren, in observing the practice stated in the pro­
position , are on firm ground. 

To define the proposition: The Scriptures--That which was di­
vinely revealed and written . The scriptures teach- -to make known bv 
command, approved example and (or) rtecessary infe renee. Each 
member of the congregation, in o bserving the communion--eating_ the 
Lord's Supper. May--is within his scriptural right . Dnnk the fru1t of 
the vine--the cup of th e communion . From an individual cup--aves­
sel containing the cup of the communion . 

To sustain this, we shall prove three po ints: 1. "The Cup", 
when used regarding t he Lord's Supper, always refers to the contents 
and never to the vessel. 2. " The cup", when divided, remains the 
cup. 3. Expediency , inlhe absense of instructions concerning the ves ­
se ls u sed in the Supper, allows d ist ribu tion of the cup into individual 
containers. 

I. Bible us e of the term "cup". 

The term "cup", both singular and plural. appears approximate­
ly seventy - three times in Scripture . It sometimes refers to vessels; 
sometimes it signifies abundance; sometimes tothe contents of aves­
sel. The latter, without exception, is th e meaning when used in con­
nection with the Lord 's Supper. 

Examples of it's use: 

1. A vessel. G en. 40 : ll; lsa . 22:24. 
2. A figure of speech . Psalm 11 :6; lsa. 51: 17- 22. 
3. Abundant blessings. Psalm 16:5; 116:13. 
4. Fig ur e of suffering. Malt. 20:22-23; 26:42 . 
5 . Every reference made to "cup· •, fr o m the institution oi the 

Lord's Supper, to the book of Revela tion, points to that within the ves­
sel, and never to the v esse l itself. The fr-uit of th e vine, wh ic h stands 
for the blood o f Christ, IS the th1ng given emphasis, rather than the 
vessel that contains it. 

6. The "cup" of the Lord's Supper. 
(a) For what did the Lorrl give thanks? 
"And he took the cup, and gave thanks, a nd gave i t to them, saying, 
Drink ye all of it . .. " (Matt. 26 : 27) Was the Lord giving thanks for the 
content s or th e container? The disciples were t old, "Drink ye a ll of 
it". Surely it is clear tha t they were to drink the conte nts -- not the 
vessel. 

(b) What stood for the b lood of the New Testament? 
"For this is my blood o f the new testament, which is shed for many 
for the remission of sins ." (Matt . 26 : 28) What, in giving them the 
"cup" and saying "this is my blood", did he refer to - -the container 
or the co nt ents? Mark shows the reference to be to the content::; by 
r ecording, "1 will drink no more of th e fruit of the vine, until I drink 
it ne w ... " (Mark 14:22 -25 ) 
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(c) The cup of blessing which we bless . 
"The c up of blessing which we bless , is·· i t not the communion of the 
blood of Ch rist ? T he bread which· we break, is it not the communion 
of the b ody of Christ? '~ (!Cor . 10:16) Are we communing (jointly 
partaking) of the vess~l or of the contents? Do we give thanks for the 
communion vessels or that which stands for the body and blood of the 
Lord ? Surely we can see that in~ Cor. 11:25-28 Paul is refe rring to 
the fruit of the vine, and n ot to some sort o f container . 

(d) Paul's warning about eating unworthily. 
Paul warns, in 1 Cor: 11:29. against eating and drinking·unworthily . 

"I t is significant that in this, the only reference made to eating and 
drinking unworthily, ·he points to the lack of disce r nment and not to 
the vessels or number thereof. The inspired Apostle pl aced t he 
emphasis on the purpose behind the act; the elements provided for 
this memorial; and not on the physical arrangements necessary for 
the serving of the Lord's · Supper. We are sure that if the vessel for 
t he fruit of the vine is important, then some information, as to it's 
nature, would have been given. Why not, on the same basis, see 
some importance in the bread tray? As much is said about i t. 

Su mmi n g up: 
The term "cup", when used regarding the Supper, refers to 

that which stands for the blood of Christ. It ill behooves us to empha­
size--to the point of turning a t tention away from the. memorial--the 
vessel hold ing the memorial. When we give thanks a nd drink "the 
cup"- -it is the fruit of the vine weare thankfully drinking of. - - W . S. W i l ey 

MILLER'S FIRST NEGATI VE 

Bro ther Wile y gave no B ible verses which, as he said, "teach-­
by command, a p provedexample- - (or) necessary inference" that "each 
member--mavdrink the fruit of the vine from an individual cu p . " NOT 
ONEVERSE WHICH REFERSIN ANY WAY TO "AN INDIVIDUAL CUP " 
Brother Wiley said, "We shall prove 'THE CUP'. when used regardi~g 
the Lord's Supper, always refers to the contents and never to THE 
VESSEL." Why didn't he give one Bible verse, dictionary, Greek 
Lexi<;:on, or some standard book on the meaning of words, that says 
so? There isn't such a thing! He DIS-proves his proposition, admit ­
ting, in "the Lord's Supper--the contents" were "always" in "THE 
VESSEL" (NOT ,VESSELS). S o, "each member of congregation" 
drank of (Thayer, "out of") "THE VESSEL." NO "INDIVIDUAL CUP " 
for "each member of a congregation " yet. He s.aid," 'The cup', when 
divided, r e mains the cup." Just a statement! No B ible for dividing 
"THE CONTENTS" of "THE VESSEL " into "VESSELS" . 

Brother Wiley speaks of " the absence of instructions conce rning 
the VESSELS" after agr~eing " THE CONTENTS" were "always " in 
"THE VESSEL." Thus he / admits, there is no B ible teach i ng for · 
"VESSELS" (cups) containing "THE CONTENTS"; and says, " Every 
reference--from .the institution of the Lord's Supper, to the book of 
Revelation, points tothatwithin THE VESSEL, - - the blood of Christ,-­
rathe r than THE VESSEL THAT CONTAINS IT." A gain , "The term 
'cup', both s ingular and plural--some t i mes refers to vessels--some-
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times to THE CONTENTS OF A VESSEL . THE LATTER, WITHOUT 
EXCEPTION, IS THE MEANING WHEN USED IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE LORD 'S SUPPER." Thus he agrees, the Bible teaches for "the 
Lord's Supper" "THE CONTENTS OFA VESSEL--WITHOUT EXCEP­
TION. " 

Hear him again , "For what did the Lord give thanks ? --'He 
took the cup and gave thanks ,' -- Was the Lord giving thanks for THE 
CONTENTS or THE CONTAINER ?--They were to drink THE CON­
TENTS--NOT THE VESSEL."- --"The fruit of the vine--stands foz· 
the blood of Christ, "--"THE CONTENTS" were in "THE CONTAINER-­
THE VESSEL" (NOT CONTAINERS--VESSELS). To all of that, I 
agree. The Lord was giving thanks for "THE CUP OF BLESSING" 
(Smith's Bible Dictionary, "The c up of wine, called ' THE CUP OF 
BLESSING' " . Robin son, "Cup of red wine- - called THE CUP OF 
BLESSI NG". Bible Dictiona ry based on one by Rob inson , "A c u p of 
unfermented wine - -called 'THE CUP OF BLESSING'"). So Jesus 
gave thanks for, no t cups of. but "ACUPOFUNFERMENTED WINE". 
Brother Wiley says, "'THE CUP OF BLESSING- -is it not the commu­
nion of the blood of Christ?'- -Are we communing (jointl y partaking) of 
THE VESSEL or of THE CONTENTS?" He k n ows it takes "THE 
VESSEL" a nd "THE CONTENTS" to make "THE C UP OF BLESSING" , 
agreeing with Smith & Robinson. 

Brother Wiley agrees, to have communion, there must be a 
"jointly partaking"; but there is no communion, "(jointly partaking)'' 
from "an individual cup" which is not a communion "(jomtly partaking)" 
cup . David Lipscomb said, "The communion--joint participation of 
the membe rs--shows the communion of th e many in one cup--to 
divide the cup--into many parts and for each to partake of his o wn- ­
cup destroys th e idea of communion" (Gospel Advocate, 1913.) The 
Cos pel Advocate Commentary says, "He took the cup, -- 1 A c up' is 
one, not two nor a dozen--The c up contained--a striking emblem of 
his own blood," Brother Wiley agrees to this by his following ques­
tion and answer, which I a ls o agree with, '' What stood for the blood 
of the New Testam ent ?--Ma rk sh ows the reference t o be to the con­
tent s - -the fruit of the vine , " 

Now, WHAT STOOD FOR THE NEW TESTAMENT? We will 
let Jesus tell us , "THIS CUP IS THE NEW TESTAMENT IN MY BLOOD" 
"1 Cor. 11 :25; Lk. 22:20 - -the meaning is ' th is cup conta1n1ng wine -­
is- -an emblem of the ncw c ovenant' " (Thayer, page 15) . Goodspeed 's 
Translation , "This cup is the new agreement ra tified by my blood:" 
Moffatt's Translation, "Th1s cup means the new covenant ratified by 
my blood." •Twentieth Centur y Tra ns lation, "This cup is the n ew 
cove nant made by my blood . " Both t1-je Bible & B rother Wiley's argu­
ments disprove his proposlti o n: (all caps mine). --E. H. M ille r 

WILEY'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 

Brother Miller objects to my statement: "'The Cup', when 
used regarding the Supper, always refers to con t ents a nd never the 
vessel. " He ask:;, " Why didn't he give one Bible verse, dictionary, 
Greek lexicon, or some standard b ook on the meaning of words, that 
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says so·? T·here isn't such a thing .. " He then agrees with me in his 
third paragraph. Of my statement, "the Lord gave thanks for the 
con tents ; they drank of the con tents; 'the cup of blessing' refers to 
th e contents", he says : "TO ALL OF THAT I AGREE." Thanks! 
The reader need not be burdened with dictionary or lexicon refer­
ences. Anyone, wit hou t opinions held as law, can see from the con­
texts' · that each refe renee to the Supper points to the fruit of the vine 
and not a container. Christ told his disciples to drink that which 
stood for his blood ; for which he had given thanks. ((Matthew 26:27-29; 

·Mark 14:23-25 ; I,.uke 22: 17-20; l Cor . 10:16, 17; 1 Cor. 11:24-29) 
But, since he wants. lexicon evidence, hear Robinson from whom he 
quot~d--M . S. Whitehead, Atmore, Alabama , quoted this from page 
625, Robinson's Greek L e xicon of the New Testa ment , (August '5 6 , 
America n Christian Review.)--"Following is what it says o f the figura­
t ive use of poterion (c up ): (b ) Metonymy, conte n ts of a cup,· that 
whic h is p resented to anyone to d r ink, viz . , (a) SPOKEN OF THE 
W INE DRANK AT THE SACRED SUPPER, L uke 22:20 et 1 Cor. 11 :25 
t o uto to poterion he kaine diatheke . (this cup is the new covenant ) 
1 Cor . 10: 16 to poterion tes e u1ogias, ( the cup of blessing) see in 
pascha no. 1 -- -So pine in to poterion to drink the cup, etc. I Cor. 10 :21 
viz, to pot e rion kuriou (the cup of the Lord) -kai to poterion diamonioin , 
i.e . , the cup consecrated to the Lord - -the cup consecrated to the 
heat hen god s, 1 1:26 , 27. Ve rse 28, pinein ek tou poteriou; as John 
4: 14. The parenthesis is mine.'" You will note that Robinson says· 
the above references points to contents; that whi ch one drinks. 

Brother Miller says there can be no com munion unless a ll 
dr ink from one container. Hl! makes the container the thing neces­
sary to communion. This makes it impossible for friends to "jointly 
par take" of a meal if the parts thereof are distributed among them 
All would have to eat from one dish and drink from one vessel. 

His positio'ri prohibits the eating of the "one bread" and drink' 
ing of the "o:1e cup'r by all Christians, since it would be impossible for 
them all to have access to one container. The three Clovis c hurches 
ob se r ve the supper at the same hou r . Which one has "the" CU(> ? 
S u re ly we cannot think it necessary, in order to commune, for one 
container· to move from -one church to another. Yet, that would have 
t o be, if there is no communion unless all drink from o n e vessel. 

Paul wrote Corinth from Ephesus . (1 ~or. 16: 8) He i ncluded 
himself, Ephesian a nd Corinthian brethre n in the communion of the 
blood of Christ. He said, "we" (the brethren a t Ephesus and Corinth) 
b l ess the cup of blessing, which , as he said, is the communion of the 
b l qod of Christ. There were a t least two containers used, one at 
Cor inth and one at Ephesus . Hereare atleast two contamers; but 
they communed in the one cup . 

Brother Miller will agree that the Jerusalem church numbered 
at least te n thousand. (Acts 2:41 ; 5: 14; 6:7) Since a quart of grape 
juice serves three to four hundred 'people, the one(?) container used 
by Jerusalem was very large. Five ~-o eight gallons. Please. -explain 
t his in the l igh t of the "one cup" (vessel) theory. 

" Take this and divide it among yoursel ves." (Luke 22 : 17) The 
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disciples did no t break a container into twelve parts. The fruit of 
th e vine was divided. They, by this action, divided the cup. Did it 
become something o the r than the cup when they had divided it? Two 
friends d ivide a bottle o f pop , pouring portions info separate. vessels 
They are "jointl y partaking" of the bottle of pop. -·-W. S. W1ley 

MILLER'S SECOND NEGATIVE 

Brother Wiley failed to meet my first paragraph aargument! 
Read his first-paragraph dodge again; he couldn 't meet n:Y state­
ments but misquot ed under quotation marks, falsely accusmg me of 
saying' of misquotation , " TO ALL OF THAT I AGREE." He couldn ' t 
meet statements, so misquoted, and met that. 

I s h owed Brother Wiley disproves his proposition by speak~ng 
of "the absence o f instruc ti ons concerning the VESSELS". Agree1ng 
"THE CONTENTS" were "ALWAYS" in "THE VESSEL", "THE CON­
TENTS OF A VESSEL", "THAT WITHIN THE VESSEL," "THE VES­
SEL THAT CONTAINS IT . "" 'THE CONTENTS' were in 'THE CON­
TAINER--THE VESSEL' (NOT CONTAINERS-- VESSELS). To a ll of 
that, 1 agree." Does that look like what h e accuses me of agreeing 
to? I proved "THE CUP OF BLESSING" is "A CUP OF UNFER­
MENTED WINE" ("CUP CONTAINING WINE"), ETC; why didn't he 
meet tha t , or try to PROVE his assertions? 

He claims to give the meaning of "CUP" from Robinson's Lexicon 
but wha t he has unde, rquotation marks ARE NOT THE WORDSOF ROBIN­
SON! Robinson's Lexicon says, "A DRINKING VESSEL , A CUP-Mt. 2&.27 
MK.l4:23-LK.22 :17, 20. 1Cor.ll:25-CUP-FULL, E.G.ACUPOFWINE 
1 Cor. 10: 16" (611). What Brother Wiley claims "Robi n son says" 
doesn't help , but disproves his proposition! He quoted( ? ), "THE 
WINE DRANK AT THE SACRED SUPPER" is the "CONTENTS OF A 
CUP";not, contents of "AN INDIVIDUAL CU P" for "EACH MEMBER" 
as he i s affirming! 

He tri es to prove A COMMUNION CUP doesn't m ean a cup 
from which peopl e "JOINTLY PARTAKE", saying, "This makes i t 
impossible for Friends t o 'JOINTLY PARTAKE' of a meal- - ." Notice 
he has, "'JOI NTLY PARTAKE ' of a meal" (ONE MEAL, NOT INDI­
VIDUAL MEALS) ; but he knows the INDIVUDUAL CUPS in "a meal" 
are not communi on cups! 

"The thr ee Clovis churches" argument is weak! He thinks 
tha t proves my argument will force all three congregations to drink 
of the same container; but that proves one container for three con­
gregat ions no more than I Cor. 14:29-33 proves one speaker ior three 
congregations. We can have one loaf, one cup, and one speaker at a 
time in each congregation. 

"WE" (1 Cor. l 0:16- 17 ) only includes those at Ephesus, "FOR 
WE ALL PARTAKE OF THE SAME LOAF" (R.S. V. ) . Alfoz:d's Greek 
Testament, Eng lish foot-note - "WE" the (asse mbled) " . "WE- -ONE 
BODY" at Ephes us, "YE ARE THE BODY" a t Corinth ( 1 Cor . 10: 17; 
12: 27 ). Notice, he didn ' t just say, "WE"- " US"- "OURSELVES",but 
"YE" - "YOU" - "YOURSELVES" - "OUR hearts--YOUR joy-- WE 
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th en--beseech YOU" (2Cor.l :7- 14; 6: 1-7 : 16) . "YE" are not "US", 
THEREFORE "WE" are not "YOU". 

For the Passover, one lamb per congrega t10n in Jerusalem; 
for the Lord's Supper, one loaf and one cup per co ngregation in 
Jerusalem. 

Brother Wiley said, " (Lk. 22 : 17)--The fruit of the vine was 
divided." He knows it wasn't divided when given to the disciples, SO 
HE DOESN'T FOLLOW HIS OWN BIBLE REFERENCE! He admits, 
"THEY --DIVIDED IT" . How? "HetooktheCUP (Thaye r , "A DRINK­
ING VESSEL")- -gave it to them: and they all drank OF (Thaye·r, 
"OUTOF") it" (Mk.l4:23). Thayerand Robinsonbothsay, "ADRINK­
ING VESSEL--Mt. 26:27--Mk. 14:23--Lk. 22:17,20, 1 Cor. 11:25". 
Wha t do th ose verses teach "THE CU P" a nd THE CONTENTS OF 
THAT CUP are (or what does each represent) ? Brother Wiley· said, 
"THE CONTENTS" - "stood for the blood of the New Testament" . 
AMEN;' Jesus said (Mt. 26: 28) "This (verse 29, " This frui t of the 
vine") is my blood of the new tes tament" - Williams' Translation, 
"This i s my blood which ratifies the covena nt;" So the fruit of the 
vine (the contents of the cup) is CHRIST'S BLOOD "WHIC H RATIFIES 
THE COVENANT". Now, what is "THE CUP"? Williams' Transla­
tion, "THE CUP ISTHENEWCOVENANTRATIFIEDBY MY BLOOD . " 
Now we know "THE--COVENANT RATIFIED BY MY BLOOD" and 
"MY BLOOD WHICH RATIFIES THE COVENANT" are not the same, 
so the fruit of the vine (contents) , and the cup (container) are not the 
same! See last paragraph - negative 1 . What standard Lexicon or 
Dictionary defines "CUP" in Mt. 26:27 - Mk. 14:23 as "CONTENTS", 
or "INDIVIDUAL CONTAINERS" ? What verses "TEACH each 
MEMBER- -MAY DRINK--FROMAN INDIVIDUAL CUP"? --E. H. Miller 

WILEY ' S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 

I am accused of misquoting. My argument- -"The Lord blessed 
contents; they drank contents; 'cup of blessing' r e fers to co nte nts ." 
If this is not his agreement, (Par. 3, I st . Neg.), let h im enlighten us . 
Will he say the Lord blessed a vessel; that they drank a vessel; that 
the "cup of blessing" (1 Cor. 10: 16) is a vessel? 

The statement of Robinson, (Par . 1, 2nd . Aff.) Our readers 
may check for i ts accuracy. 

Friends "jointly partake" of a meal, even though they divide 
it among several eating and drinking vessels . THEY eat THE MEAL. 

Does the "WE" (I Cor.IO:l6, 17) includ e only Ephesus ? Paul 
was writing .to Corinth about matters , con cerning the Supper, apply­
ing to ALL c hristians. W ill Brother Miller say that ONLY Ephesus 
ate of the 'one bread" and drank of the "one cup"? Although three 
congregations in Clovis meet in separate places, they partake o f the 
"one cup" emblematic of c ·hrist's blood. There is only "one c up" , 
embl ematic, throughout the world, of the blood of Christ. 

The argument on Luke 22: 17 was not on WHEN the fru i t of the 
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vine was divid e d; but that AFTER i t WAS divided, they drank "the cup". 

If the expression "the cup" forbids dividing th e fruit of t he 
vi ne into separate containers--how can Brother Miller countenance 
more than one copy of the New Testament; when, (as he says) the 
expression "the cup" represent s the New Covenant? He refers to 
1 Cor. 11:25, and tells us that the New Testament is represented by 
the container . BUT, verses 26, 27, 28, a ll tell us that " the cup" is 
what we d ri n k. Are we drinking the New Testament? WE ARE 
DRINKING THE CONTENTS --THAT WHICH STANDS FOR THE 
B LOOD OF CHRIST. 

Matt. 26:28 defines Matt. 26:27 as contents. Christ told them 
to drink what He had blessed, (they consumed what they drank). and 
then identified what they drank as - - "My blood of the covenant". (The 
fruit of the vine, of course, stood for the bl ood . ) Mark 14:24 defines 
Ma rk 14:23, i n the same way, as contents . 

Expediency requires an arrangement for serving the Lord's 
Supper. The same passage of scripture allowing a tray for t he loaf, 
(or a basket for the contribution) allows the necessary 'means of 
serving the fru it of the vine. Placing our contributton in baskets does 
not change its nature or purpose . The loaf remains a m emorial to 
Christ's body when placed on a tray. We could show by Brother 
Miller's reasontng that tne loaf should be passed from hand to , hand; 
whtch would be neither expedient nordecent. Nothing IS added to, (nor 
taken from) that wh1ch stands as the blood of Christ when, for the 
s ake of expediency a nd decency, it is divided in to separate containers . 

Expediency required more than one cup in the Jerusalem 
church . Note these facts : Acts 2:41, 3, 000 added, Acts 4:4, 5, 000 
men alone; Acts 5:14, multitudes added; Act~ 6:7, number multiplied 
exceedingly. All agree to a t least 10,000 members . BUT, they 
were TOGETHER, (Acts 2:'14). Multitude of discipl es involved in 
work done out of On<.! treasury, (Acts 6 : 1-3). One container for 
communion se r vice would have held five to eight gallons . Can w e 
imagine i t be1ng passed from hand to hand? Brother Millez· tr ied to 
dismiss th1s by 1nti mattng that there were seve r al congregations in 
Jerusalem. He cannot i1nd them. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

Note th e followzng parallel: 

The Lord commanded us to g o and preach the Gospel. 
(Mark 16: 15) 

The action, (go an d preach the gospel) is specified . The way 
of go1ng 1s not specified . 

Therefore, the law of expediency a llows any mode of trans­
portatiOn best designed to accomplish the going. 

This law of expediency applies, in like manner, to the arrange­
ment for serving the Lord's Supper . 

The Lord commands all Christians to eat the Supper. 

so 

, 
• 

11 

) 

l 

1 .I 

2. 

). I I } I ·I II 

The e l e m ents, (bread and fruit of the vine) are specified . The 
method of dis tr i bution is not specified. 

3 . Therefore , the law of expediency allows the method of distri­
buti on best designed to insure all of the opportunity of ea t­
ing . --W . S . Wiley 

MILLER'S THIRD NEGATIVE 

Questions (Par. 1) , answered in advance (Par . 3, Neg . 1; mis­
quoted, but unanswered. First two paragraphs, negative 2 still 
unanswered. First affirmative and first 3 paragraphs in reply dis­
prove his propositi on. 

Robinson's Lex icon doesn't have quotation in affirmative 2 , 
par . I (See neg. 2, par. 3). Brot her Wiley, admit your mistake. 

"THEY eat THE MEAL" - THEY drank THE CUP - "jointly 
partake" ONE EACH~ Paragraphs 4, 5 , neg . 2 unanswered. 

Paragra ph 6, negative 2 answe rs most of paragraph 4,aff. 3 
Wiley , "'one cup ' emblematic of Christ's blood." Jesus, "THIS 
CUP IS THE NEW TESTAMENT (Heb.9 :18 "TESTAMENT ---O EDI­
CATED) IN MY BLOOD , " (Thayer 15, "The meaning is, 'this cup 
containing wine--is--an emblem of the new covenant'"). Shall we 
believe W tley o r Jesus? 

Paragraph 6 n e gative 2 unnoticed: 

Who said, "AFTER it WAS divided , they drank 'the cup' " ., 
See par . 8, neg. 2; then the reply ( ?), paragraph 5, affirmative 3. 

Brother Wiley gave a good question & answer, ''Are we d rt nk ­
ing the New Testament? WE ARE DRINKING THE CONTE:.:TS-­
THAT WHICH STANDS FOR THE BLOOD OF CHIUST." l lc agrees , 
we don' t drink "THIS CUP" called "TilE N EW TESTAMENT '' (Lk. Z 2: 20) , 
but "THE CONTENTS" called THE "BLOOD OF THE NEW TEST A ­
MENT" (Mt. 26:28-29). 

Arguing " one copy" doesn't disprove Chnst (Lk.22:20)~ 

Christ gave nothing for copies, buL ONE "CUP" = "Nl::W TESTAMENT" 
(Heb . 8:7 to 10: 1 6) . 

W iley , "But verses 26, 27,28 al l tell us that 'the cup ' is what 
we drink." Wrong, 27"DRINKTHISCUP" (Thayer553, "BY METONY­
MY OF THE CONTAINER FOR THE CONTAINED, 1 Cor. ll: 27 " ). 
This kind of "METONYMY" names the containe r and me ans the con -
tained; like BOIL THE POT refers tc)H1e· contents in one pot, so 
•'DRINK THIS CUP" refers-to conte nts tn one cup (compare EzeK . 
23:32-34 R . S. V . ). 28"DRINK OF THAT CUP . " Don't DRINK THAT , 
but "OF THAT CUP" - Thayer""510, " The vessel OUT OF which one 
drinks, 1 Cor .ll: ZB ." 27 names the container DRANK OUT OF, and 
means ITS contents; 28 names the container , a nd means the container 
D RANK OUT OF. 
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Wiley, "The fru it of 
Mt. 26: 28-29-Mk. 14:24-25: 

the vine, of cou rse, stood for the blood" 
That's right. And the "CUP IS (Wiley, 
TESTAMENT" Lk. 22:20 - 1 Cor. 11 :25; "STOOD FOR") THE NEW 

That' s PLAIN! 

Since nei ther of u s knowChristdidn'tuse "a tray for the l oaf. 11 

I won't force what Brother Wiley says is not "decent." 

Wiley, "The necessary means of servin g the frui t of the vine" 
is mentioned; Negative 1, par . 3, still unanswered. He says, "Fo r 
the sake o f expediency and decency--s e parate containers." But 
affirms(?) "The Scriptures t each--individual c up. " Where do "The 
Scriptures" refer in any way to "an individual cup" in observing the 
communion"? ? ? ? ? ? ? 

Do "The Script ures teach each member--an individual cup" 
"in the Jerusalem church"???? ??? He tells size of the container 
but not size of "loaf" (precedmg parag raph). He hasn't found 100 i~ 
one congregation, so dis-proof of "1 0,000" un-nece.ssary (Acts 2:5-
11 & 42-44). He m is-applies "TOGETHER. " -I ' ll let The Gospel 
Advocate Commentary explain for him; " IN ONE HOUSE-- IMPOS­
SIBLE- -IT SIMPLY MEANS THAT THEY ' WERE TOGETHER' IN 
MIND, IN PURPOSE, IN FAITH, AND IN HEART." Clarke ' s Com­
mentary, "Not in one house; for where was there o ne at that time, 
that cou ld hold such a multi tude of people?" Matthew Henry's Com­
mentary, "Theydidnotthinkfitto celebrate the eucharist in the te mple 
--therefore they administered that ordinance in private houses , -­
houses that had churches i n them, and there celebrated the eucharis t 
with those that usually met there to worship God." 

1. "He took a cup" (Thayer & Tob inson, "a drinking vesse l-­
Mt. 26 : 27"). 

2. The vessel ("cup") is specified. T he size is not specified. 
3. Therefore, the law of expedience allows any siz e necessary; 

but demands "cup", not a bottle or cups . 

1. (Proposition)-"Each member o f a congregation" "The Lord 
commands--to eat the Supper"-(Aff. 3). 

2 . The neces sities ("a loaf", "a cup" & "the fruit of the vine") 
are specified . 

3. Therefore, obedience forbids LOAVES , MILK , or "EACH 
MEMBER--AN IND[VIDUAL CUP" as Brother Wiley affirms(?) 
"The Scriptures teach". 

WILL BROTHER W1LEY FILL IN THE BLANKS WIT H BIBLE 
VERSES TEACHING PROPOSITION BY : Statement 
Comm and , Example - -----.-N;-;-e_c_e_s...:..-
sary Inference , Any Way---- ---------""E""".-d-H. Miller ------

WILEY'S FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE 

In the absence of inst ruc t ions about handling the bread, Brother 
Miller scripturally exercises the privilege of using trays. He errs by 
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making a law , where none exists, in distributing the cup. 

W e "jointly partake" of "a Meal" when i t is divided among us. 
It does not become many meal s. 

Again we ask: What were they dividing among <tthemselves , 
(Luke 22: 17) a vessel or contents? Miller quotes Gospel Advocate 
Commentary on Jerusalem church. Will he accept same on division 
of the cup among the disciples? (Matt . 26: 27) "There we r e as many 
as "five c ups " passed during the Passover Feas t; the wine was k e pt in 
a large container and was passed around and each filled his own cup 
with such portion as was desired; scriptures wer e recited and a pause 
was made in the feast as the cups were replenished. " Was not "the 
cup" still " the cup " after it was divided ? 

Brother Miller's reference to ! Cor . 10:16,17 is a dodge . H e 
k nows that the pronoun "we" includes Paul, the Corinthians and 
Christians everywhere . "We", (verse 17) is said to be "one bod y", 
which is the chu rch. It is not made up of many bodies. 

One hundred New Testaments, would still contain the ONE 
COVENANT. One hundred vessels, into wh ich dis tr ibu ti on of the 
c up is made, still conta in one fruit of th.e v ine; nothing added; nothing 
s ubtracted. I t s till represent s the blood of Christ; is consumed in 
remembrance of H im. Otherwise, the container, (not what is con­
sumed) makes the difference in communion . 

Identical phrases found in 1 Cor.ll:28: "Eat of that bread"; 
"Drink of that cup". If "Cup" means t he "container drank out of", 
"bread" must mean the "conta ine r eaten out of" . If verse 25 means 
the " container", it has the c ontainer within the contai ned . "Thi s 
cup is the n ew covenant i n my blood . " 

Brother Miller ignores distinctions between inciden tals and 
commands . Songb ooks are incidental to singin g; hours of meeting 
to worship ; serving vessels to communing . H~." does not recogni ze 
the law of e xpedien cy i n serving the cu p . He will say: " The scrpi­
tures t e a ch, each may use a song book; the church may build a house; 
it may contain a baptistry ; the bread may be served on a tra y . " Will 
he d en_y the sc riptures teach thes e on the ba si s of exp~dienc y ? Scrip ­
ture, 1n the same manner, teaches tha t each may drink of the "cup" 
from an individual vess e l. He illustrated as follows: "I . ' Il e took a 
cup (Thayer & Robinson , 'a drinking vesscl-Mt. i!.6 27') 2 . The vessel 
("cup") is specified . The size is not specified . 3 . Therefo re , the 
la w of e xpedi e ncy allows any size necessary ; but demands "cup", not. 
a bottle or cups . " The pa ssage itself will not a llow his conclusion 
drawn fr.om the stated premis es . Ac co rd ing to his contention that 
"cup" means the container, it would b~: l. "He t ook a cup". 2 . 
The vessel ("cup") is specified . 3 . They d r ank what " he tonl~". i P.. 

a vesse l. 

Brother Miller again accuses m e of misquoting , Par. 1 , Aff. 2 
gives the quotation from Rob inso n, w.i th its source . Brother Whitehead 
quoted the l exicon by Robinson, b earing the Impri matur dated "twelfth 
day of September A . D . 1825 the fift i e th year o f the I ndependence of 
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the United States of America." 

We refer you again to Neg. 1, Par. 3; you may dete:rmir;1e what 
it was of which he said, "To all of that I agree." 

He l eaves the Bible to prove (?) many congregations in Jeru­
sal em; quoting from some G ospel Advocate commentary, not desig­
nating which. Lipscomb's Commentary, The Acts of the Apostles , 
publ ished 1896 by Gospel Advocate, on Act s . 2:44: "The believers 
came together and acted as one body, a nd had _ a ll things common." 
(P48) He quotes Clarke. Will he accept Clarke's paraphrase of 
Luke 22:20 ? -"This cup which is poured out for you, signifies the 
blood of the New Covenant." Clarke properly makes "cup" refer to 
contents -not a container. The pas sage (Acts 2: 44, 45) "All that believed 
were together" also says, they "had all things common". Appointees 
(Acts 6) distributed to widows. Did many (·? ) congregations have 
one " common treasury"? We can find "many" when it suits our 
purpose. --W. S . Wiley. --

MILLER 'S FOURTH NEGATIVE 

Not " TRAYS" for one "LOAF" . Bible law specifies, "CUP 
1s the new tes tament" (Lk. 22:20); "ALL drank of it" ("a drinking 
vessel --Mk. 14:23" Thayer- Robinson); "1Cor . l l :25; Lk.22:20-­
T~: i :; cup containin·g wine ~-is- -an emblem of the new covenant" (Thayer 
F ' 5 ) Mt.26:27; Mk.l4:23; 1 Cor. ll:2&23-25IS "A LAW". 

Christ said, "Drink all of you out of it" (Mt. 26:27, Wilson's 
.: ranslation) ; so "CONTENTS" of' A VESSEL" were DIVIDED AMONG 
T HEM when "ALL DRANK OF (Thayer, P . 510 "OUT OF--Mt. 26:27 ; 
~.'k. l4:23")1T." Grape juice served in "FIVE CUPS" at "A MEAL" 
' 'l nnot be referred to as "A CUP" or "FIVE MEALS", but "FIVE 
. \.; -os" ! 

Neither history not the Bible agrees with his quotation; yet 
··1-:ose "CUPS" were not said to be used in "the communion" (PROPO­
S "TIONJ. (Gospel Advocate Adult Quarterly, 1952), "According t o the 
b e st a uthorities--the master of the feast took one of the cups--tasted 
the cup--then passed it to the others. --then the second cup was 
drunk , --a third cup--was dru-nk- - a nd the fourth-- . Jesus instituted 
the Lord's Supper- -one of the four cups used in the passover fsa.st 
was utilized." -"He took a cup,- - 'A cup' is one, not two n ora dozen -­
the cup contained wine" (Gospel Advocate Commentary, Mk. 14: 23). 

Whododged ? Whydidhe"DODGE" "WE"he r e, andpar.6,neg2? 

Two "Testaments"=two covenants (2Cor. 3:6-14; Heb. 8:7-13); 
so "One hundred--Testament=lOO COVENANTS! "CUP" called "TES­
TAMENT" - Nothing ca lled copies of ' 1the ONE COVENANT." 

"OF" doesn 't mean the same in loaf OF bread, cup OF wine, 
eat Q.f bread, drink <;2.¥ cup; he rejects authorities on the me;ning 2f 
"QE" -First & last paragraphs, negative 1, 2. "CONTAINER WITHIN­
CONTAINED" (?), Last paragraphs , neg.l, unanswered . "He took 
the cup (Thayer, P. 5 10 "the vessel out of which one dr inks, Mt. 26: 27 11 )--
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and gave it to them, saying, This cup (Thayer , P. 533 "dr i nki ng vessel-­
Lk. 22:20; 1 Cor. 11: 25") is the new testament (Thayer, P. 15 "is an 
emblem of the new covenant") in my blood (Goodspeed & W illia ms 
Translations, "ratified by my blood") which is shed for you . " 

Brother Wiley implies "The Scriptures teac h--individual c up" 
BY NOT SAYING ANYTHING ABOUT IT! He couldn't meet my reply 
to his "PARALLEL" -so rejected Thayer's defini t ion of "CUP" ! Brothe r 
Wiley's " contenti on" would have them drinking "what 'he took'"; 
"VESSEL" & "CONTENTS" - Par. 3. neg. 1 pro ves he agrees Jesus 
took "THE CONTENTS" in "THE VESSEL"! He couldn ' t deny what h e 
agreed with me on in those two places. 

From PREFACE to "Robinson's - - Lexicon", "The Author's 
earliest effor t--was a translation of the first edition by Wahl 's Clavis 
Philologica-- i n 1825." That's what Brother W i ley quoted from, so 
he WASN'T quoting from "Robinson's - -Lexicon"! For the n ext words 
of PREFACE a re, "This was followed in 1836 by his own Gre ek and 
English Lexicon". I have "HIS O WN--LEXI CON" 1836 first edition ; 
i ts PREFACE says of the other men's Lexicon Brolhe r Wiley quoted 
from, Robinson "found occasion on every page t o distrust their judg­
ment and accuracy." 

Negative 1, paragraph 3 , still unanswered! 

"Gospe l Advocate Commentary" was specified ! The one he 
quotes is n ot that commentary; but it doesn't say , "EACH MEMBER-­
IN OBSERVING THE COMMUNION--MAY DRINK--FROM AN INDI­
VIDUAL CUP" as h e affirms (? ); or had all things in "ONE 'COM­
MON TREASURY' II! 

Not affi rming his ·pro p os1t10n, and n o t being able to fill in the 
blanks at end o f neg. 3, prov e s Brother Wiley CANNOT PROVE HIS 
AFFIRMATIVE ! Clarke's paraphrase has "CUP" as a metonymy -
Robinson , "Metonymically--a cup of wine --Lk. 22:20". Teachers 
Comm e ntary (G. A. 1952). "While holding th1s c up J e su s said, This is 
my bl ooci '--obviously he spoke of the conte nts of the cu p which he held 
m h s h .• nd." "He took the wine-cup (Thayer - Robinson, "A DRINK­
ING VESSEL")--and gave it to them, sayin g , You must all drink fr o m 
(Thayer, "OUT OF ' ) it--This cup is the new agreement (Thayer, " AN 
EMbLEM OF TH E NEW TEVENANT" ) ratified by my blood"(Mt. 26:27 -
i Cor. 11 :25, Goodspeed Translat10r. ). "COMMUNION CUP--The cup 
used in common by all the c o :n:nunican ts at the cel ebration of the 
Lord's Supper ; also, any one of mdividual c ups r ece ntly introduced into 
this service" (Funk & Wagnalls New Standard Dictionary) . --E. H. Miller 

1. 

2. 

3. 

WILEY'S FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE 

"CUP" refers to contents, not vessel. 

"CUP" when divided r e mains the "cup". 

Expediency allows distribution of the fruit of the v ine into 
individual containers. 
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No man can properly understa nd Bible t eaching without giving 
attention t o the context s o f its s t a teme nts . The contexts of stat e ­
m ents r e gard ing the Lord 's Supper show refere nce t o, a nd emphasis 
on, the fruit of the vine. 

Mt. 26:27,28: " T ook the c up"--"This (the cup he t ook) is my 
blood" . 

Mk. 14:23 , 24: "Took th e cup"--"The y a ll drank of it"--"This 
(wha t they drank o f) is m y blood". 

Lk. 2.2.:20: R efers t o same event , sa m e sta tement, same sup­
per as r e f e rre d to in Mt. 26:27,28, Mk. 14 :23, 24. Therefore, what is 
m eant in la tte-r passages , e xactly the same as in former passages. 

The b anks of a stream , the dam o f a pool, the walls of a bap ­
tistry, the s ides of a bathtub are inc i denta l s to , a nd not a partofthat 
which constitutes baptism. One hundred peopl e might be baptize d in 
one hundre d separa te places . All would rece ive the one baptism . 
The c ontainers used in s e rving t he Lord 's S uppe r a re incidentals; 
and are n o m o re a part o f what cons titutes the Lord' s Suppe r than 
does the t a ble o n which it r e sts before b eing serve d. 

The communion, (joint part aking) of 1 Cor. 10: 16, 17,not 
dependent on a ll lips touch ing one container . When all drink of one 
fruit o f the vine, emblematic o f one blood, th e r e is communion . 
Common expressions: "We had a cup of coffe e";"We a t e a dinner 11 • 

No one understa nds that we drank fro m one container or a te from one 
dish. 

The idea that " we .. . are one body" ( 1 Cor. 1'0 : 17)-refers only 
to Paul and the church at Ephesus i s a for ced inte rpretation. Expres ­
sions elsewh ere , c o nveyjng same id ea a s !Cor. 10:17, are adm i ttedly 
refe r e nces to a ll Chris t ians . (See Heb. 13 :3 ; R om. 12: 5 ; 1C or.l2:13 ; 
Eph.1 : 22,23; 2: 16; 3 : 6 ; Coll : l8,24) No limitations as t o locality. 
This interpreta tion would n o t b e forc e d o n 1 Co;r . 10:16 , 17, except 
for the neces·sity of a denial of truth tha t Ephes u s a nd Co rinth are 
pictured as drinkiJ'lg one cup. One container impossible. 

l Cor. 11 :25 ,28: " Ye ... drink i t" . (To drink is t o cons um e) 
"Y e drink (consume ) this cup? "Drink (consume) the cup of th e 
Lord" . No consumption o f vessel poss ible . 

Law of expediency requires a n· arrangement f or se rving the 
Suppe r . . Same scripture a llowing ONE t ray, allows TWO. Size o f 
J erusa lem church requires an 'arrangment allowing a ll to drink the 
c up. W e haven' t found a second congregat ion. Acts 4 :32-37 tells 
a b out the common treasury. 

Brother Miller's concern f or incidentals would ne ces s itate 
eating the Supper in a borro wed upper r oom, preaching unt il midnight 
with many ligh t s burning, (Matt. 26: 18; Acts 20:7, 8 ) , going outside 
the building t o bapti ze (Ac ts 16: 33, 34 ). He can recognize the la w of 
expediency for song books, bread t rays, bapt is-t rie s in the building 
and building a me e ting house. Expediency, in the same manner , 
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allows for individual co nta iners . Perhaps , if t h e "container" ts the 
importa nt thing. he will describe the ''cup" for u s. Metal? Pottery ·> 
Wo od ? O ne or two ha ndle s? 

Brother Miller's ins is t e nce that the "cup' ' is th e New Testa­
ment is not consistent with the p rac t ice of having many cop1es of t he 
Testament in the assembly. There is one Testament, though in a 
thousa nd copies. There i s o ne fruit of the vine , emblematic of the 
o ne blood, tho ugh in a thousand containers . --W. S. Wiley 

MILLER'S FIFTH NEGATIVE 

Brother Wi ley's propoSitiOn demands "Scriptures" for "an 
individual communion c up" for "each member of congregation" , but 
he's claimed n o "Scripture s" for such, but has argued CUP IS BLOOD! 
If so, he di s proves proposition in firs t affirmative, saying , "THE 
CONTENTS OF A VESSEL-- (not vessels, but " VESSEL") WITHOUT 
EXCEPTION, IS THE MEANING WHEN USED IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE L ORD'S SUPPER . " See first affirmative and negative. 

Brother Wiley says, "This (the cup he took) is my blood" -
"Miller's insistence tha t the 'cup' is t he New Testament is not con­
sistent" . H e rejects C hrist's wo rds, " THIS CUP IS THE NEW TES-

TAMENT". 

LK. 22:20 o r 1 COR. 11:25 TELLS WHA T "THE CUP" I S : 

KING JAMES VERSION 
" THIS CUP IS THE NEW TESTAMENT IN MY BLOOD" 

GOODSPEED TRANSLATION 
"THIS CUP IS THE NEW AGREEMENT RATIFIED BY MY BLOOD" 

CHARLES B . WILLIA MS TRANSLATION 
"THIS CUP IS THE NEW COVENANT RA TIF IED BY MY BLOOD" 

THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE 
" T HIS CUP IS THE NE W COVENANT SEALED BY MY BLOOD" 

THE AMPLIFIED NEW TESTAMENT 

" THIS CUP IS THE NEW COVENANT 
RATIFIED AND ESTABLISHED IN MY BLOOD" 

THAYER , PAGE 15 
"1 COR. 11:25; LK . 22:20 IN BOTH WHICH T HE MEANING IS , 

' THIS CUP CONTAINING WINE - -IS RENDERED BY THE SHEDDING 
OF MY BLOOD , AN EMBLEM OF THE NEW COVENANT '" 

So " THIS CUP" IS NOT "MY BLOOD," b ut " IS THE NEW 
COVENANT RATIFIED BY MY BLOOD ." And in "TH IS CUP" IS 
"THE FRUIT OF THE VINE" whic h "IS MY BLOOD WHICH RATIFI ES 
T HE COVENANT," as we will now prove! 

MT . 26:28-29 or MK. 14:24 - 25 
TELLS WHAT THE FRUIT OF TH E VINE IS: 
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KING JAMES VERSION 
"THIS(V. 29 "THIS FRUIT OF THE VINE") IS MY BLOOD OF THE 

NEW TESTAMENT" 

GOODSPEED TRANSLATION 
IS MY BLOOD WHICH RATIFIES THE AGREEMENT" 

CHARLES B. WILLIAMS TRANSLATION 
IS MY BLOOD --- WHICH RATIFIES THE COVENANT" 

THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE 
MY BLOOD, THE BLOOD OF THE COVENANT" 

THE AMPLIFIED NEW TESTAMENT 
BLOOD WI-!ICH RATIFIES THE NEW COVENANT" 

THA YER, PAGE 15 

"CHRIST'S BLOOD--BY THE SHEDDING 
O F WHICH THE COVENANT SHOULD BE RATIFIED, 

MT. 26: 28; MK. 14 : 24" 

I 

Thayer defines "CUP" a s follows, "A cup, a drinking vessel -­
Mt . 26:27--Mk. 14:23 - -Lk. 22:17, 20; I Cor . 11 :25-- 1 Cor . . ll :28"-"The 
vessel out of which one drinks , Mt. 26:27; M k . 14:23" (pages 533; 510 ). 
T haye r a ls o says of two verses , " Wha t is in the cup, I Cor. 10:2 1; 
11:27" ~page 5 10). Th1s met onymy IS explained in negative 3--con­
tamer IS named, co ntents meant; we "DRlNK THIS CUP" by drinking 
"WHAT IS IN THE CUP--1 COR. 11 : 27" (not in INDIVIDUAL CUPS) . 

. . B_rother W i ley rejec ts, or has failed to 1reply to translations, 
d1ctwnanes, and lex1cons on the meaning of Bible words I've given 
but I've also showed by King James Version "THIS CUP IS THE NEw' 
TESTAMENT IN MY BLOOD, " and "THIS ("FRUIT OF T HE VINE") 
IS MY BLOOD OF THE NEW TESTA ME NT." 

PL EASE READ THE FO LLOWIN G LINES FROM THE BIBLE AND 
NOTICE HOW MANY NUMBERED LI NE S M EAN THE SAME : 

LUKE 22 :20 o r 1 CO R. 11 :25 TELLS US WIIAT " THE C UP" IS: 

( 1) "THIS CUP IS 
( 2) THE NEW TESTAMENT 
(3) ]N MY BLOOD 
( 4) WHICH IS SHED FOR YOU." 

MT. 26 : 28 - 29 or MK. 14 : 24 - 25 TELLS US WHAT "THE FRUIT OF THE 
VINE " IS : 

(3) 
(2) 
(4 ) 

(5) 

"THIS IS MY BLOOD OF 
THE NEW TESTAMENT 
WHICH IS SHED FOR MANY FOR THE REMISSION OF STNS. 
BUT ! SAY UNTO YOU, I WILL NOT DRINK HE NCEFORTH Of 
THIS FRUIT OF THE VINE UNTIL THAT DAY WHEN I DRINK I T 
NEW WITH YOU IN MY FATHER'S KINGDOM." 
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FROM THE ABOVE LINES 
YOU CAN SEE THOSE BIBLE VERSES TEACH: 

"THIS CUP" (number l) "IS THE NEW TESTAMENT" (number2), 
BUT "MY BLOO D" (number 3) IS NOT "THE NEW TESTAMENT" 
(number 2), BUT "THIS FRUIT OF THE VINE" (number 5) ''.l§..l::::U' 
BLOOD" (number 3); THERE FORE "THIS CUP" (number! ) WHICH 

"IS THE- NE W TESTAMENT" (number 2) IS NOT "THIS FRUIT OF THE 
viNE" (numberS ) WHICH "IS MY BLOOD" (n umber 3) "WHICH IS 

SHED FOR YOU" OR "FOR MANY" (number 4), BECAUSE "TH1S CUP" 
(number I) WHICH "IS THE NEW TESTAMENT" (number 2 ) WAS NOT 
"SHED FOR YOU" OR""FOR MANY FOR THE REMISSION OF SINS" 

(number 4) 

I PRAY ALL WHO READ THIS 
WILL ACCEPT WHAT "THE SCRIPTURES TEACH"--£. H. Miller 

WILEY'S REJOINDER 
We must be careful, test we wres t the scriptures to fit a 

theory. Brother Miller's pos ition requires that v~ssels . .. in the 
Supper, be accorded an importance inconsisten.! with God~s Word. 
The careful reader will see that Lk. 22:20; 1 Cor. 11 :25; Mt. 26:28, 29; 
Mk. 14:24,25 are records of one statement of explanat ion by the 
Lord. In view of the · fo llowing, it is eviden t that "cup" in these 
means fruit of the vi ne : 

1. Bread - W ine---Representing body..:blood. 
2. Don 't have l iteral body and b lood . 
3 . Therefore , need representatives for memorial. 

1. "Cup"- -Representing Covenant? ?? 
2 . HAVE literal Covenant . 
3. Therefo:t:e, no need (or place) for representative. 

May God bless a ll who read. --W. S. Wiley 

BOOK REVIEWS 

GREAT PREACHERS OF TODAY SERIES. Each year this new series 
will add to our brotherhood literatu re two l}ew volumes of outstanding 
sermons. We highly recommend that eve ry preacher read abundantly 
of the best examples of the preachers' art. Volume 1 of this ser ies is 
now ready. It features 30 sermons by Batsell Barrett Baxter, each 
worthy of study as a n example o f h omiletic excellence. 250pp., Bib­
l ical Research Press, $3. 50. 

YOUNG'S CONCORDANCE. No Christian should be without a concor­
dance to help.him locate scriptures. Of all the concordances on the 
market today none is more complete than this one. ;E.very word, even 
those· .of least importance, is listed and every veree in which that 
word occurs is given, the .original Hebrew or Greek word is given in 
i ts original form, then transl i terated , after which the meaning is 
giv en in English. This is the concordance which Wendle Scott has 
used for years. We recommend it to all Bible students. 1253pp. , 
Wm. B. Eerdman's Publishing Co., . Thumb Indexed, $14. 50, Regu­
la r , $ 1 2. 7 5. 
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YOU NEED THIS BOOK; AND IT IS ONLY SOc FROM 
E. H . Miller-P. 0. Box 538-LaGrange, Georgia 

~~THE WOMAN'S HEAD" 
LEARN THE ANSWERS TO THESE QUESTIONS! 

1. How long should a woman's hair be? 
2. MuSt women wear an al'tificial head covering in worship? 

I J 

3. Which head is honoured or dishonoured when a woman prays or prophecies, 
with which head covered or uncovered, with what? This book oontains over 60 
translations and versions of 1 Cor. 11:3-7 & 18-Hi; also quotations from Bible 
Commentaries, Dictionaries, and Greek-English Lexicons of New Testament 
Words: all of this to help you learn the answers to the above questions, and 
others. 

NOTICE A FEW VERSES OF A FEW TRANSLATIONS 
"Charles B. Williams' Translation" of 1 Cor. 11 :G 

"For if a woman will not wear a veil, let her have her hair cut off too. Now if 
it is a dinhonour for a woman to have her hair cut off, or her head shaved, let 
her wear a veil." 

"The Twentieth Century Translation" of 1 Cor. 11:6 
"Indeed, if a woman does not keep her head covered, she may as well cut her 
hair short. But, since tto cut her 'hair short--marks her as one of the ShamelE168 
women, le t her keep her head covered." 

"R. F . Weymouth's Translation" of 1 Cor. 11 :6 
" If a woman wi'll not wear a veil, -let her also cut off her hair, but since ill; is a 
dishonour to a woman to have her hair cut off-let her wear a veil." 
Does failing to "WEAR A VEIL" and "HAVE HER HAIR cu·r OFF TOO" 
mean the same t h ing? How can she "HAVE HER HAIR CUT OFF TOO" after 
she fails to "WEAR a VEIL" if "HER HAffi CUT OFF TOO'" was the "VEIL 
she failed to "WEAR"? 
"Benjamin Wilso~s Translation of verse 15 says, "Her hair has been given to 
her instead of a veil {Wuest's Translation, "A PERMANENT COVERING")." 
"H. B. Montgomery's Trans lation" says, "Her ·hair is given her instead of a 
veil." ·Let us analyze this: IF I GIVE YOU WATER INSTEAD OF TEA, YOU 
HAVE THE WATER BUT N OT THE TEA! So since "HER HAIR IS GIVEN 
HER INSTE AD OF A VEIL," SHE HAS THE HAIR BUT NOT THE VEIL! 
But verse 6 of those transla!bions read, "IF A WOMAN DOES NOT WEAR A 
VEIL LEn' HER ALSO CUT OFF HER HAIR;" AND " IF A WOMAN BE UN­
VEILED, LET HER HAIR ALSO BE CUT OFF." So she should wear BOTH 
OF THEM in worship as the following transiM.ions a lso s how : 

"Goods peed's Translation" of 1 Cor. 11 :G & 16 
"For if a woman will not wear a veil, let her cut otf her ·hrur .too. But if it is a 
disgrace for a woman to have her hair cut off or her head shaved,. let her wear 
a veil-But if anyone is disposed to be contentious about it, I for my part 
recognize no other practice in worship than this, and neither do the churches 
of God." 

"Moffatt's Trans la tion" of Cor. 11:6 & lG 
"If a woman will not veil het-self, she should cut off her hair as well. But she 
ought to vei1 herself; for is irt disgraeefu'l thlllt a woman should have her hair cut 
off-li anyone presumes to raise objections on .this point-well, I aeknowledge no 
o~her mode of worship, and neither do the Churches of. God." 
God gave woman long hair as "A PERMANENT COVERING" (Wuest's Trans­
lation). but requires her to wear an artificial head covering in wor ship, · show­
inJ(she is in subjection to, and reeognizes she "is th e glory of the man"- "the 
head of the woman"-But man being "the head of the woman"- "and glory of 
God" "ought not to cover his 'head" Like "a woman - ough t to veil herself" 
(VPJ"SeS 4-7). 
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