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Four propositions involving two questions were discussed. 
1. The number of cups (drinking vessels) to be used in 
distributing the fruit of the vine while observing the Lord's 
Supper. 2. When the church comes together to teach the 
Bible, may we divide into groups using women to teach some 
of the groups or classes? 
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PREFACE 
This debate occurred in Quincy, Illinois, on the evenings of 

November 7, 8, 9, and 10, 1950, in the Labor Temple, between J. 
Ervin Waters of Lawrenceburg: Tennessee, and W. Curtis Porter, 
of Monette, Arkansas. This was the second time these brethren 
had discussed these matters, having met previously in 1946 a t  
Lawrenceburg, Tennessee. 

It was agreed soon after plans were made for the discussion 
that I might publish this work. Great efforts have been put 
forth to get it into print. It was electrically recorded and tran- 
scribed. It appears in this book just as  delivered with a few 
minor corrections made by the debaters. It is my belief that 
this debate will do much good since we have no such work in print 
of which I am aware. If some good accrues from this effort, then 
I shall be happy and repaid. 

Good order prevailed through~~ut  this discussion. The speakers 
conducted themselves in a dignified fashion. Of course they were 
in deep earnest, and the depth of their convictions led them 
to sometimes appear highly enthusimtic. They pressed their 
points with all the vigor they possessed. So let no one become 
alarmed a t  the earnestness with which they attack one another's 
positions. T h b  only helps to enhance the importance of the de- 
bate. 

Here a t  this point I feel i t  fitting to express my gratitude to  
some friends whose help made this book possible, and without 
whose help I would have been greatly delayed. First, I appreciate 
the fine cooperation of Brethren Waters and Porter. Next, I 
wish to  thank C. Nelson and Johnny Elmore who render- 
ed indispensable aid in the recording and arranging of this dis- 
cussion. Then others, Dorothy Mathison, Brother and Sister Glen 
Bray, Harold King. and Geneva Whitiker. I am also indebted t o  
the following homes where I wss allowed to work on the tran- 
scribing: Joe Elmore, Tom Smith. W. M. McLemore, Ray Meri- 
deth, and Wood Morris. Perhaps others also. 

We hope that this book will fall into the hands of someone 
who will learn the truth and be brought closer to the Lord and 
His way. 

-M. Lynwood Smith 
Wesson, Mississippi 
May 5, 1951 
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PAUL TO TIMOTHY 

''I charge thee therefore before God, and the Lord 

Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and the deud at 

his appearing and h b  kingdom; Preach the word; be 

instant in season, out of season; reprove, rebuke, exhort 

with all longsuffering and doctrine. For the time will 

come when they will not endure sound doctrine; but 

after their own lusts shall they heap to themselves 

teachers, having itching ears; And they shall turn away 

their ears from the truth, and shall be turned unto 

fables. But watch thou in all things, endure afflictions, 

do the work of an evangelist, make full proof of thy 

ministry."-2 Timothy 4:l-5. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Porter-Waters Debate will fill a definite need in our re- 

ligious literature. For many Gears we have felt the need of some 

publication which would thoroughly discuss the issues involved 

and present both sides of the quwtions connected with the num- 

ber of drinking vessels to be used on the communion table and the 

scriptural procedure for teaching God's word-that is, whether 

or not classes and women teachers may be used. This discussion 

presents the needed material. 

Brethren W. Curtis Porter and J. Ervin Waters are humble 

and able men. I have known Brother Porter since I was a small 

child. He helped to teach my mother the truth. His father, Ben 

Porter, was an elder in my home congregation where I preached 

in my first meeting. Through the years W. W s  Porter has 

defended the truth in many debates in all parts of the country. 

Those who love the truth love him. It is a joy to me to be able 

to assist in putting into permanent form this and other debatm 

in which he has engaged. Brother M. Lynwood Smith and those 

associated with him consider Brother Waters an able and a rep- 

resentative man. The work of both men will speak for itself but 

I feel justified in saying I consider this an able presentation of 

both sides. 

Brother M. Lynwood Smith recorded this debate and prepared 

the manuscripts. These manuscripts were read and corrected by 

Porter and Waters. Later both men read and corrected galley 

proofs and page proofs of this book. Brother Smith is due a spe- 
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cia1 debt of gratitude for recording and preparing the book for 

the press. The book has been manufactured at the joint expense 

of Brother Smith and of DeHoff Publications. Brother Smith 

felt that in view of his efforts in preparing the debate that the 

book should be copyrighted 'im his name. The speeches of W. Cur- 

t is  Porter are owned and controlled by Brother Porter and he has 

given his permission for Brother Smith to  publish them. 

It is always a good thing for brethren to  come together to 

study God's word. Debating is an ancient and honorable method 

of arriving a t  the truth. Perhaps no other method of teaching 

reaches so many people with the truth. Jesus was the world's 

greatest debater. Paul was continually engaged in controversy. 

The church grows and prospers where open, full and free discus- 

sion is permitted. 

George W. DeHoff 

December 20, 1951 
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FIRST SESSION 
Moderator Cook: Welcome one and all to  this initial session 

of what is planned to Pe 3 four njghts discussion. We trust you've 
come here for the purpose of hearing both sides of this question, 
as  I'm sure you will before i t  is over. You know, we're interested 
in the truth or we wouldn't make the wcrifice that's necessary 
to hear a discussion of this kind. I see people here from several 
different states, from quite a distance. I'd hate to believe that  
you came for any purpose other than to learn the truth regard- 
less of the source from which it may come. I do not believe that  
two men could have Seec, chosen who would dig deeper and t ry  
harder to ,show you the truth then these men. Brother W. curtis 
Porter is a representative man. I've heard him in discussion 
before and read a number of his debates. Of course the same is 
true of Brother J. Ervin Waters; he's a representative man and 
I've heard him a number of times. I recommend both to  you a s  
gentlemen. You know it would be a pathetic thing if we were 
to while away the days of our life and learn the truth too late. 
If truth can be learned, if it can be had, we want i t  now. One 
Chinese philosopher said, "We live in the present, we dream in 
the future, and we learn the tnlth in the past." I trust it will 
not be like that here. I hope we can learn the truth while we 
are here. If we learn it, why let us  just accept it. That's all we 
can afford to do of course. We cannot all be right and differ 
so widely. So I believe that you are going to be benefited in this 
discussion. 

Proposition No. 1 for discussion tonight reads as  follows: 
"The Scriptures teach th,at an assembly of the church of Christ, 
for the communion, rrlust use one cup (drinking vessel) in the 
distribution of the fruit of the vine.'' J. Ervin Waters affirms, 
W. Curtis Porter denies. 

I might state also, before the speaker takes the stand, tha t  
with the consent of all concerned this discussion is being recorded 
for the purpose of pvbIi3hing. And now the next speaker that  
you will hear will be the affirr~~ative speaker tonight, Brother 
J. Ervin Waters. 
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First Session 
J. Ervin Waters 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 

Br&ren Moderators, Brother Porter, Brethren and Friends: 
I count myself happy to stand before you tonight in affirma- 

tion of a proposition which I believe with all my heart to set forth 
the teaching of God's word. It is indeed a lamentable thing tha t  
we who are the Disciples of Jesus Christ are divided over such is- 
sue's a s  this, but i t  is indeed commendable that  in the midst of 
such division we are able to  come together in the spirit of Christ 
to discuss these differences in the hope that we may be able to  
resolve them. I have much re3pect for my respondent, Brother Por- 
ter, in this discussion. I formerly had a discussion with him in 
1946 a t  Lawrenceburg, Tenn. I will say that  I have never met a 
m a  in discussion who conducted himself more like a Christian 
gentleman, and so i t  is with the confidence that I have in him that  
I opine that this djscussion will be expedited with a minimum of 
ill will and objectionable f ~ a t u r e s  and that it will continue with 
a maximum of good will despite these differences. I hope that you 
will be able, without bias and prejudice, to consider every argu- 
ment prmntc?d by either of us, every Scripture read, and every 
statement made. It is not t o  be thought that Brother Porter and 
I are disagreed on everything because we' are disagreed on these 
things a t  issue in this debate for, in truth, we are agreed on fa r  
more things than we are disagreed on, and yet we must have 
these discussions because of the things about which we are' d h -  
greed. 

SOME AGREEMENT 
There are many things about which we would agree with 

refere'nce to the communion question. We would both agree, I 
am sure, that we are to observe the communion on the first 
day of the week for all the evidence of antiquity concurs in 
evincing the fact that the early disciples met to break bread 
every first day of the week. I am sure, furthermore, that  we 
would agree that in the communion service we should use un- 
leavened bread. We both believe that we are to use the fruit of 
the vine, and yet there is a difference between us a s  pertains to  
the proper observance of the communion. 
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12 PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 

PROPOSITION DEFINED 

The proposition reads as  follows: "The Scriptures teach that 
an assembly of the cilurch of Christ for the communion must 
use one cup (drinking vessel) in the' distribution of the fruit of 
the vine." By ~criptures," I mean the word of God and a correct 
interpretatim of the same. By "teach," I mean "to convey the 
thought or impart the instruction." By "an asse!rnbly," I mean 
"a congregation." By "Church of Christ," I refer, of course, t o  
that universal body of which Jesus said in Matt. 16:18, "Upon 
this rock I will build my church." And by "an assembly of the 
church of Christ," I refer to a congregation of disciples locally of 
that universal body." "For the communion," I mean to observe 
the Lcrd's Supper. By "must", I just simply mean " i t  i s  obliga- 
tory," and by "u,se," I mean "utilize." By "one," I mean "one" 
(Waters smiles). By "cup," I mean "drinking vessel; that is the 
parenthetical definition in this proposition. By "distribution", 
I mean "apportionment or  har ring". By "fruit of the vine", I 
mean the "juice of the grape". If that deinition is not complete 
enough, and my respondent will call it to  my attention, I will be 
glad to further elucidate concerning it. We now give our attention 
to the proof of this proposition. 

HOW DO THE SCRIPTURES TEACH? 

Since I am affirming "The' Scriptures teach", I shall have 
recourse "to the law and testimony," Isaiah 8:20, that "truth 
which came by Christ Jesus " John 1:17, to see what it says con- 
cerning the matter a t  issue. Plainly resolved the question is this: 
How many drinking vessels or cups may a congregation or an as- 
sembly of the charch of Christ for the communion use in the 
conveying of the fruit of the vine to the assembled disciplw? I 
believe that an assembly must use one cup, not individual cups, in 
the distribution of the fruit of the vine to the assembled disciples. 
It is now our duty to find out what saith the Scriptures. 

What does the word of God have to say about the mattel.? It 
is generally conceded by disciples that the Scriptures teach in 
several ways; that they teach by example, by command, by state- 
ment, and by necessary inference. I f  a thing be taught in the 
Scriptures by only one of these four ways, the'n the thing is 
taught by the word of God and is binding upon us, but tonight 
I think I shall prove to you that the use of one cup for an 
assembly is taught by not only one of these, but by an of these. 
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PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 13 

And if I am only able to prove that the Scriptures teach the use 
of one cup for an assembly by only one of these, then I have sus- 
tained the proposition a t  issue tonight. 

CHART No. 1-On Commurilon 

ONE CUP FOR AN ASSEMBLY IS TAUGHT BY: 

1. EXAMPLE-Matt. 26:27; Mark 14:23; Luke 22:20; 
1 Cor. 11:25. 

2. COMMAND-Matt. 26:27; 1 Cor. 11:2, 23, 25; 1 Cor. 
11:33, 28. 

3. STATEMENT-1 Cor. 10:16. 

4. INFERENCE--I Cor. 11:26, 27. 

BY EXAMPLE 

First, I shall prove that the Scriptures teach the use of 
one cup by example, and I call your attention to the chart. In Matt. 
26:27, "And he took the cup", or as  the Revised Version, or the 
American Standard Revised Version, renders it, "He took a cup, 
and gave thanks, and gave it to them." According to the 
example' Jesus took a cup. It does not require mucli education, 
i t  does not require a stupendous intellect, to be able to understand 
the meaning of the language involved in the simple statement, 
"and he! took the cup, and gave it to them." Is  there a man 
present, is there a person present, who will deny that the Lord 
actually took one cup and that he gave it to  them as  Matt. 
26:27 plainly says? Next we turn to Mark 14:23, "And he took 
the cup; and when had given thanks, he gave it to them: 
and they all drank of it.'' I Cor. 11:25, "After the same 
manner also, he took the cup, when he had supped, saying, This 
cup is the new testament in my blood; this do ye, as oft a s  ye 
drink it, in remembrance of me." These records of the Lord's 
Supper from Matthew, Mark and Paul all concur in teaching tha t  
when Jesus instituted the Communion He took "the cup," or 
He took "a cup," and Matthew and Mark plainly say that "He 
gave i t  to them." Accordiilg to the example, what do we have? 
First, that Je'sus took "one cup." Second, that  He gave "one cup" 
to the assembled disciples. Third, that " they all drank of it" 
(Mark 14:23). Thus, He took one, He gave one to them, they 
all drank of one. That is the example of the Holy Scriptures. 
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14 PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 

BY COMMAND 

Second, I shall prove' that the Scriptures teach the use of 
one cup by command. In Matt. 26:27, "And he took the cup, and 
gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all of it." 
("ye all" is like our Southern "you all"; i t  means "all of you.") 
And so He said, "Drink ye all, or all of you drink, of it." Of what? 
Of that cup which He took and which He gave to  them. Did they 
unde'rstand what He said? Mark 14:23 says, "and they all drank 
of it." They understood exactly what the Lord meant and they 
did what He said. 

I next call to your attention 1 Cor. 11:2, "Now I praise 
you, brethren, that ye remember me in all things, and keep the! 
ordinances, as  I delivered them unto you." In this verse the 
Apostle P'aul makes it mandatory that the' disciples keep the 
ordinances and the traditions as  delivered by him. But in verse 
23 he said, "For I have received of the Lord that which also I 
delivered unto you, that the Lord Jesus the same night in which 
he was be t ray~d took bread." In verse 2, he said, "Keep the 
ordinances or traditions as  I have delivered the'm unto you." In 
verse 23, he said, "that which I delivered unto you I have received 
of the Lord," and in verse 25, "after the' same manner also he 
took the cup." Paul, in short, says, "What I have delivered unto 
you I want you to keep like I have delivered, because I have 
delivered to you what I have received of the Lord." And in verse 
25, he tells of that which he had delivered, that which he had 
received of the Lord, "that he took the cup." Well the Apostle 
Paul delivered i t  like that. He said, "keep it like I have 
delivered it," and I submit tonight to you this fact, that  
there is not a man ,under the shining stars of heaven who 
has ever opened the page's of inspiration and learned how to  
convey the fruit of the vine to the disciples in an assembly in 
any other way. My honorable respondent has never opened his 
Bible and therein read wliere the apostle Paul ever delivered 
any other procedure. He has never open@d the word of God and 
found there, by either command or example, any teaching or 
instruction concerning the distribution of the fruit of the vine to  
an assembly of disciples in individual cups. He has never found 
that in the word of God. The Apostle Paul did not receive it by 
inspiration, and he did not teach it in his Epistles. 

But again we read in verse 33 of 1 Cor. 11, "Wherefore, my 
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PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 15 

brethren, when ye' come together to eat, tarry one for another." 
That proves that the instructions given by the apostle Paul in 
1 Cor. 11 obtained in an assembly of disciples for he sa'id, "When 
ye come together to eat," talking about eating the' communion. 
"When ye come together to  eat," do what? In  verse 28, he gives 
the command, "Let a man eximine' himself, and so let him eat 
of that bread, and drink of th.at cup." So the apwtle Paul delivered 
the instructions to apply and obtain in an assembly of disciples 
according to 1 Cor. 11:33, and he commands every one of that 
assembly to "eat of that loaf and drink of that cup," which, of 
course, is to be used therein. My respondent, in using a plurality 
of cups in the communion service, could not deliver the same 
instructions to  an assembly of disciples present on the occasion 
and say, "let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of 
that bread, and drink of that cup," for he would have a plurality 
of cups. But so the apostle Paul taught and so he instructed an 
assembly in 1 COT. 11:28. 

BY STATEMENT 

Third, I shall prove that  the Scriptures also teach one cup 
by statement. In 1 Cor. 10:16, "The cup of blessing which we bless, 
is i t  not the communion of the blood of Christ?" It does not say 
'the' cups of blessing which we bless, are they not the communion 
of the blood of Christ." 

BY INFERENCE 

Fourth, I shall prove that the Scriptures also teach the 
use of one cup by necessary inference, and I am going to read 
to you several passages of Scripture' in which I believe the use 
of one cup for an assembly is thus taught. The language 
necessarily involves the use of one cup. In 1 Cor. 11:26 "For a s  
ofteh as  ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the 
Lord's death till he come." When the Apostle gave instructions 
to obtain in an assembly, he said " as  often as  ye drink this cup." 
The expression, "drink this cup," of course is a figurative 
&pression. It involves the use of a common figure of speech. 
That figure of speech is a Metonymy, and according to the 
figure of speech Metonymy, a cup may be named (it is a real 
and actual cup) to suggest it's real and actual contents. But 
according to that figure of spebch we do not suggest the 
contents of any more cups than we name and where one cup is 
named the contents of only one is suggested. The apostle Paul 
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16 PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 

said, " as oft& as  ye drink this cup." He named one cup and he 
only suggested the contents of one cup when he said, "as often 
a s  ye drink this cup." Who could comport with good usage of 
language and say to the assembly present, while handing to 
them a plurality of cups, "drink this cup." Why according to  the 
same figure of speech Metonymy, if the idea of the contents of a 
plurality of cups were to be conveyed to the audience, you would 
have to say, "as often as  you drink these cups." You would have 
to say, "We thang Thee for these cups," because you cannot sug- 
gest the contents of a plurality of cups without naming a plurality 
of cups. 

We use that figure of speech commonly in our everyday lan- 
guage. Sometimes a housewife may say, "the kettle boils," or "the 
kettle is boiling." When she makes tha t  statement, we all 
immediately know sevekal things. We know, first, that there i s  
an actual literal kettle. It is there. Second, we know that that 
actual literal kettle h w  contents. Third, we know that the con- 
tents of that actual literal kettle are boiling. But who would say, 
"the kettle' is boiling," and by that statement grammatically 
connote the idea of the contents of a plurality of kettles? What 
woman would say, "the kettle is boiling," and mean to conv* 
the idea that the contents of a plurality of kettles were boiling? 
He hus never heard it used that way, and Z never huve either. 
And I predict that you will never hear it thus, unless i t  be in 
jest. 

When a man says, "the radiator is boiling," no one gets the 
id& he is talking about the contents of a plurality of radiators. 
There never has been a person yet who understood the rudiments 
of language to any degree who thus understood. It + strange t o  
me that when we: in oweveryday language, use that same figure 
of speech, everyone understands what we mean, and they under- 
stand that when we say, "the kettle is boiling", there is a l i t e a l  
kettle and there is but one there involved in the statement made, 
and t h w  understand that that literal kettle has contents which 
are boiling; and there is not a one of us who would be so ignorant 
to say, "Why, lady, if you say, 'the kettle is boiling,' and you 
actually have a literal kettle necessarily involved in the statement, 
then that lit&al kettle is boiling." Yet we all understand that  
the literal kettle is there. There is but one mentioned and under- 
stood by that statement. We all understand. 

And so the Scriptures teach the use of one cup by necessary 
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PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 17 

inference because one cup is necessarily involved in such language. 
1 Cor. 11:27, "Wherefore whosoever shall eat this bread, and 
drink this cup of the Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty of the 
body and blood of the Lord." There again we have the same 
metonymical usage necessarily involving the use of one literal cup 
because that one literal cup; which is used in the communion, is  
named to suggest its contents in 1 Cor. 11 :26, 27. 

PROPOSITION PROVED 

I have proved my proposition-the use of one cup for an; 
assembly-by scriptural example, by scriptural command, by 
scriptural statement, and by scriptural inference!. The Bible, as 
far  as I know, is not able to, or does not, teach anything in any 
other way and I just wonder, you can't keep me from wondering, 
I wonder if every one of these Scripturr2s which I have read said 
'%ups" where "cup" isJ would my Brother Porter believe it meant 
a plurality of cups. I wonder if it would mean if it said 
"cup." But he is going to deny that i t  means "cup" when it 
says "cup". I venture the assertion that if everywhere that "a 
cup" is found in these Scriptures, "cups" were found instead, my 
brother, if called in question concerning his practice, would read 
every one of those verses to sustain "cups." If thesd Scriptures 
do not teach the use of one cup in an assembly, may I question 
how the Scriptures could teach anything? What would the Scrip- 
tures have to say if the Lord wanted us to use one? 
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18 PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 

CHART No. 2-On Communion 

ONE CUP 

66- cup" 

"A CUP" 

INDIVIDUAL CUPS 
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PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 19 

Where Are They 

I have, furthermore, on this chart two circles. I have over 
the first circle the word "cup" and in it  I have every reference 
in the New Testament where the word "cup" is used with ref- 
erence to the communion seryice. It is in the singular every 
time. "The cup." "That cup." "This cup." .."A cup." I have 
another circle with the word "cups" over it, and you will note 
that in it  there are only question marks. I only put question 
marks in there because I didn't have any Scriptures to put in 
there. And if my respondent is able to put the Scriptures in there 
which say anything about "these cups" or "those cups" in the 
communion service, let him do it, and rapidly this discussion will 
draw to a close. 

MORE ARGUMENTS 

I want to submit to you several arguments: 

1. Christ took "one cup." Matt. 26:27, Mark 14:23, Luke 
22:20, 1 Cor. 11:25. 

2. Christ gave only "one cup" to his disciples. Matt. 2627, 
Mk. 14:23. 

3. He commanded his disciples to  drink of "one cup." 
Matt. 26:27. 

4. His disciples obeyed and drank of "one cup." Mark 14:23. 

5. He called the contents of "one cup" h b  blood. Matt. 
26 :28, Mark 14 :24. 

6. Paul delivered "one cup" for an assembly. 1 Cor. 11:2, 
23, 33, 25 and 28. 

7. "Only one " is a tradition receivcid of the Apostles. 2 Thess. 
3:6, "Withdraw yourselves from every brother that 
walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which he 
received of us;" but we received the tradition of using 
"one cup" for an assembly from the apostles. 

8. We can use but "one cup" and walk by the same rule. 
n i l .  3 : 16-17, "?u'evertheless, whereto we have already 
attained, let us walk by the same rule, let us mind t h ~ t  
same thing;" but that one rule by which we are t 3 

walk says nothing about a plurality of cups 4 the 
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20 PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 

distribution of the fruit of the vine. To the contrary, 
every reference uses the word "cup" in the singular. 

9. We can use "one cup" and speak as the oracles of God. 
1 Pet. 4:11, "If any man speak, let him speak as the 
oracles of God." The oracles of God say "cup," but they 
say nothing whatsoever about the use of individual cups. 

10. "One cup" is a plant of God. Matt. 15:13, "Every plant, 
which my heavhly Father hath not planted, shall be rooted 
up." The heavenly Father in His word planted the use of 
"one cup" in the conveyance of the fruit of the vine to an, 
assembly, but He has not therein plante'd the use of a 
plurality, and consequently we cannot jeopardize the 
salvation of our souls by using them. 

"One cup" is a good work, or the' use of "one cup" in the 
distribution of the fruit of the' vine is a good work. 2 Tim. 
3:16-17, "All scripture is given by inspiration of God, 
and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, 
for instruction in righteousness: That the man of God 
may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works." 
The Scriptures furnish us the use of "one cup" in a n  
assembly of disciples for the communion, but nowhere do 
they furnish us the use of a plurality. 

12. The use of "one cup" is of faith. Rom. 10:17, "Faith 
cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God." 
The word of God conveys us the use of "one cup" in an 
assembly. Nowhere does it convey to  us the use' of a 
plurality. 

13. "One cup" in such an assembly can be used and its users 
endeavor "to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of 

peace'." Eph. 4:3. 
14. Only the use of "one cup" in an assembly "pertains to 

life and godliness." 2 Pet. 1:3, "According as his divine 
power hath given unto us all things that pertain unto 
life and godliness." 

15. We can use "one cup" and have unity &cause division is 
condemned (1 Cor. 1:10), but the advocates of "cups" 
cannot find their use in the word of God. 

16. We can use "one cup" and be safe. 
TLC



PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 21 

17. We can use "one cup" and worship God in truth. John 
4:23, "for God sekketh such to worship Him." That truth 
"which came by Christ Jesus" (John 1:17), and which irJ 
God's word (John 17:17), teaches the use of "one cup" 
but says nothing abo,ut a plurality. 

18. "One cup" is taught by the Spirit. Jesus said, "The Spirit 
will guide you into all truth" and "he shall teach you all 
things, and bring all things to your remembrance." (John 
16:13, 14:26) "As many a s  are led by the Spirit of God, 
they are the sons of God." (Rom. 8:14) But the Spirit of 
God through the word teaches us the use of "one." It no- 
where teaches us the use of a plurality. 

19. "One cup" for an assembly is found in the truth. John 1:17, 
16:23, 17:17. 

20. "One cup" for an assembly is found in the counsel of G9d. 
Paul said in Acts 20:27, "I have not shunned to declare un- 
to you all the counsel of God." 

And I thank you. 

FIRST SESSION 

W. Curtis Port& 

FIRST NEGATIVE 

Moderator Sterl A. Watson : 

Ladies, and Gentlemen: We are happy to present unto you now 
Brother W. Curtis Porter who will now answer the speech to which 
you just listened. Brother W. Curtis Porter- 

Brethren Moderators, Erother Waters, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I could not say unreservedly that I am glad to be here to- 
night, because' tbe condition that makes this debate necessary 
is deplorable, lamentable; and that was, of course, mentioned in 
part by Brother Waters who preceded me. And we regret that  
conditions are such that a debate! of this kind is necessary, because 
it takes away some of the gladness that might otherwise exist. 
I appreciate the ability of Brother Waters. He mentioned that  we 
met four ye'ars ago in a debate a t  Lawrenceburg, Tennessee. He 
is one of the ablest debaters who stand with him relative to  this 
position, and I could well wish that his ability and intelligence 
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might be used in the proclamation of those things that wouId fur- 
ther the church of Jesus Christ rathey than some bobby that would 
hirider its progress aiid development in the Lord's work. I re- 
gard him as  an intelligent man, and I believe his intelligence is 
p e a t  ehough, and that he ought to be able, to see that the things 
which he coildemns in this debate are altogether parallel with 
many things that he accepts and uses without question; and if he 
can ever come to that place where he can see that they are parallel, 
I believe his sincerity will lead him to renounce his present position 
and take the position which I occupy upon this occasion. 

Now, I shall pay my attention to the spee,ch to which you 
have just listened. I want to get to everything that Brother Waters 
said, if I possibly can, and don't intend to skip anything, but shall 
notice all the arguments presented. 

We agre'e, he says, on many things, and certainly that's true. 
But we differ upon this proposition tonight and the one to follow, 
to be discussed following this question, but on many things we do 
agree regarding the work and worship of the church, even with 
respect to the Communion Service as already has been mentioned 
by him. 

The definition of this proposition is acceptable so far  as  I 
think just now. The proposition is very simply written. It isn't 
hard to understand, and we know what the issue is upon this oc- 
casion. Summing up that issue, he said it is simply this: "How 
many drinking vessels may be used in the Lord's Supp&r for the 
distribution of the fruit of the vine?" He is affirming, of course, 
that only one can be used, and that "one cup" (and that word 
"cup" in his proposition is,defined in parenthesis to mean "drink- 
ing v&sel"-one drinking vessel) must be used in the distribution 
of the fruit of the vine. He said he meant by the word "must" that 
it is "obligatory." Certainly, that's the significance of the term, 
and Brother Waters means, of course, that this  must be clone or 
you'll stand condemned before God at  last. So if you use more 
than one drinking vessel for the fruit of the vine, or in the distri- 
bution of the fruit of the vine, then the condemnation of God will 
rest upon you, and you will be lost because you have done! that. 
So he is affirming that it must be that way. Now, we'll want t o  
keep that in mind as  we go along during this discussion of thiS 
proposition. 

He tells us that the Scriptures teach by different ways: by 
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example', by command, by statement, by necessary inference. And 
he elaborated upon each of these a s  he went along, endeavoring 
to  ,show that one drinking vessel for the Communion Service, and 
one only, must be used in the Lord's Supper. 

Some' Questions 

But before I reply to that series of arguments given along 
that line, and those which followed, I have about a half dozen 
questions I want to submit to Brother Waters. Now, some' of t h e  
questions I asked Brother Waters in our former debate in Tennes- 
see, hut he refused to answer on the ground that he: was not in the 
affirmative on this question. He affirmed on another question. 
So he refused to answer the questions bejcause he was not in tke 
affirmative. I t  so happens this time that he is in the affirmative, 
and we shall expect an answer. 

1. As the bread pictures the body of Christ, and the fruit of 
the vine pictures His blood, what is pictured by the drink- 
ing vessel? 

2. If, while serving the congregation the communion, 
the loaf should be accidentally broken into other pieces be- 
sides that which each communicant breaks for himxlf, 
could the unserved portion of the congregation Scrip- 
turally partake of i t? Now, this question is based on the 
fact that Brother Waters reasons there must be just "one" 
piece of bread that must not be broken just as  there must 
be "one" cup. He makes them parallel. 

3. While passing the fruit of the vine to the assembly, if the 
cup should be accidentally dropped and broken and its 
contents spilled, hon, would you Scripturally serve the re- 
mainder of the assembly? 

4. When individual cups are used on the table, does it consti- 
tute the Lord's table or the table of devils? 

5. When Paul, in 1 Cor. 10:16, said that  Christians a t  
both Ephesus and Corinth blessed "the, cup," would not 
the expression, "the cup," have to refer to a least two 
drinking vessels-one a t  Ephesus and one a t  Corinth? 

6. And when he said, in that same connection, that we are 
all partakers of that "one bread," did he' not refer to a t  
least two pieces of bread-one a t  Ephesus and one a t  Cor- 
inth ? 
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FOUR WAYS OF TEACHING 

Now, with those questions before you, I will return to the 
arguments presented. In presenting this idea that things may be 
taught by example, by command, by statement, and by necessary 
inference, Brother Waters said that if a thing is taught in only 
one way, then it  must be bound upon us. But he said "the cup" is 
taught in all four ways, and so it  must be binding that we use only 
one cup in the Communion Service. 

CHART No. 1-On Communion 

ONE CUP FOR AN ASSEMBLY IS TAUGHT BY: 

1. EXAMPLh - Matt. 26 2 7 ;  Mark 14 :23 ; Luke 22 :20; 
1 Cor. 11:25. 

2.. COMMAND-Matt. 26:27; 1 Cor. 112, 23, 25; I Cor. 
11:33, 28. 

3. STATEMENT-1 Cor. 10:16. 

4. INFERENC%l Cor. 11 :26, 27. 

By EXAMPLE 

He gave Matt. 26:27 as the example that Christ took "the 
cup," or as  the Revised Version says, "a cup." And Mark 14:23, 
He took "the cup" and said "drink of it." And the same in Luke 
22 :20 and also in I Cor. 11 25. All of these speak of "the cup" and 
drink "of it." He insists that this means they all drank from one 
drinking vessel; that is the drinking vessel had to be passed 
around and every man had to put his lips to it and sip f r m  the 
same ccmtainer. That is his idea. Now, certainly liquids require 
containers. There's no question about containers being necessary! 
for liquids. There's no debate about that, but the question is: 
What significance does the container have? It does not picture the 
blood of Jesus Christ, because the blood of Jesus Christ i s  pictured 
by the fruit of the' vine. It does not picture the body of Jesus 
Christ, because the body is pictured by the bread: So the question 
involvest: What is the significance of the drinking vessel? What 
does it picture? We want him to tell us something about that. 
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THE UPPER ROOM 

Now if we follow his rule of reasoning about this, and the 
method which he followed in trying to bind "one cup," or drinking 
vessel, upon a congregation, ,by the same process we could bind 
the' upper room, for when the Lord instituted His supper in Mark 
14:14-16, 22-25, we have the fact mentioned that i t  was done in 
an  upper room. The upper room is mentioned. There is the example 
of Jesus when He instituted the supper; He instituted it in an up- 
per room. And if such a thing is mentioned, even by way of exam- 
ple, my opponent says it is bound on us. And for that reason, in 
order to partake of the Lord's Supper Scripturally, it must be done 
in  an upper room, according to his argumehts. Also in Acts 20 :7-9 
(the example we have of the apostles in the New Testament), 
we have the fact mentioned also that they were in  the upper cham- 
ber, and even i n  the third story. Consequently, according to his 
rule, and according to his interpretation and argument upon this, 
since these things are mentioned by way of example, then the 
Lord's Supper must be observed in an  upper room, on the third 
floor. Brethren, you're unscriptural here (referring to the 
Labor Temple) because you're on the second floor. You better get 
up here. (Debate was on third floor) You brethren who are' con- 
tending for that better move up to the third loft-the third floor. 
You're on the second floor; you're a t  the wrong place. You ought 
to come up anothek story in order to be Scriptural. As long as you 
stay on that second floor, you are unscriptural, according t o  
Brother Waters' argument. 

BY COMMAND 

And then he came to the command. But in connection with 
that, however, he emphasized that here is "one cup." The 
"one cup" was given. They all drank "of it." They drank 
of "one cup." And he assumes to drink of one cup, they must all 
drink out of the' same vessel; that is, i t  passed from lip to lip. 
The same container passed from lip to lip because they all "drank 
of it." 

HOW ABOUT JACOB'S WELL? 

Well, I happened to read over in John, the 4th chapter and 
verse 12, the statemeht made regarding Jacob's well. Now, the 
Lord was sitting there a t  Jacob's well discussing some matters 
with the Samaritan woman, and He told her if she would ask, He 

TLC



26 PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 

would give her living water. She said, "You have' nothing to draw 
with, and the well is deep: from whence then hast thou that living 
water?" She said, "Art thou greater than our father Jacob, which 
gave us this well, and drank thereof himself, his cattle, and his 
sons?", or a s  some translations give it, "drank from it." All right, 
then,here are Jacob, his sons, and his cattle, who all drank from 
the same well. Does that mean that all put their lips to the' well? 
They all drank from tlie same well? According to his reasoning, 
their lips must have been put to the well, and everyone' drank 
from it in that way, because they drank all "from it"-the very 
same e::prcesion that you have with regard to drinking from the 
cup. Matt. 26:27 and Mark 14:23. And in I Cor. 11.2, 23-25-the' 
command-"drink of it." Here he tells us that this is the com- 
munion assembly that Paul speaks of here. So be careful about 
that. You might get into trouble further down the road. 

BY STATEMENT 

And then not only that, but with respect to this example' and 
command and the' statement made, we note also the fact that there 
is the mention of a table. When the Lord instituted His supper, 
there was a "table" present, and it is even referred to a s  such in 
Luke 22. "That ye may eat and drink a t  my table in my kingdom." 
And Paul, in the Corinthian letter, referr6d to the matter of eating 
a t  the "Lord's table." Well, is the table a s  literal as  the cup? And 
must the table be just as  literal as the cup? And must i t  be just 
"one table" like the cup must be "one cup?" Well, is the table 
"one table" like the cup must be "one cup?" Would the Lord's 
Supper on this pulpit stand be Scriptural? Or would you have 
to have a table with four legs or six legs or something of that kind 
to make it so? The table' is mehtioned just as  definitely as  the 
cup, but he said there was no plurality of cups delivered. But since 
he came to that a little later, I'll get to it in the next place. 

I Cor. 11:33. "They came together to eat." And this was eat- 
ing the bread of the Lord's Supper, verse 28, and no dispute about 
that. But he said Paul said "drink of that cup" and "let a man 
examine himself and eat of that bread and drink of that cup." 
You could not say drink of "that cup" if there were a plurality 
of theh. Well, we'll see more about that when he elaborates upon 
that a little later. Then by statement, 1 Cor. 10:16, "the cup of 
blessing which we bless." We'll wait further to reply to that till 
I get an answer to my questions. 
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BY NECESSARY INFERENCE 

I Cor. 11:26. "As oft as  ye drink this cup you do show the 
Lord's death till He come's." Now, he's made his argument along 
here about "the cup," "this cup," and "that cup" and insists, be- 
cause of that, there cannot be .but one drinking vessel in the Com- 
munion Service. Just "one'-that's all. But I remember one time 
the Lord said in Mark 9:41 to His disciples, "If any man shall 
give to you a cup of water in My name, because you belong to Me, 
he shall not lose his reward." Now, of course, if he gave' him two 
cups of water, he would lose hfs revlard-if it means just "one," 
you see. So, if he gives him a cup of water in the name of Christ, 
because he bclonged to Christ, he'll not lose his reward. "A cup." 
Just "one cup." Not "cups," bnt "one cup." And if he gives him 
two cups or three cnps or a dozen cups of water, he loses his re- 
ward, because Jesus said "a cup.' "A cup." But when Paul said, 
"As oft as  ye drink this cup," he said: "Now, that's a figurative 
ekpression there." He would have to say that. Then "cup" 
doesn't always mean container, does i t? Now, the word "cup" 
doesn't always mean container. Here he says it doesn't, and, of 
course, the reason he said that was because Paul talked about 
drinking "this cup." He krew if he said that was a container, I 
would want to know how they could drink the cup. The cup's the 
container, of course-that's the! idea of it, in the congregation, if 
they all drank one cup. And so lie had to say "the cup" in this 
case is not the container, but he refers to the contents of it, by the 
figure of speech that is called Metonymy. But he said there was 
a Zitcral cup arid literal contents, and when one cup is named that 
means the contents of only one. He elaborated upon that quite 
ektensively, but it means the contents of only one cup if i t  says 
"the cup." It means the contents of only one. He admits that  "cup" 
sometimes refers to i h  contents, but you have the contents of a s  
many cups as  you name. If you name only one, i t  is the contents 
of only one!. And, consequently, if only one cup is named in con- 
nection with the communion, then there must be the contents of 
only one cup. He went on to reason that no kind of language, 
that is a t  all acceptable, would convey any such idea as the con- 
tents of more' than one vessel if only one vessel were named. And 
he rather waxed confident about that matter, I presume, and it's 
too bad to have to explode it, but I'm going to do it. 

TLC



28 PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 

ONE VESSEL NAMED MAY MEAN CONTENTS OF MORE 
THAN ONE 

Brother Waters, suppose you and I are visiting some man, and 
we walk down to his basement, and we see a dozen jugs of liquor 
sitting there. Brother Waters seys, "My, this man loves his jug, 
doesn't he?" I say, "Brother Waters, what jug are you talking 
about?" "Brother Waters, which jug do you mean?" You said, 
"The man loves his jug. Here' are a dozen of them. The contenta 
of which jug are you referring to, Brother Waters?' Why, there's 
an occasion in which the term is used, referring to the matter in 
the singular number but meaning the contents of a number of 
them, although naming only one. And in the same connection, we 
sometimes talk about a man who drinks a lot. We say, "The man 
h w  been hitting the bottle." Does that mean he's using just ond 
bottle? We refer to the contents of the bottle. We name only one; 
therefore, it's the contents of only one? All right, another case. I 
hear a woman speaking regarding her children. There's a half 
a dozen of them, ranging in age, perhaps, from 10 to 30. And the 
woman says, "I raised all my babies on the bottle." Of course, 
she rde r s  to the contenb of the bottle. But Brother Waters, I 
want you to tell me just which bottle i t  was, and were all the ba- 
bies raised on the same bottle? Or does that refer to the contents 
of more than one bottle? "I raised all my babies on the bottle." 
She named but one bottle, suggesting the contents of many bot- 
tles. This old argument that you can't name or suggest the con- 
tents of more than one container when you name' one container 
goes with the wind. I t  blows up. It can't stand. There are many 
examples in which i t  is used that way. 

He illustrated by saying "the kettle boils" and "the radia- 
tor boils." And whe'n he says "the kettle boils," that indicates that 
there is a literal kettle. Second place, that i t  has contents. And 4 
the third place, the contents are boiling. And the same thing 
about the radiator-"the radiator is boiling." He said that means 
it was one radiator-to say "the radiator i~ boiling." Well, I walk 
into a garage, and I say to the man, "There's something wrong 
with my radiator." He looks a t  i t  and says, "Yes, the thing's 
frozen up." And he starts thawing it out and gets i t  to boiling, 
and I say, "I didn't know that's the way you boil the radiator." 
He says, "We all boil the radiator this way." "We all boil the ra- 
diator this way." "We" who? Why the' garages all over town. 
Yes, "we all boil the radiator." Just one-just that one? Why, no. 
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In that case he refers to t b  radiator, suggesting many of them, 
although he mentions only one. So hip. argument doesn't stand. 

THAT CUP - THAT CITY - THAT MAN 

I Cor. 11:27. "This cup of the' Lord unworthily." He empha- 
sized "this cup" and "that cup." "The cup" means only one con- 
tainer can be used. Well, I happen to notice in Matt. 10:14-15 that 
Jesus sent out His apostles under the limited commission and said 
if you go into a city and they refuse you or  reject you and don't 
receive My word, "shake off the dust off your feet," a s  a testi- 
mony against them. The Lord said, "I w y  unto you, It shall be 
more tolerable for the land of Sodom and Gomorrah in the day 
of judgmeht, than for that city." "That city." That means just one 
city? Just one involved, bemuse He said "that city?" And in James 
3:5-7, James told a man to pray in faith, and if he didn't pray in 
faith, he wouldn't receive anything. And he said "Let not that man 
think that he shall receive anything of the Lord." "That man." 
That means only one man, of course. Can't apply to but one because 
i t  said "that man." It didn't say "those men," but "that man." 
And Paul, in 2 Cor. 11, declared on one occasion, regarding his per- 
ils, that he was in perils "in the city.' "The city.' That was just one 
city? Le't Brother Waters tell us what city i t  was that Paul re- 
ferred to. He was in perils "in the city." So you have "the city" 
and "that city" and "that man" and expressions like that, just as 
you have "the cup," "this cup" and "that cup.' And if in one 
case i t  means only one is possible, it means the same in the other. 

He comes then to his circles on the board. I wonder if I 
might have a litle piece of crayon up here. (Porter looks around 
for crayon.) 
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CHART No. 2-On Communion 

ONE CUP 

"THE CUP" 

"A CUP" 

1 Cor. 10:16 
1 Cor. 10:21 
1 Cor. 11 :25 
1 Cor. 11:26 
1 Cor. 11:27 

INDIVIDUAL CUPS 

"THIS CUP" 

"THAT CUP" 
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(By Waters) 

He has his circles on the board here and references in here 
that  mention 'the cup." Overbere, he has "cups." (Waters hands 
Porter crayon.) He put some question marks there and wants me 
to put Scriptures there for "cups." All right, Brother Waters, 
I'm going to put something else here. Over on this side, in the 
Scriptures, we have "no plate" (refers to circle' on the board, in- 
dicating "cup"), but Brother Waters, and brethren who stand 
with him, use the p l ~ t e  in the Communion Service to pass the 
bread around to the congregation. Now, Brother Waters, 1'11 tell 
you what I'll do. (Porter writes word "plate" in Waters' circle 
where "cups" are mentioned). The very minute you put in the 
Scripture that says "the plate" for the' bread, I'll put in the pas- 
sage that says "500 cups." What do you say? What do you think 
of it, Brother Waters? Win you do it? Will you put the Scrip- 
ture that says "the plate"? You use it, don't you? I don't know if 
they do here in Quincy or not, but they do down in the section 
where I came' from. I have an idea they have a plate up here. 
Where did you get your authority for i t?  You put the passage in 
here that says "the plate" and I'll put the passage in that says 
"500 cups," because in the Bible there is no plate' mentioned in 
connection with it. If you use the plate, where do you get your 
authority for i t?  I noticed in the opening of the service tonight, 
that we' used song books. And I'll tell you what 1'11 do, Brother 
Waters. IT you'll put the Scripture in here that mentions the song 
books which you brethren used tonight in singing, I'll put the pas- 
sage in there that mentions "a thousand cups." Will you do it? 
I mentioned a while ago that Brother Wateks ought to have intel- 
ligence enough, and I believe that he does, that some day he'll be 
able to see that the things which he' is condemning in thia debate 
are parallel with the things which be accepts atid uses without 
question. He uses song books and IIC crse' the plate without any 
Scripture mentioned about them ~kr . t t ,  n tevchr. I3e has no qualms of 
conscience about i t ;  and yet, neither the plate nor the song book 
is mentioned in the Scriptures. lAt,l; I l i m  produce them, and we 
shall se'e what we shall see. 
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SEVERAL ARGUMENTS 

All right, he rather summed up the matter then that Christ 
took "one cup." And second, that He gave "only one." Third, He 
commanded them to drink "of one," and he gave the Scripture 
which I have already given. Third, they obeyed and used "one." 
And fifth, that the contents of "one" was His blood. And sixth, 
Paul delivered "one." And seventh, "only one" in the tradition of 
the apostles, and on down through the line. Eighth, we can use 
"only one" and walk by the same' rule. And he gave about twenty 
of them. Well, we'll get them now carefully as we go along. 

1. Notice, he says now, Christ took "one cup." Therefore we 
cannot take two. If we do, we'll be' lost. All right, Brother Waters, 
Christ took "no plate!." You cannot take one, or you'll stand in the 
same position. Christ took "no plate." Brother Waters takes one. 
Where does he get his authority for i t? 

2. Christ gave o;lly "one cup." All right, Brother Waters, 
Christ gave "no plate." Thereyore you have no right to use one. 

3. He commanded them to drink "of one." He commanded 
them to eat of "no pIate." It isn't even mentioned. 

4. They obeyed and drank "of it." And you didn't m y  where 
they used "one plate." 

5. The contents of one was His blood. All right then, you 
didn't find where' "the plate" was His body, 

6. Paul delivered "one." I Cor, 11-"keep the ordinances a s  
I delivered them to you." He mentioned that before. Paul ddivered 
but "one." He says we can use only "one." If we use more than 
that, we are unscriptural and will be lost. And so, Brother Wa- 
teys, tell us how many plates Paul delivered so we'll know how 
many we can use of that. Don't forget it now. 

7. Only "one" in the tradition of the apostles (2 Thess. 3). 
All right, tell us now how many plates are in the tradition of 
the apostles? 

8. Can use only "one" and walk by the same rule' (Phil. 
3:15-17). All right, how many plates can you use and walk 
by the same rule? 

Now these things stand or fall together. The container is 
not the significant thing. The fruit of the vine' pictures the 
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blood of the Lord, and the bread pictures His body, but "the 
plate" and "the cup" have no significance with respect to it. 
They are mere incidehtals in the matter. But, of course, you 
must have a container of some kind to pass the liquid in, and 
ordinarily we have a container of some kind to pass the bread 
in. Though the Lord didn't mention the container-He' didn't 
mention the plate-Brother Waterp uses one. According t o  
his line of argument, he does so without divine authority and 
so stands condemned. 

9. We' can use only "one cup,'' he says, and speak a s  the 
oracles of God. Peter said in I Peter 4:11, "If any man speak, 
let him speak a s  the oracles of God." All right, Brother Waters, 
tell us now how many plates a man can use for the bread and 
speak a s  the' oracles of God. And where do the oracles of God 
say anything about the plate? 

10. Only "one cup" is planted of God. Matt, 13:15. "Every 
plant which my heavenly Father hath not planted shall be 
rooted up." The Lord planted no plate and we can't use one. 
Don't you sek? Brother Waters, who planted the plate? The 
Lord didn't. There's no mention made of it. You use it. W h e  
did you get it? 

11. Only "one cup" is a good work. 2 Tim. 3:16-17 said 
the Scriptures furnish "the man of God unto all good works." 
It doesn't furnish him with the use of individual cups; there- 
fore they're not a good work. Well, t ry  i t  on him. The Scrip- 
tures thoroughly furnish the man unto all good works, but 
i t  doesn't furnish the man a plate for the bread; and, therefore, 
using the plate for the bread is not a good work. 

12. You must use "one cup" in order to walk by faith. 
Rom, 10:17. "Faith comes by hearing the word of God." You 
can't use more than one. All right, "faith comes by hearing the 
word of God," but the word of God says nothing about a plate 
for the bread. Therefore you can't use a plate for the bread 
and walk by faith, according to his line of argumeht. 

13. You must use "one cup" if you're going to keep the 
unity of the faith. Yes, and some of these times the plate i s  
going to become a division, a wedge' of division, if somebody 
makes a law that you can't use it. And I'm just certain of tha t  
fact. My opponent, Brother Waters, will not take the position 
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during this debate that he'd give up a thing of that kind for 
the sake of unity. You watch and see if he does. I challenge 
him to do it. 

14. Must use "one cup" or rather "one cup" is according to  
life and godliness. 2 Peter 1:3. "He has given us all things 
that pertain to life and godliness." He gave us no individual 
cups; therefore, they have no reference to life and godliness. 
A11 right, now, since He gave us no plate for the bread, then 
the plate does not pertain to life and godliness on the other side 
of the thing. 

15. And No. 15 was the wedge of division which I have al- 
ready mentioned. 

16. Use "one cup" and be safe. Well, I just wonder if he's 
going to stand by that principle. Wait and see. 

17. We can worship God in truth if we use "one cup." Be- 
cause John 4:24 and John 1:17 reveals: "We should worship 
God in truth." But the truth reveals no individual cups. We 
can't do i t  and worship God in truth. The truth doesn't reveal 
a plate for the bread, and we can't use the plate and worship 
God in truth, according to Brother Waters' argument. 

18. Only "one cup" was taught by the Spirit (John 16:13; 
John 14:26). All right, and parallel with that, no plate was 
taught by the Spirit. Therefore we can't follow the Spirit and 
use a plate for the bread. 

19. We can use just "one cup" and be in the truth. John 
17:17. "Thy word is truth," and i t  doesn't mention individual 
cups. It doesn't menti6n one plate for the bread, and we stand 
or fail together, Brother Waters. 

20. Part  of the counsel of God. Acts 20:27. Paul says, 
"I have delivered unto you all the counsel of God." I have 
preached the counsel of God unto you. I have delivered all of 
God's counsel, and "one cup" is a part  of that counsel-indi- 
vidual cups are not. From the same standpoint, the counsel of 
God says nothing about a plate for the bread and, therefore, 
is not of the counsel of God. 

Thank you. 
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First Session 

Waters' Second Affirmative 

Cup Question 

Brethren Moderators, Brother Porter, Brethren and Friends : 
May I present Brother Porter with a cup of cold water? 

(Waters hands Porter a cup of cold water.) 
Porter speaks from seat: "Wouldn't give me two, would 

you?" 
Waters: How many did I give you? 
Porter: "If you give me another, would you be condemned?" 
Waters: I just wonder how many I gave him. 
Porter: "If you gave me another, would you stand con- 

d h n e d  ?" 
The Digressive Dodge 

There's some of us who have been here during the past few 
minutes who would have thought we were' discussing tonight 
the use of a p2ate in the communion service rather than the use 
of a cup, because he spent quite a bit of his speech speaking of 
a phte. You know, I just wondered why Brother Porter was spend- 
ing so much time on the phte, unless it was that he learned 
that argumeht from the Instrumental Music Brethren. Practically 
every instrumental music man whom you meet in discussion will, 
in defense of instrumental music, present almost every kind of 
an incidental and expedient in the discussion in an attehnpt t o  
prove his instrumental music; and every time that he tries to 
do that-brethren who may defend the use of cups but oppose 
instrumental music will, in that discussion, tell him that he is 
rambling off the issue and that they are not debating about song 
books, about plates, about chairs, about upper rooms and Jacob's 
well and a thousand other things, but that they are debating in- 
strumental music. But the instrumental music man will come right 
back in the next spee'ch and will talk about song books and chairs 
and upper rooms and plates; . . . he will do i t  every time. Brother 
Porter knows that. Of course, he's been in the field of polemics 
for quite' a few years and he's learned that old digressive dodge. 
He's learned how to make that old digressive argument, and he 
knows that there never has been a digressive who ever lift& 
his head who has not used precisely the same line of reasoning 
by which to prove his own digression. Every one of them does it. 
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Foy E. Wallace says, ('Quit ItJ' 

I want to call your attention to what Foy E. Wallace, a very 
able man among Brother Porter's brethren, has to say in Vol. 
I, No. 3, the September, 1950 issue, of his paper "The Torch." 
Listen, " I t  is palpably weak to offer to affirm that something is 
as scriptural as something else." 

What has Brother Porter done? Has he actually tried t o  
prove that cups are scriptural by going to the word of God and 
reading about them? He has not. He has be& just as  silent a s  
the grave could ever be as  far  as  reading from the word of 
God-the Scriptures that teach a plurality of cups. But what 
has he done? Why he said, " t h e  are  just as  scriptural as  a 
plate." Brother Wallace said," It is palpably weak to offer to af- 
firm that something is as  scriptural a s  something else." Wal- 
lace further writes, "Nothing is scriptural unless i t  is.'' In other 
words, cups are not scriptural unless they are. It is not a mat- 
ter of whether the use of a plate is scriptural or not. That doesn't 
make any difference a t  all as  far  a s  the discussion tonight is 
concerned. Cups are either scriptural or they are not. There is 
no "as" about it. Now you be a man, Brother Porter. Don't get 
up here and say, "Well, they are 'ad scriptural as  something 
else." You get up heye and be a man, turn to the word of God 
and prove it. You do that. Listen to Wallace again, "That is 
mighty poor logic and men who are always doing i t  are afrai.+ 
of their ground.." There's one of your old buddies, Brother Porter. 
He says, "Men who are! always doing that are afraid of their 
ground." 

Now when you are, debating the instrumental music, the 
Instrumental Music Man wants to debate the plate and the song 
books. When you are debating the cups, the cups man wants to 
debate the plate, and so on it goes. Now it's that way every 
time and if you brethren don't believe it, I invite you to go to  
Cedar Rapids, Iowa, where a discussion is going to begin Mon- 
day night between G. K. Wallace, one of his brethren, and an, 
Instrumental Music Man, Burton Barber, and see if you don't 
hear Barber talk about song books and plates. I challenge you 
to go up there next week. I intend to go. I invite you brethren 
to go along with me and hear Barber talk about song books and 
plates. Then you'll know how to use it the next time when you're 
debating the cups. You ought to do that, Brother Foy E. Wal- 
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lace further said, "It's time to quit talking about who said this 
or did that, and start giving scriptural precedent for the prac- 
tices that are being promoted." It's time to come to the word of 
God and see' what i t  says about the thing a t  issue and not try 
to wander about all over creation talking about something else. 
You've been a long time learning that, haven't you, Brother Por- 
ter?-Wallace says, "It's time to quit careering around all over 
creation and cite the Scriptures that prove the practice." 

What Are W e  Debating 

What are we debating tonight? We're' debating the number 
of cups to be us?d. We don't have time to discuss multitudinous 
other matters about wh:ch there may be agreement or disagree- 
ment. have, tonight, only enough time to discuss the issue 
that we have in the' proposition tonight. These brethren will do 
i t  every time. I have never seen it fail. They follow the line of 
every other digressive. What did he do with the twewty scrip- 
tural arguments I presented in proof of one cup? He took almost 
every one of them and instead of just proving they teach the use 
of a plurality of cups, or that they do lzot teach the use of one, 
he just tried to substitute a plate for cups in every one' of the 
arguments. 

Where I Learned These Arguments 

But I want you to know where I learned to make' the kind 
of arguments that I introduced tonight. On page 112 of that  
famous little C. R. NicholJs Pocket Bible Encyclopedia, we have 
argument after argument given that I gave you against the' use 
of cups and for the use of one, but he made these arguments 
against instrumental m ~ s i c ,  page after page of the same argu- 
ments. 

I r d e r  you to another little book that has been printed by 
the tens of thousands . . . "Bible Briefs and Sermon Outlines." 
. . . by Showalter & Davis, put out by his brethren. Beginning 
with page 100, just Scripture after Scripture and argument after 
argument is given against instrumehtal music which I used 
against the cups. The same principle that applies to cups applies 
to instrumental music in these arguments. Brother Nichol and 
Brother Showalter used these argumehts against the Instru- 
mental Music Man. You know what the Instrumental Music Man 
will do? He'll get up and in every place he'll substitute plate 
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where they put instrumental music. Do you ever solve anything 
by doing that? Brother Porter, I candidly ask you, is that de- 
bafing? Is  that stepping up and just actually considering tho 
thing a t  issue? Is i t? I believe, Brother Porter, that you want to 
be a fair man. I want to ask you frankly. . . is that real debating? 
If so, do you admit that all those instrumehtal music men who 
substitute the same thing which you substituted in the argu- 
ments are doing some real debating? I'd like to know how you 
feel about that. I'm going to be listening for it. 

Oh, yes, but we have! nere Brother Gus Nichols in his "Ser- 
moizs," Vol. 1, beginning with page 130, "Objections to Instru- 
mental Music." Now almost every objection he gave to instru- 
mental music, I gave to cups. Tonight, Brother Porter just 
brushes the argume'nto aside and puts plate there in every ar- 
gument where cups are found. The Instrumental Music Man, 
likewise, takes every one of the Gus Nichols' arguments and 
just substitutes ~ o n g  bonks and plates. Do you yet anywhere de- 
batiszg like t h a t  Do you solve anythi?zg? I wonder, Brother 
Porter, if you didn't learn that same type of debating from the 
digressive who stepped further along the line' than you. Let's see 
about that. 

Watch The Digressives 

Here iu the Hunt-Inman Debate on Instrumental Music be- 
tween JuZzan 0. H z ~ l t  and rZoger C. Inman . . . Hunt, the Instru- 
mental Music Ailan, and Inman, the Anti-Instrumental Music Man. 
I want to call your attention on Page 10 to what Julian 0. Hunt 
offers in favor of instrumextal music . . . "My argument is this: 
If earphones, glasses, radios, false teeth, hammers and gloves, 
crutches and canes, shoes, seats, etc., will not prevent the body 
from being presented wholly and acceptable unto God, then the 
piano, or any music instrument that aids the individual to sing, 
will not." There you are . . He just went Brother Porter one bet- 
ter . . . He got a zoholc lot more i?z there than Brother Porter did. 
All right, let's notice aqain on page 31 . . . "I call upon him," 
Brother Hunt says, "to show that any individual has no authority 
to present in the worship service any musical aid unless that aid 
ia mentioned in the New Testament. Then I ask by what authori- 
t y  does he bring in the song books, tuning fork, etc? . . . And he 
failed to give a sufficient reply." Let us notice again, on Page 
28, "Tne argzmcnt was made in my first speech which showed 
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that before he could prove' that instrumental music was not an 
acceptable aid when used in the service of God, you have to 
prove that the individual has no authority to bring in any aid 
unless that aid is mentioned in the New Te'atament. Then, by 
what authority does be bring in the song book, the tuning fork, 
the pulpit, the radio, the colkction plate?" 

Don't you notice that the Instrumental Music Man just makes 
Brother Porter's line of argument in attempting to prove Instru- 
mental Music? If you meet an Inztrumental Music Man, that's 
all he's going to do. Is  that debating? Is  that the way to prove 
the instrument of music scriptural? Is  that the way for you, 
Brother Porter, to prove that cups are scriptural? 

Porter's Qu,estions 

I will now notice the questions which he submitted to me. 

(1) As the bread pictures the body of Christ and the fruit 
of the vine' pictures His blood, what is pictured by the drinking 
vessel ? 

Answer: The debate is not over whether the vessel reprecents 
anything or not; it is over the number of cups or vessels to be 
used. And now he wants to get off the number to be used and 
just argue about what do you think the cup represents. Now, if 
I should not think i t  represents anything, would that have any- 
thing to do with what th6 word of God teaches about the numbe~' 
to  be used? It does not have a thing in the world to do with it, 
but since you want it, Brother Porter, and so you can talk about 
i t  if you want to, because you will anyway: The cup represents 
the New Testament. Get the Scriptures that  I give, too . . . 
Luke 22:20; 1 Cor. 11 :25, 

(2) If, while serving tine congregation the Communion, the 
loaf should be accidentally broken into other pieces besides that 
which each communicant breaks for himself, could the unserved 
portion of the congregation scripturally partake of i t ?  

Answer: I think so, but one may acci2;.ufalZy do what he 
may not intentio3aZly do as a part of toorskip. In other words, 
you may accidentally stumble and you may r l rop the cup. But, 
Brother, if you intentionally throw tnat 32p JLF.:~, you'll do 
wrong. If you intentionally do to rhe loar tha+ ror which you 
have no authority as  a part of worship, you a-e domg wrong. R e  
knows that. 
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(3) While passing the fruit of the vine to the' assembly, if 
the cup should be accidentally broken and its contents spilled, 
how would you scripturally serve the remainder of the assembly? 

Answer: Now I know how the word of God teaches us  to  
commu?ze i s z  an assembly, but the word of God is not a big enough 
book to contemplate every accidental eventuality which may 
arise. I t  ia not big enough to do that. It gives us the pattern to 
follow and that pattern to follow is the' use of one cup for an 
nsscmbly. I t  is not big enough to tell us what to do in detail 
about every accident that may happen. But, hypothetically, i t  is 
possible for the cup to be dropped and for i t  to be broken and 
for its contents to be spilled, and he says if that happened, "What: 
rT70uld you do?" Well, he wants to talk about something other 
than the individual cups he uses to convey the fruit of the vine 
to the assembly; he wants to do that  and he's going to do that 
any-riay. 

The answe'r: I would get a cup of the fruit of the vine and 
scrvc the entire congregation. 

(4) When individual cups are used on the table, does i t  con- 
stitute the Lord's Table or the Table of Devils? 

Answer: Neither, as set forth in 1 COT. 10:2l. However, this 
table with the individual cups w, it wozcld be of the devil. 

(5) When Paul in 1 Cor. 10:16, said the Christians a t  both 
Ephesus and Corinth blessed the cup, did not the expression, 
"the cup" have to refer to a t  least two drinking vessels, one a t  
Ephesus and one a t  Corjnth? 

Answer: Since these~instructions all obtain in an membly  
(1 Cor. 11 :33), "When ye come together to eat," one cup in each 
asssmbly is taught just as  one speaker to speak a t  the time in 
one assembly was taught in 1 Cor. 14:31, "You may all prophecy 
one by one'," and juat as, "You may all prophecy one by one," 
was given to the church universally to obtain in each individual 
assembly. In the assembly a t  Corinth, and in the assembly a t  
Ephesus, if they met simultaneously and in each assembly you 
had one speaking a t  the' time, would you not have two speaking 
simultaneously? Considering both places? And yet Paul said, 
"Prophecy one by one." This takes not into consideration any 
controversy we may have about when 1 Cor. 14 applies or doesn't 
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apply. But whenever i t  applies according to your understanding, 
the instructions say, "You may all prophecy one by one," and it 
applies to all assemblies,-one by one in each assembly. 

(6) When he said, in the same connection, that we are' all 
partakers of that one bread, $id he not refer to a t  least two pieces 
of bread ? 

Answer : Loaves of bre'ad, in other wordw. I suppose he means 
one loaf a t  Ephesus and one loaf at Corinth, etc., the same prin- 
ciple obtaining a s  given in answer to question No. 5. 

C H A R T  No. 1-On Communion 

ONE CUP FOR AN ASSEMBLY IS TAUGHT BY: 

1. EXAMPLE - Matt. 26:27; Mark 14:23; Luke 22:20; 
1 Cor. 11:25. 

2.. COMMAND-Matt. 26:27; 1 Cor. 11:2, 23, 25; 1 Cor. 
11 :33, 28. 

3. STATEMENT-1 Cor. 10:16. 

4. INFERENCE-1 Cor. 11 :26, 27. 

Now then, you will notice in defining my proposition and 
in my chart I mentioned that the' Scriptures teach by example, 
by command, by statement, and by inference, and I proved that 
the Scriptures teach one cup by command, by statement, by ex- 
ample and by inference'. Consider the example, "And he took 
'a cup' or 'the cup' and he pave it to them." (Matt. 2627).  

Porter Admits Christ Took Literal Cup 

Does Brother Porter believe that the Lord actually took one 
literal cup a t  the' institution of the Communion? Does he believe 
that? Here are my notes in my own handwriting as  I took them 
down when I formerly debated him in Tennessee on the ques- 
tion. Here's what he said, "We will have no dispute about whether 
the word 'cup' is used litera7ly in Matt. 26:27." What does it say? 
"He took a cup." Brother Porter says he'll not dispute about 
whether or not that was literal. Theh he admits that the Lord 
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took a literal cup, and according to the language, "one." That's 
the example. He' gave it to them and he said, "Drink all of you 
(or ye all) of it." Brother Porter admits the Lord took a literal 
cup and that he gave it to them. Now Jwus  said, "Drink all of 
you of it." Is that hard to umi!erstand? If you were not trying 
to prove something not mentioned in the Bible, I wonder if you 
could not understand that language. If you were trying to under- 
stand just exactly what it says, would yoil be able to understand 
that a plurality was involbed? But he says a liquid requires a 
container; that's right. But if Jems had a containek. for the liquid, 
w i ~ a t  2cas it? Tile Bible says it was "a cup." Brother Porter says 
we'll not ciispute as to whether it was literal in Matt. 26:27. So 
he admits that the Lord had a literal cup containing the fruit of 
the vine in Matt. 26:27. That's just what I believe. And accord- 
ing to the Scripture, "He gave it to them and they all drank 
of it." (Mark 14:23) 

Porter Tormented Before The Time 
He sayq "Brother Wateks, when you talk about the command 

(in I Cor. 11:2) '1 praise you, brethren, that ye remember me in 
all things, and keep the ordinances, as  I delivered them to you,' . . . 
watch out! You niigiit get into trouble on the next proposition 
about wonlei1 prophesying, because instructions about prophecying 
rrc given in I Cor. 11." VJell, I don't wonder, Brother Porter, that 
you're tormented before the time in trying to bring in the' women 
teaching and prophesying before we get to the issue. But don't 
you think for one mament I won't take care of that when the 
time cor,les. 

Metonymy 

But of 1 Cor. Il:2$5, "A8 often as ye eat this bread, and 
drink this cup, ye do show the Lord's death till he come," he 
said, "Certainly, that's the figure of speech Metonymy." Cer- 
tainly, it's Metonymy. We say it is. Brother Porter says that i t  
is. Eut by the figure of speech Metonymy we name a Ziteral vessel 
to suggest its contents, and theke the apostle P'aul named a literal 
vessel, "a cup," and suggested "its contents." When you brethren 
pass a plurality of cups to an asesmbly and the contents of that 
plurality are drunk. can i t  be said that "they drank the cup?" 

A Number of Jugs! 
Well, he supposes that he and I visit a man and the man 

takes us to his cellar and there are a number of jugs there. What's 
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that? A number of jugs! Plural! You notice that he had to say 
"jugs" so we would understand that there were "jugs" there'. 
Isn't that right? How do we know that there were jugs there? 
Because Brother Porter said "jugs." He' stepped in i t  then, didn't 
he? Ilow do we know there were jugs there? Brother Porter said 
so. But what if he had said'he and I went with a man to his 
cellar and "a jug" was there? I wonder where we would get the 
idea there was a plurality of jugs there? The only reason we knew 

.e were there was a plurality of jugs ~ v a s  that Porter said the=- 
jugs. Don't yon pee'? You have to construct a parallel. Suppose 
it were said, "We went to the cellar and tlie man took a jug and 
drzni.: of it." You get a p~rallel. I want to know if that were 
saic! %!lo would get the idea that there was a plurality of jugs 
involved in that. Yo:l col-isircrt an actual paralle'l. Certainly 
you may have a singular noun sometimes used in the sense of 
numerical value of species, but whenever you say that "he took 
a jug," that xeans oze, doe'sn't it? And when Brother Porter 
says, "there was a nzc.rnber of jzccgs there," that means a plurality, 
doesn't it ? 

The Eottle 

Oh! But he says about a man that "he is hitting the bottle." 
Well, I llever DIW a man drink out of two a t  one' time in my life. 
But, listen! Supp~se  that you narrowed that down to a specific 
instance, just like Matthew and Mark narrows this down where 
he took "a cup" and gave "it" to them, . . . and said concerning 
that man: "I saw him take a bottle. I saw him drink of it. I saw 
hiin give it to his companions and I saw all of them drink of it." 
Do you get the idea there wzs a yZursZity of bottles involved now? 
We narrow that down, as  Matthew and Mark did, to a specific 
consideration and not something that's general. When you do 
that, what do you have? 

Oh! But the woman says, I raised all of my babies on the 
bottle." But narrow St down to a parallel, a parallel with Mat- 
thew's and a parallel with Mark's record, and deal with a spe- 
cific instance, "The mother gave the baby the bottle, and the baby 
drank the bottle." Now you narrow that down to a specific con- 
oideration and who gets the idea that a plurality of bottles was 
involved? Who would? You see? You get that down to a parallel 
with Matthew and Mark . . . Don't get away from the language 
a s  used by them. Everybody knows that if i t  were said that the 
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mothel. gave the bottle to the baby and the baby drank it, or 
drank of it, that just one bottle is involved. 

The Radiator 

Brother Porter says we go into a garage and "the radiator" 
is frozen. How many radiators were frozen when he made that  
statement? The' idea of how many frozen radiators are connoted? 
Then he says, "This is the way we all boil the radiator." But, 
now then, get it down to a parallel with Matthew and Mark and 
have it said concerning the mechanic that, "He boiled the radia- 
tor." A spekific mechanic and a specific radiator. "He boiled 
the radiator." How many radiators are involved now? Get your 
parallel, Brother Porter. I'll stay with you every time. 

But he mentions Matt. 10:13-3 5 where Jesus said, "It would 
be more tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrha than for that city" 
. . . Narrow it down to a parallel with Matthew and Mark, and 
make a specific statement in regard to a specific city. Matthew 
and Mark said, "He took a cup." You do that, will you? 

Jacob's Well 

But he can talk sbout plat&, upper rooms, song books and 
Jacob's well. We don't want to miss that. In  John, the 4th 
chapter and 12th verse, he says "that they all drank thereof." 
But you know that Jacob's well proves too much for  Brother 
Porter. You know why? Becazcse there's just one literal well in- 
volved. There's not but one literal well involved. Who under- 
,stood when i t  said "Jacob's well" that there was more than one 
well involved? There was just one well involved; no plurality of 
wells. And when i t  w i s  .said they "drank thereof," was it un- 
derstood that they were drinking from the source of a plurality 
of wells? Now, remember, you brethren have a plurality of cups 
and you do not start  out even with one cup and its contents and 
pour from that one into the plurality you use. You'll have t o  
find where, when they "drank of Jacob's well," they picked up 
Jacob's well, poured the contents of i t  into a plurality of little 
wells, all drank out of the little' wells, and i t  was said that "they 
drank out of Jacob's well." Jacob's well is too much for you be- 
cause i t  is a literal well. There's not but one involved, and that  
doesn't suit you because you do not want just 'one literal cup to  
be i n v o l v ~  in the Comnnmion Service. You don't want that. 
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CHART No. 2-On Communion 

ONE CUP 

INDIVIDUAL CUPS 
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But what did he do with the circle over there. He just en- 
tered "the plate." The circle is still there, the' question marks are  
still in it, and we're waiting for "cups." And if he talks about 
the plate from now on, it will not solve the problem of how 
many cups are to be used in the communion service. It won't 
solve it because that's dodging the issue. 

TLC



PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 47 

One Cup Is Bound 
"One cup" is bound in heaven. (Matt. 16:19). Jesus gives 

the  instructions, "Whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be 
bound in heaven," and the use of one was bound by the apostle 
Paul in 1. Cor. 11, and by those who recorded the institution of 
the communion service. 

Would "CUPS" Mean "Cups" 

I have proved the use of "one cup" for an assembly by ex- 
ample, by command, by statement, and by infel-ence. If he could 
find as many verses as  I have over here for one cup, that mention 
"cups," I wonder if he wouldn't quote those verses in an attempt 
to prove' "cups," and if they said "cups," I wonder if they would 
mean "cups." Because when the Bible says "cup," Brother Porter 
doesn't want that;  he has to t ry  some way or other to slip through 
that statement the use of a plurality of cups. 

I thank you. 

First Session 
Porter's S&ond Negative 

Cup Question 

Brethren Moderators, Erother Waters, Ladies and Gentlemen: 
I am glad to pay my respects to the speech, to which you 

have just listened, by my worthy opponent in his effort to sus- 
tain his proposition that only one drinking vessel can be used in 
the distribution of the fruit of the vine. Brother Waters, a t  the 
beginning, handed me a cup of cold water. It wasn't v&y cold, 
but i t  was wet anyway, and that was the way he had of rp~ly ing  
to my argument based upon Mark 9:41. There the Lo1 said, 
"Whosoever shall give unto you a cup of water in My Name, b& 
cause ye belong to Me, he shall not lose his reward." I ca1lc:d at- 
tention to the fact that Jesus said "a cup." "A cup." And that i s  
just as literal a s  sny cup that he has found, with i ts contents 
just as literal a s  any he has found anywhere. Jesus said, "If he 
shall give to you a cup of water in My Na-te. be ahall not lose 
his reward." I asked Brother Waters to tell me, if he should give 
two cups, or three cups, would he lose his reward? What did he 
say about i t ?  Nothing. Why? Couldn't afford to, because the 
case is parallel with his argument. If, because' the record says 
"a CUP"-Jesus "took a cup"-does that mean that I will stand 
condemned if I take two cups? Then from the same standpoint, 
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Jesus said if a man "gives you a cup of water, he will not lose 
his re'ward." But if he gives two cups of water, he goes to hell, 
according to Brother Waters' argument. Why didn't you notice 
that, Ervin ? What did you skip that for? You just brushed over 
the argument; you just brushed around the thing. You didn't 
even mention what I was talking about a t  all. You just referred 
to it and missed the thing compl@tely. 

W e  Drank From The Bottle 

By the way, Ervin, when you gave me this cup of water, I 
wonder if we both drank from this bottle (pointing to bottle the 
water was poured from). (Porter turns to Wat&s) Did we? 
Come on now! Did we Loth drink from this bottle? You drank 
out of this cup awhile ago, and I drank of it. Did we both drink 
from this bottle? Come on now! We did, didn't we, Ervin? We 
both drank from this bottle. Yet the lips of Waters and the lips 
of Port& did not touch the bottle. But we both drank from this 
bottle. Let's shake hands on that. We agree on some things. We 
will agree on that, won't we? (Audience laughs). Won't you 
agree with me that we both drank from that bottle? Come' on 
now, Ervin, won't you do i t?  Did we both drink from this bottb, 
Ervin? Come on now and tell us. This audience has a right to 
know. What do you say about i t? Did we both drink from this 
bottle? Too bad, but you got yourself into i t  by giving me a 
drink from that bottle. 

Now, then, we see what his illustration did for him. He 
would better have kept this cold water-he's ju,st about lost his 
reward. 

Is Instrumental Music Parallel? 

Now, he says, "Brother Porter talks about plates, song books 
and this, that, and the other." He said, "We' don't have time to 
discum all of those things. We are not discussing song books 
and plates. That's not the issue, but how many cups to be used 
in the Lord's Supper. So I don't have time to deal with those 
things. I don't have timd to deal with song books and things of 
that kind." Then he took about fifteen minutes reading from 
Brother Foy Wallace, and Brother Showalter, and Brother Gus 
Nichols, and the Hunt-Inman Debate. He put in about half of 
his speech re'ading from them. He had time for that. What's the 
matter, Ervin? You had time for all of that, but didn't have time 
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to  discuss plates. No, sir, the issue is something else, and he 
didn't have time to  fool with that, but he had time to fool with 
t h w  things, you see, and based his argument upon what they 
said about it. But he didn't have time to deal with the plates. 
Well, we're not through with that. 

Now, he said that the arguments made by Brother Porter 
are  the same' a s  those made by the other digressives. And that's 
what another group of hobby riders would say about him. "Some 
other digressives." They would talk about him the same way 
that he talks about me, and that these others depend upon thd 
same kind of argument to  defend their instruments of music. 
When you discuss the matter with them, about the Scriptural 
ground for it, they will say, "Well, what about the song books, 
the plates, the radios, the pulpits and the pews, and the electric 
lights and the tuning forks, etc." Well, we'll get to that, but 3 
want you to bear in mind this fact. We will take the song book, 
and the' plate, and the cup, and the instrumental music. Now, 
then, the Lord said, regarding the bread, to "eat of it." Yes, He 
gave to them to eat, and said "eat of it." All right, there's the 
command to eat. We eat the bread. There's the command t o  eat. 
All right, regarding the fruit of the vine, He gave the command- 
ment "to drink;" and regarding our praise to  God, He gave us 
the command to "sing." Now I want to  know, Brother Watem, 
since' the Lord said "eat of the bread," if I use the plate while I 
eat the bread, am I doing anything besides eating? If I eat the 
bread out of one plate or out of no plate, am I still eating? Just 
what the Lord said to do, isn't i t ?  All right, the Lord said, 
"Drink the fruit of the vine," and if I drink i t  out of one' cup, or 
a dozen cups, I am still doing what the Lord said-I am drinking. 
But when the man plays on the instrument, is he doing what 
the Lord said, when He' said "sing?" Now you know better than 
that kind of logic, Ervin. You know that the command to eat 
the bread could involve the pkie,  and the command to drink the 
fruit of the vine could involve the container; but the command to 
sing never involves t k  instrument of music. They don't stand 
parallel a t  all, and Ervin Waters knows they don't. Don't you 
Ervin? You know that, don't you? You know the command t o  
sing doesn't involve the instrument, does i t? When a man plays 
the instrument, he does something besides sing, doe'sen't he? 
When a man eats out of a plate, he is doing nothing but eat, is 
he? He is not doing sromething besides eat. If he drinks out of 
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cups, he is doing nothing but drink, is he? But when he plays 
the instrument, he is doing something besides- sing, isn't he? 
And so your cases are not parallel a t  all. That's why the instru- 
mental music man is in the same predicament that you are in; he 
can't defend his practice because he makes parallels where there 
are not parallels. And the cases do not stand on the same basis 
a t  all. 

Cups And Plates Are Parallel 

Well, Brother Foy Wallace said in "The Torch" that "it is 
weak to affirm that something is as Scriptural a s  something 
else," and "nothing is Scriptural unless i t  is," and "men who do 
so are afraid of their ground, etc." Well, I a m  not affirming that 
one thing is as Scriptural as something else. I am trying to show 
you, Ervin, and those who stand with, you, that if your intelli- 
gence is broad enough to see that you can use a plate (although 
the Bible says nothing about i t ) ,  that the command t o  eat would 
involve the container upon which it was placed. Theh you ought 
to see the same thing regarding the other. I believe that they  
both are i n  harmony with Scripture. Would you affirm, or would 
you deny, that the' use of the plate is Scriptural? Which would 
you do? Suppose I affirm the use of the plate is Scriptural. 
Would you deny it? You use i t ;  you couldn't afford to deny it. 
And so he believes the' plate is Scriptural. I am trying to show 
him that cups are parallel with plates; and, therefore, if the plate 
is Scriptural (and he and I both believe that i t  is-that i t  can 
be done without any violation of Scriptur@), then the two stand 
together. And I am trying to show him that, to  be consistent, he 
must give up his agitation of this matter and take his wtand with 
me on the cups, and other things relative thereto. I am not try- 
ing to prove one thing is as  Scriptural a s  something else. But 
the "instrumental music man," when you bring the matter up 
with him, "wants to debate on the song book and the plate." 
And that's something that shouldn't be done, and that's no way 
at all to do proper debating. But I happen to remeknber in our 
former debate, Ervin, that when I was affirming on the teach- 
ing question, you brought up the Missionary Society and tried 
to  make that parallel. I wcinder if that  was good debating. It's 
all right when Ervin does it, but it's all wrong when Porter 
does it. You see? And before he gets through with the teaching 
question you will doubtless find him doing the same thing. They: 
all do. They bring up the Missionary Society, and they will bring 
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up the' instrumental music on the other issue, and try to make 
the class teaching parallel with the Missionary Societiep and in- 
strumental music. But he says, "That's not good debating." Do 
you believe it  is, Ervin? That's the way you did the other time. 
Have you learnd since then? (Audience laughs). You did it  
that way, didn't you? Yes, .that's the way he did i t  before, but 
now he says that's not good debating. He will probably change 
his mind again, by the next time we meet. We will likely have 
another debate sometime in the future. 

Well, he said, "What about the twenty argumehts that I hi- 
troduced?'' "Well," he said, "He just substituted plates." That's 
all right-they're parallel. One i s  the container for the bread, 
the' other one for the fruit of the vine. And they stand parallel. 
And, consequently, if one is Scriptural, the other is, and I be- 
lieve both of them are. I believe there is no violation of Scrip- 
ture in either of thekn, because the container has no significance. 

The Lord's Table 

I asked him about the table, "the Lord's table," and he baa 
said nothing about that. I believe he thought it  would not be 
"good debating" to me'htion it. Maybe. So he skipped the mat- 
ter of "the table." I want to know if i t  must be a literal table 
and how literal it must be. And must the Lord's Supper be 
placed on a literal table in order for it to be Scriptural ' Why 
didn't you tell us about it, Ervin? 

A Poor Student On Instrumental Music  

He came to Nichol's Encyclopedia, page 112, the arguments 
against instrumental music ; and Showalter's Sermon Outlines, 
page 100, against instruments of music; and Gus Nichols' book, 
on page 130, regarding the same matter. And here he read all 
these arguments against instrumental music and said, "Here's 
where I learned it." Well, you were' a poor student, Ervin, for the 
simple fact that they were dealing with a thing not involved in, 
the command to  sing. The Bible said "to sing," but the Bible no- 
where' said "to play" the instrument. And when they play the 
instrument, they are doing something besides sing; but when 
we drink out of one cup or two cups or forty cups, we are doing 
nothing but drinking. So you substituted something that was en- 
tirely "unparallel;" i t  isn't parallel with it  a t  all. 

The' Hunt-Inman Debate, page 10, the radio, the seats; and 
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page 21, the song books, the tuning forks; and page 28, the 
song books, the tuning fcrks, the pulpits, and the radio, etc. 
He is trying to show that I occupy the same stand the digress- 
ives occupy regarding instrumental music. Well, if the' com- 
mand to sing ever involves the instrument, I'll agree that that's 
right. But until Ervin says the command to sing involves the 
playing of an instrument, his parallel breaks down. Will you 
say it, Ervin? That the comand to sing involve's the instru- 
ment? If it does, then they are parallel, because the command 
to drink involves the container, and the command to eat involves 
the container. You can have' i t  on a plate, or you can have i t  
without a plate, of course, but in any case, the plate is not ex- 
cluded by the command to eat. You eat with one plate or you 
eat without it, and you are still eating. You drink with one cup 
or you drink out of two, and you are' still drinking. But you play 
an instrument, and you are not still singing; you are making 
a coordinate element with an instrument of music. You have 
added sonzething else to it. So the cases are not parallel a t  all. 
Now then to th6 questions: 

His Answers To My Questions 

First. "As the bread pictures the body of Christ, and the 
fruit of the vine pictures His blood, what is pictured by the 
drinking vessel ?" He said, "Well, we are' not on what the drink- 
ing vessel pictures; doesn't matter about that. We are discussing 
how many." Well, I know, but I had a purpose in asking tha t  
question. I have already given "how many" an investigation. 
Well, the bread pictures the body, and the fruit of the vine pic- 
tures the blood. So what is pictured by the drinking vessel? 

Cup Pictqres New Testament 

He said, "But I'll tell you what it pictures. It pictures the 
New Testament (Luke 22:20, 1 Cor. 11:25)" "This cup is the 
New Testament in My blood." And so he says now, "This cup 
pictures the New Testameht." All right--one drinking vessel 
and one Testament to an assembly. See? If you have two copies 
of it, you are going to hell, because there must be' one drinking 
vessel, Brother Waters, and one New Testament. You can't have 
two copies of i t ;  you can't have three' copies of i t ;  you can't have 
four copies of it because of this. "The New Testamentw-just 
one. Oh, he might say, one is a reproduction of the other. All 
right; so is the cup. Thet doesn't help him any. One cup is ex- 
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actly a reproduction of the other. And I have seen Testaments 
of different shapes and sizes-numbers of them. And, conse- 
quently, he stands upon that ground now with respect to the New 
Testament. Just one cup to an assembly is all he can have, accord- 
ing to his argument.. 

Now, then, I want to get some other things in that connec- 
tion. He says now that the drinking vessel ref&s to the New 
Testament; i t  pictures the New Testament. Now if that is so, 
then the "cup of blessing" in 1 Cor. 10:16, is not the drinking 
vessel. For Paul says, "The' cup of blesing which we bless, is 
it not the communion of the blood of Christ?" All right, the cup 
referred to there is the conzrnncnio~z of the blood, not the New 
Testament. So the cup of kZcssi7tg is not the drin7cing vessel, be- 
cause Paul said the cup of blessing is "the communion of the 
blood." Brother Waters says the drinking vese~d is the New 
Testament. So "the' cup of blessing" is not the New Testament, 
according to his argument. In his little tract oil the communion, 
he argues that it is. If he denies it, I'll prove it. And, further- 
more, "the cup of the Lorcl," in the same connection, is the' same 
a s  "the cup of blessing," but it's not the vessel, according to that. 
I Cor. 11:25 shows that it is the cup of the Lord and speaks of 
the cup which "is the New Testameht in My blood.' I Cor. 11:25- 
27 speako of the man who drinks "of thb  cup unworthily." What 
does "this cup" refer to?  The drinking vessel? That's what he 
argues in his little tract. "The cup of the Lord," he says, "is a 
lit&al drinking vessel." And by the way, he has the doctrine of 
transubstantiation in connection with it. You know the Catho- 
lics teach the doctrine of transubstantiation. The doctrine of 
transubstantiaion means when the bread and fruit of the vine 
are blessed by the Priwt they are changed into the actual body and 
blood of Christ. Now Brother Waters says that literal drinking 
vessel, when you give thanks for it, is changed into the cup of 
the Lord; that "after thanks, i t  becomes the cup of the Lord." 
Page 30. The literal drinking vesel does. But Paul, referring t o  
this, says, "Whosoever drinks this cup," that is, this cup of the 
Lord, "unworthily," is "guilty of the blood." Didn't say he was 
guilty of the New Testament. Furthermore, in verse 29, "He that 
eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation 
unto himself, not discerning the Lords body." Which cup? "The 
cup of the Lord." "Not discerning the Lord's body." He didn't 
my "not discerning the New Testament." So that's not the vessel. 
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And in I Cor. 11:26, he shows "the Lord's death till he comes"- 
when he drinks this cup. But it doesn't show the New Testament 
till he comes. So in this case, "the' cup" doesn't refer to "the 
drinking vesselH-it refers to the fruit of the vine. And so all 
the arguments he has made about "this cup' and "the cup of 
the Lord" being a literal container goes down in his answer t o  
this question-that it's the New Testament. 

Bread Broken Accidentally 

Second. "If, while serving the congregation the communion, 
the loaf should be' accidentally broken into other pieces besides 
that which each communicant breaks for himself, could the un- 
served portion of the congregation Scripturally partake of it?" 
He says, "I think so, because if it's broken accidentally, and not 
on purpose, then they could go ahe'ad and it would be Scriptural." 
Eut if they did it on purpose, then of course, they would go to 
hell for it. In his little tract on communion, he argues about the 
unity of the body, and tries to prove that there must be' no break- 
ing of the loaf except that which a man breaks to eat. If there is 
any ot l~er  brea7i")zg of it, it becomes divided, and the body of 
Christ is divide'd. It's wrong. But now he says you can divide the 
body of Christ accidentally, and it will be all right. But if you do 
i t  on purpose, it's wrong. But, of course, now if you break the 
loaf accidentally, and thus you divide the body of Christ acci- 
dentally, that's all right. If you didn't do i t  on purpose, and 
didn't do it intentionally, it would be all right. But you turn 
around and intentionally eat that which has already been brokeh, 
you intentionally eat that part of it. Now, then, he does that on 
purpose. What about that'? And then another question. 

1 

Waters Would Use Two  Cups 

Third. "While passing the fruit of the vine to the assembly, 
if the cup should be accidentally dropped and broken and its con- 
tents spilled, how would you Scripturally serve the remainder of 
the assembly?" He said the word of God is not big enough to tell 
us about all the accidents that might occur. But he says this is 
possible. Yes, I know it is. I know of places where i t  happened. It 
might happen anytime. But he said, "I'll tell you what I would do. 
I would get a cup and serve the whole congregation." Again, Bro- 
ther Waters ? After half of them had already taken i t?  "I would get 
another cup and I would serve the whole congregation." All 
right, the congregation, then, which had already Wen served, you 
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serve out of two cups. You have part of that assembly drinking 
out of two cups (Porter and audience laughs) because you said 
you would serve the whole congregation again. And you have! 
two cups for part of them, and the rest of them one cup-An en- 
tirely different cup from what the others used before i t  was 
broken. Thus you use two cups, Brother Waters-two drinking 
vessels-for the same assembly, and you have said good-bye to  
your proposition. You have said good-bye' to your proposition 
for it said, "That in an assembly of the Church of Christ, for the 
communion, the Scriptures teach that we must use one cup (one 
drinking vessel) in the distribution of the fruit of the vine." We 
must do  it. Hd didn't say we must do it except when some acci- 
dent occurs. He says we must do it. We must use one drinking 
vessel in the distribution of the fruit of the vine. Waters says, 
"I would get another cup, another drinking vessel, and serve 
the whole congregation again." So you would have two drinking 
vessels in that assembly, Brother Waters. (Looks a t  Waters). 
Do you want to take i t  back. Do you want to take i t  back, Ervin? 
Brother Wateks thought I was discussing something besides the 
number of cups, but I think now he sees that the number was 
involved. Yes, the nuwber of cups was involved, and Brother 
Waters has agreed with me that there' are circumstances under 
which more than one drinking vessel can be used to serve the 
assembly of the saints. Absolutely so. Let's shake hands on 
that, Brothek Waters. (Offers to shake with Waters). We have 
agreed on it that far-that there are circumstances under which 
two cups can be used. There are. You said so, Ervin. Come on- 
let's shake hands on it. Won't you do it, Ervin? Let's shake 
hands on it. There' are circumstances under which two cups can 
be u d  for an assembly. You have agreed, haven't you? Because 
you said you would get another cup. Well, another cup would be 
two, wouldn't i t?  If you had one cup and break it, and then ge't 
another one, how many does that make, Brother Waters? One 
broken cup and one unbroken cup would make two cups, wouldn't 
it? And part of the congregation drinks out of both of them. I 
never do that-I never drink out of but one. But you have some 
of the members of the congregation drinking out of two. Well, 
that's further than I have ever gone, Brother Waters. You are  
further digressive than I ever have any idea of going. Why, the 
very idea, Ervin. You have a number of the members of the 
church drinking out of two cups; part of them get only one; 
but a part of them have two. And so you have two cups to  one 
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assembly. (Porter looks a t  Waters) Can you add? One broken 
cup, and one unbroken cup, make how many cups, Ervin? And 
you say you can use them in one assembly, and that one man 
can drink out of both of them-that a number of them can drink 
out of both of them. Did you say it? Do you want to take it 
baclr? Will you deny that you said i t?  Now, then, Brother Wa- 
ters is gone world without ehd; he'll never recover hims~lf from 
that. He has cut himself loose from his proposition, for i t  says 
"there must be one," and he said by the word "must" I mean 
"obligatory.' No way around it. But now he says there i s  a way 
around it. There is a way around it-"I would get anoth& cup.' 
"I would get the second cup and serve the whole congregation." 
And so he has a part of the congregation drinking from two 
drinking vessels, when his proposition says there' must be only one 
for an assembly. Good-bye, Brother Waters. Well, we are not 
through. 

The DeviPs Table 

Fourth. "When individual cups are used on the table', does 
it constitute the Lord's table or the table of devils?" He said 
i t  was neither of those in I Cor. 10, but i t  would be of the devil. 
So if it's of the devil, then it's the table of devils. And you would 
have a number of drinking vessels on the table of devils. Yet in 
your little tract you say the table of devils has  only one cup on 
it just as the table of the Lord has. 

"The Cup" Can Mean Two 

Fifth. "When Paul, in I Cor. 10:16, said that Christians in 
both Ephesus and Corinth blessed 'the cup,' would not the ex- 
pression, 'the cup,' have $0 refer to a t  least two drinking vessel3 
--one a t  Ephesus and one' a t  Corinth?" He said i t  had reference 
to one cup in each assembly. Well, there's a place, Brother Waters, 
where one cup means two. You wanted me to give proof of any 
place where any such expression was evek. used to mean more 
than one. Paul said, "The cup which we blessn-we in Ephesus 
and you in Corinth. "The cup which we bless." It didn't say 'the 
cups which we bless," but it said "the' cup which we bless." Singu- 
lar number, Ervin. You say that means one in Ephesus and one 
in Corinth. So it means two, doesn't i t ?  You have admitted that 
there's an expression in the Bible that says "the cup" which 
me'ans two cups, a t  least. And if they should happen to break one 
of them in each assembly, there would be four of them, be- 
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cause they could still have two. They could get another one and 
still serve the whole' congregation. You would have four cups 
then, according to his own argument. Thank you, Ervin. Thank 
you very much. Now, then, hurriedly, to some other matters. 

One Container-Plural Contents 

Now, then, regarding the jug. He said, "The' man loves his 
jug." He said, "We see a number of jugs there-in the plural. 
Well, how do we know there were jugs there? Well, Porter said 
there were." Well, the point is, Brother Waters, you said, "There 
is no sense in which we! can name one container and refer to the 
contents of more than one." That's what you said. "We cannot 
name one container and refer to the contents of more than one." 
Well, I said, "Ervin says the man loves his jug.'' Why didn't you 
notice' that?  That's what the argument is based on. Why did you 
dodge that and talk about the other things? Why certainly I 
said there were jugs there, hut in the illustration Ervin says the 
man "loves his jug." Well, he mentions one. Does that mean 
one, or more than one? Put it down and tell u s  about. You 
will have a chance tomorrow night to tell us  about that. Tell us! 
Does "the jug" in that case mean more! than one jug? And the 
same thing about "hitting the bottle." Well, he says, "I never 
saw a man drink out of two a t  once." Well, maybe not, but I 
have seen men drink out of more' than one. Not a t  the same time. 
But he never saw men drink out of two a t  once. Brother Waters, 
in the communion service, you never saw men drink out of two 
cups a t  once. Did you e\-er see any brother who stands with me 
on this issue drink out of two cups a t  once? Why certainly not. 

And then regarding the baby. The woman says she "raised all 
of her babies on the bottle." He says, "Narrow that down." "Nar- 
row that down." Yes, but the thing is, when you get i t  that way 
it ruins what you said abolrt it. Your argument was: "You can- 
not refer to one container and mean the contents of more than 
one." That's what I'm talking about. And the woman says, "I 
raised all my babiea on the bottle." Only one! container is men- 
tioned. Does that mean the contents of more than one? Why 
didn't you answer? Y o u  didn't answer. You said, "Narrow i t  
down to one bottle, one baby, etc." Give the' bottle to the baby, 
or something of that kind. Narrow it down. Well, I'm wanting 
to know: Does "the bottle," when the woman says, "I raised all 
my babies on the bottle," mean only one? How many containe'rs 
does she mention, Ervin? "The bottle" mentions one, doesn't i t?  
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Just one. Mentions onIy one container. I want to  know if that 
meant the contents of only one container, Ervin? That's the 
point. Why, you didn't touch it a t  all. Won't you tell us about 
it tomorrow night? Did the woman raise all her babies on the 
contents of the same bottle? That's the point. He wants to nar- 
row it down and get one baby and one bottle. Well, that's all 
right. Wheh you do that we just have one communicant and one 
cup. You haven't changed the matter a t  all on that. 

But then to the radiator-"boiling the radiator." He said, 
"How many radiators?" Well, when the man says, "This is the 
way we all boil the radiator," he mentioned only one. How many 
did he' mean? There is a, case in which "the radiator," one con- 
tainer being referred to, means more than one radiator-just as 
with these other things given already. 

That Cup-Thai City-That Man 

Then in Matt. 10:14-15, regarding "that cityM-"Shake off the 
dust of your feet against them, because it shall be more tolerable 
for the land of Sodom and Gomorrah, in the day of judgment, 
than for that city." "Yes, but Matthew and Mark say 'a cup,' but 
that didn't say 'a city'." Well, but Paul said "that cup." You 
made an argument 012 that. "Let a man examine himself, and so 
let him eat of that bread and drink of that cup." "That cup," 
and "this cup," and "that bread,' and "this bread.' And you said 
"that cup" me'ans only one. Well, then, here we have 'that city,' 
just exactly as  you gave " t ia t  cup." So that meana only one city. 
I gave "that man" alid "the city"-Paul was in perils in "the 
city.' I asked Brother Waters to tell us what city i t  was. "The 
city," according to his argument, means only one city. I want 
to know what city it wa's. 

Jacob's Well Again 

Then Jacob's well-I must get to that. About how much 
time do I have, about two or three minutes? All right. 

Jacob's well. His argument was that "they drank of it," and 
since they all drank of it, that they all put their lips to the same 
container and sipped out of the same vessel, for they "drank of 
it." He said, "Pbrter will not deny that there was a literal con- 
tainer, because in the other debate he said there! is no dispute 
about there being a literal container." I have never disputed 
about a containe'r, but I am affirming that the container has no 
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significance. The liquid must be confined in a container-cer- 
tainly so-but it's the liquid, the fruit of the vine, that pictures 
the blood of Jesus Christ. And so regarding Jacob's well. But 
here's Jacob, and his sons, and his cattle, all drinking of it. But 
he said there was just one weil, and there were not many other 
little wells. There was just one well. But, Brother Waters, there 
had to be some other containers, didn't there? That's what I'm 
getting at. There' had to be some other containers, didn't there? 
There's one well, but these people and this stock all had different 
containers. They all drank of the well, but they drank from other 
containeks just like WP drank out of this container awhile ago (re- 
ferring to glass) when v;e drank from this bottle, didn't we'! Did 
we? Now, then, we both drank from that (referring to bottle of 
water on Waters' table) didn't we? Come on now! I drank from 
this and you drank from this (referring to cup out of which they 
drank) and we both dnmk from that (referring to bottle) didn't 
we? Come on. To drink from a cup, must we put our lips to 
the cup, Ervin? Didn't we drink from this, Ervin (referring to 
bottle) ? Come on! Did zce clri7zk from this? You admit that 
Jacob and his sons and their cattle drank from the well. But they 
didn't put their Iips to the well, and the well didn't have to be 
upset and poured out, but the contents of the well was put into 
other containers. And there' were other containers besides the 
well from which they drank. But in drinking from the other 
containers, they were drinking from the well. And so I suppose 
if we were to put it all into a big container and theh pour i t  out 
into little containers, it will be all right because it is then parallel 
with Jacob's well. Is  the time up? 

Thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen. 

Modera.tors At  End Of The First Session 

Moderator Clovis T. Cook: 

Well, I am sure that all will agree that the speakers have 
been gentlemen tonight. I am sure you have been well paid for 
whatever trouble you have gone to in being with us. I invite you 
back again tomorrow night. I predict that this sort of conduct 
will contribute more' to the quietness of this debate, than perhaps 
anything else, and we want you to be present every night. (He 
reads the proposition for the second session). Is there anything 
to be said now before we are dismissed? 

TLC



60 PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 

Moderator Sterl Watson: 

Brother Cook, I would like to make a few statements. I could 
see that  while these men were delivering their speeches the audi- 
ence was completely relaxed. Now you have enjoyed this tonight, 
haven't you? It 's educational, 2nd all of us enjoyed it. I met 
Brother VJaters sometime ago. He is a pleasant lovable sort  of 
fellow, and he is certainly recommended a s  one of the best rep- 
resentatives, if not the best, on his side of the issue. I have 
known Brother Porter, I don't know how many years. I have 
never known 3 man in whom I had more confidence nor loved 
more dearly than W. Curtis Porter. And should we fail in these 
discussions, we ~-~ouldn ' t  have anybody e'lse to turn to. Now, 
that's the kind of r ep r e~n t a t i ve  men tha t  you have before you 
discussi~g these ieziies, over which the body of Christ has  been 
trouble'd so much, and that  has caused so much regret in the 
hearts of God's people. Let us study these things every night 
just as  prayerfully a s  we have thus far. I hope you can attend 
every night. I tbink I shall have to miss tomorrow night, but by 
the pro"dence' of God, I hope to be back the next two nights. 
And I hcpe ail ol you can come every night. 

Moderator Cook 

Thank you Brother Watson. I agree with you one hundred 
percent, that  if these two men can't dig up the Truth on it, why 
i t  might be' a long time before we can bring two more to the front 
that  would t ry  a s  hard and a t  the same time show a spirit that  
would be conducive to a s  much tranquility and peace a s  the 
spirits of these two men. If there is nothing more, we shall stand 
to our feet and be dismisse'd. 

(Brother Billy Orteli, of La~vrcnceburg, Tennessee, dismissed 
the audience.) 

Second Stssion 

Prayer was led by Brother G. K. Wallace. 
Brother L. H. Newell moderated the second night in the place 

of Brother Watson. 

Brother Newel1 : 
Brother Sterl Watson couldn't b@ with us  tonight; so I am 

taking his place a s  moderator for Brother Porter. We are happy 
to have you here, and we do hope that  you have come for no other 
purpose than to investigate' the word of the Lord. So a s  these 
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two men stand before you and speck the word of God, each of us 
should consider carefully and seriously, the things they say. 
These brethren conducted thehselves a s  brethren last evening, 
and all of you who were here are impressed with that, I am sure, 
and, furthermore, you are edified in the! dudy  of the word of the 
Lord. I am sure that will be true this evening, in this service, and 
I am sure ~t will be true likewise in the rehaining services of this 
discussion. 

Come, if you possibly can, to every service and bring some- 
one with you, that we might learn the will of the Lord. Come 
with an opeh mind and a receptive heart for those things that  
are presented a s  we learn that they are according to a "thus 
saith the Lord." And let's practice them. If, perchance, we might 
be doing those things that are not ple'asing to the Lord, then let's 
give up. That's the way to be honest with ourselves, with 
our own souls before God, and before our fellowman. This eve- 
ning, the proposition that is undek discussion reads like this: "In 
an assembly of the Church of Christ, for the communion, i t  i s  
Scriptural to use individual cups (drinking vessels) in the distri- 
bution of the fruit of the vine." Brother W. Curtis Porter affirms 
this; Brother J. Ervin Waters denies. So a t  this time I present 
to you Brother W. Curtis Porter. 

Second Session 
Porter's First Affirmative 

Cup Question 

Brethren Moderators, Brother Waters, Ladies and Gehtlemen : 
I am happy to be in your presence to affirm the proposition 

to which you just listened; and this proposition is, of course, the 
reverse of the! one we discussed last night. We have the same 
question under consideration a s  to the number of cups that may 
be permissible, or that may be used, in the distribution of the 
fruit of the vine. Brother Watets affirmed last night, a s  you 
remember, that there must be one drinking vessel, and he made 
the word "must" mean "obligatory." I'm affirming that the use 
of more than one, or iildjvidual cups, is Scriptural in that service. 
Perhaps it's unnecessary to give much definition to the terms 
of the proposition, but by "an assembly" I mean a group of 
people gathered together., or a congregation. By "the Church of 
Christ" we' mean the institution for which the Lord died, and 
said He would build upon the rock, that is sometimes called the 
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kingdom of Christ. And by the word "communion" reference i s  
made to the Lord's Supper comprising the fruit of the vine and 
the bre'ad. By "individual cups" I mean, a s  the parentheses of 
the proposition show, "drinking vessels." And "the distribution 
of the fruit of the vinev-we mean simply the matter of serving 
the congregation or giving the fruit of the vine to the' congrega- 
tion, to those who partake. And by "the fruit of the vine" we 
mean, of course, the juice of the grape. And that this "is Scrip- 
tural"-that is, it does not violate' Scriptural principles or Scrip- 
tural teaching. So with that idea before you, I proceed to a study 
of some things I wish to bring before you tonight. 

Waters' Admission Renders Further Discussion Unnecessary 

The first thing I want to call to your attention is the fact 
that it's totally unnecessary even to discuss this proposition to- 
night in view of the admission made by Brother Waters in his 
second speech last night. You remember I mked him some' ques- 
tions a t  that time. One of the questions was this: Question No. 
2: "If, while serving the congregation the communion, the loaf 
should be' accidentally broken into other pieces besides that  
which each communicant breaks, for himself, could the unserved 
portion of the congregation Scripturally partake of it?" And he 
said, "Yes, he though? so, if they didn't do i t  on purpose." Then, 
Question No. 3: "While passing the fruit of the' vine to the as- 
sembly, if the cup should be accidentally dropped and broken 
and its contents spilled, how would you Scripturally serve the re- 
mainder of the assembly?" Brothek Waters said, "I'd get another 
cup and serve the whole congregation." Now, I called attention 
to the fact last night that in giving that answer to that question, 
he admitted that under some circumsances an asse'mbly could use 
€too drinking vesse!~ fol; th r  distribution of the fruit of the vine. 
A part of the assembly in the case given is already s e r v d  the 
contents of the cup, but in some way during the service the con- 
tainer is dropped and the contents are' spilled, and Brother Wa- 
ters says in order to serve the remainder of the congregation, 
"I'd just get me another cup and serve the' whole congregation 
again." Whenever he gets another cup, that  makes two drinking 
vessek he has for that particular assembly. And, of course, if he 
can have' two drinking vessels for one assembly, there's no 
reason why he couldn't have two hundred. If that  second cup 
should be dropped and its contents spilled, then he'd have to get 
a third one and go over the whole routine again. And if that 
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should be' dropped, the same thing would occur. He would have 
to get a fourth one, and on and on, and thus he surrendered the 
whole contention that he made on that proposition l w t  night- 
that in the distribution of the fruit of the vine only one drinking 
vessel must be used. Now he says that a t  least two can be used 
under some circumstances; and if under some circums~tances two 
can be used, then it's not tru; that one must be used. Now, that  
being true, then it's wholly unne'cessary to discuss this proposi- 
tion tonight, because Brother Waters has agreed with me that  
more than one drinking vessel can be used in an assembly of the 
church for the' distribution of the fruit of the vine under some 
circumstances. And, if so, i t  is Scriptural to do so under some 
circumstances. I shall await his attention to that and see what 
 he'^, going to say about it in trying to fix up that predicament he 
got himself into. 

Then, in the second place, I want to call your attention briefly 
to the' chart that he has hanging on the wall. He hasn't said 
anything about this chart, but he has i t  hanging there where 
you can see it. Now, I want to help you look a t  i t  just a little 
bit a t  this particular time. 
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CHART No. 3-On Communion 

(By Waters) 

MATTHEW 26 :27 

"He Took The Cup, And Gave Thanks, And Gave It To Them, 
Saying, Drink Ye All Of It-(R.V.-A.S.V.-R.S.V., "A Cup") 

MARK 14 :23 

"He Took Tbe Cup, And When He Had Given Thanks, He Gave It 
To Them : And They All Drank Of It"- (R.V.,-A.S.V.-R.S.V., 
"A Cup") 

"A drinking vessel, a cup" ................................ Robinson P-611 
"A cup, a drinking vesselJ' .................................. Thayer P-533 
"The vessel out of which olze drinks" .................... Thayer P-510 
"The thing out of which one drinks" ................ Thayer P-189 

LUKE 22 :17 

"He Took The Cup, And Gave Thanks, And Said, Take This And 
Divide It Among Yourselves" (R.V.-A.S.V.-R.S.V., "A Cup") 

"A drinking vessel, a cupJ' ................................ Robinson P-611 
"A CZLP, a drinking vessel" .................................. Thayer P.533 

LUKE 22 :20 

"Likewise Also The Cup After Supper, Saying, This Cup Is The 
New Testament In My Blood, Which Is Shed For You" 

1 COR. 11:25 

"After The Same Manner Also He Took The Cup, When He Had 
Supped, Saying, This Cup Is  The New Testament In My Blood" 

"A drinking vessel, a cup" ................................ Robinson P-611 
"A cup, a drinking vessel" ................................ Thayer P-533 
cc Cup containing wine" ........................................... T h y  P-15 
By Metonymy of the container for the contained Thayer P-533 
"Metonymy, a cup for the contents of a cup, cup-full, E. G., 
a cup of wine; So of the wine drank at the Eucharist." -4 
......................................................................... Robinson IY-611 
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1 Cor. 11:26 

"As Often As Ye E a t  This Break, And Drink This Cup, Ye Do 
Shew The Lord's Death Till He Come" 

"Metonymy, a cup for  the contents . . .  E. G., A cup of 
wine" .................................................................... Robinson P-611 

1 Cor. 11:27 

"Whosoever Shall E a t  This Eread And Drink This Cup Of The 
Lord Unworthily, Shall Be Guilty of the  Body and Blood of the 
Lord" 

cc What is in the cup" ................................................ Thayer P-510 
"Metonymy, a cup for  the contents . .  .E. G., A cup of wine"-- 
.................................... .... ........................................ Robinson P-611 

1 Cor. 11:28 

"But Let a Man Examine Himself, And So Let Him E a t  of That  
Bread, and Drink of That Cup" 

"The thing out of which one drinks" .................. Thayer P-189 
"The vessel out of which one drinks" .............. Thayer P-510 

"A cup of wine; So of wine drank at the Eucharist." 
.............................................................................. Robinson P-611 

1 COR. 10:21 

"Ye Cannot Drink The Cup of the Lord, and the Cup of Devils" 
What is in the cup" ................................................. T h y  P-510 

"Metonymy, a cup for  the contents, E.  G., A cup of wine- 
................................................................................ Robinson P-611 

"The Cup Of Blessing Which We Bless, Is It Not The Com- 
munion of the Blood of Christ ?" 

1 COR. 10:16 

"A cup of wine; So of the wine drank at the Eucharist - 
............................................................................ Robinson PI-611 

(Bible Dictionary by "American Tract Society-based on 
Dictionary of Holy Bible by Edward Robinson") ; "The mas- 
ter  of the feast took a cup of unfermented wine, and having 
tasted it, passed i t  around ................................ 1 Cor. 10:16" 
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You'll note there a number of refekences from the New Testa- 
ment containing the expression "the cup," and similar expressions. 
Under each Scripture, or each group of Scriptures, he has the' 
definitions given, or the meaning of "the cup," in that particular 
passage or those particuiar passages. 

In the first two, Matt. 26:27, Mark 14:23, he has the defini- 
tion written there in the red leters that mean a "drinking vessel" 
or a "cup" in that sense. And he follows that plan on down 
through the chart. 

He comes to Luke 22:17 which is the second group. "He took 
the cup, and gave thanks, and said, 'Take this, and divide i t  
among yourselves.' " i3e def in& the word there to mean a "drink- 
ing vessel, a cup." Or "a cup, a drinking vessel." So he makes the 
Scripture in that particular passage emphasize the drinking ves- 
sel, the' container, and has the Lord saying, "Take this container 
and divide it among yourselves." Since there were a t  least twelve 
of them present, that means, of course, that  they would have to 
break the container into twelve pieces in order that i t  might be 
divided among themselves, and each man would have to swallow 
his piece. But I'm wondering what would become of the contents 
when they broke i t  into twelve pieces according to his definition 
of this particular passage. 

And we drop on down a little further on this chart and we 
find that he gives I Cor. 11:27 "Whosoever shall eat this bread, 
a d  drink this cup of the Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty of the 
body and blood of the Lord.'' He defines the word "cup" in that  
passage' to mean "what is in it . . . in the cup." Or "metonymy, a 
cup for the contents," giving both Thayer and Robinson. 

Then down just a little later, 1 Cor. 10 21: "Cannot drink the 
cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils." Here again, he defines 
cup to be "what is in the cup," or the conthts ,  instead of the con- 
tainer. Now note that that's his application of I Cor. 11:27 and 
I Cor. 1021. Here he says that "the cup of the Lord" referred to  
is the "contents of the cup" or "what is in the cup." Not the 
drinking vessel, now. In some of these others, we have the drink- 
ing vessel; but here he Bays it's "the contents, the thing that's 
in the cup." So "the cup of the Lord" is what's in the cup; it's 
the contents and not the vessel. I have a little' tract here written 
by Brother Ervin Waters on the communion, and on page 30 of 
this tract, he says, "Some ask, 'What is the cup of the Lord' ?" 
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Now that's the same thing he's giving there' (pointing to chart). 
What is "the cup of the Lord"? "Well, because in Metonymy we 
name one thing to suggest something else, 'the cup of the' Lord' 
is the name of a cup and not the name of the thing suggested." 
Page 30. Now note that in the tract Brother WateYs says, "The 
cup of the Lord is the namd of a cup and not the name of the 
thing suggested"-that "the cup of the Lord" refers to the con- 
tainer and not the' contents, But on this chart on the wall, he 
reverses himself and says that "the cup of the Lord" is the con- 
tents and not the cmfai?zer. I would like to see Brother Waters 
fix up this contradiction between himself. 

Literal Cup Becomes Cup Of The Lord 

He says, "Therefore there must be a literal cup named 'the 
cup of the Lord'. Whkt cup? 'The cup of ble'ssing which we bless, 
is i t  not the communion of the blood of Christ?' (I Cor. 10:16). 
The literal cup, containing the fruit of the vine, in an assembly 
of the church for the communion beconzes, after thanks, the cup 
of the Lord." Page 30. Now notice that he says the container is 
"the cup of the Lord." On his chart he says "the cup of the Lord" 
is the contents and not thc container, but in the tract, he says 
"the cup of the Lord" is the container and not the contents. And 
that this literal cup of the Lord, or this literal container, becomes 
the cup of the Lord, affer thanks. I mentioned Imt night that's 
getting dangerously close to the Catholic doctrine ~f transubstan- 
tiation. "After thanks," the literal drinking vessel "becomes the 
cup of the Lord." But, of course, when the service is over, i t  
changes back into something else. And next Sunday, they have 
to give thanks again and change it all over again into the cup of 
the Lord. If he uses the same drinking vessel next Sunday he 
used the Sunday before, and he' changed i t  into the cup of the 
Lord by giving thanks for it last Sunday, why isn't i t  still the 
cup of the Lord next Sunday without giving thanks? And does 
i t  go back into something else when the services are over, and 
then he' has to convert the thing into the cup of the Lord again 
when he comes to worship again the next Sunday? According 
to  Brother Waters, that's what we have to have. 

Law And Eapediency 

In the third place, I want to call your atte'ntion to an argu- 
ment that I want to base upon what I shall call "law and expedi- 
ency;" and I wish that I had an extra blackboard that I might 
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put a diagram on it, but we haven't. So I *hall t ry  to get this 
over to you anyway so that you can understand. In the Bible 
there are a numbek of things that are commanded-some items 
given-and with those items there are certain incidentals or ex- 
pedients that are involved or included in the command to do the' 
particular thing mentioned. 

On Baptism 

For example, we have the item of baptism revealed to us in 
the New Testament. With respect to that, there is something 
definite commandel to be done In Romans 63-4 ,  we are told by 
the' apostle Paul that it's !3y a burial and resurrection. So the 
thing commanded is what we call immersion, a burial and a resur- 
rection, according to the language of the apostle Paul; but there 
are some incidentals, which surround that, that certainly can 
be done Scripturally, ,tlthough they are not specifically mention- 
ed in the Scriptures. And that, in the first place, would be t3te 
manner of that said immersion. That is, whether a man baptizes 
somebody left-handed or right-hande'd, face forward or backward, 
or whatever the case may be, in order to accomplish the burial, 
are mere incidents. But those things do not violate Scripture. 
They are according to Scriptural principles. And furthermore, 
the phce in which the baptizing niay be done. Some people have 
opposed the use of a baptistry upon the same ground that Brother 
Waters opposes these things that we are discussing tonight. But 
the command to baptize involves a place in which the baptizing 
must be done. There must be something to contain the water in 
which the immersion must be accomplished. Whether it's within 
the banks of a river, or whether it's within the walls of a bap- 
tistry, or wherever it may be, are but incidental matters, but those 
things fall within the rsalm of Scriptural principles. Baptizing 
involves the place in which baptizing must be done. 

On Singing 

And so with respect to the matter of singing. The Lord 
commanded us to sing. In Eph. 5:19 we are told what He corn- 
mands. He comands that we sing "psalms and hymns and spirit- 
ual songs." So here's the thing commanded-the Lord com- 
manded us t o  sing spiritual songs, psalms and hymns. But that  
involves a number of incidentals or expedients; as, what voice 
parts shall we sing? Shall we sing bass or tenor, soprano, alto, 
or what? Well, the Eible doesn't say. There's nothing said about 
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singing soprano. There's nothing said about singing alto, bass 
or tenor. Somebody might jump up and say, "I demand the 
Scripture for it, and if you can't produce the Scripture' where 
anybody ever sang soprano, wh&e anybody ever sang bass or alto 
or tenor, in the New Testarrient, then I'm going to split the church 
over the proposition. And you must introduce the passage' that  
says 'sing bass' or we'll not have it." Well, that would be parallel 
to the position followed by my opponent and the brethren who 
stand with him. Furthermore, there' are the song books. And 
the Bible says nothinq about them But I believe we can use song 
books Scripturally, because when we sing, whether we use' song 
books or not, we still sing. 

On The Contribution 

And the same thing with respect to the contribution. I Cor. 
16:l-2. The Lord commanded us to "lay by in store" or to give 
as  we' have been prospered. There's the thing commanded, but 
there are incidentals surrounding that, as to whether the col- 
lection or the contribution should be placed in a hat, a box, or 
a basket. Although the Eible says nothing about a hat or a box 
or a badcet in that connection, I'm certain that those things can 
be' used Scripturally, because they violate 110 principle of Scrip- 
ture. 

On The Communion 

And just so with the communion service. We have the Lord 
giving two commands regarding that: one is to eat the bread and 
the other to drink the fruit of the ?:he. That's the' command, and 
there are a number of Incidentals involved in it-the place of 
assembly, for example, and furthermore, the table upon which it 
is placed. I've been asking Brother Waters to tell me. Must there 
be a literal table with the' same significance that he attaches to 
the literal drinking vessel: So far, he hasn't told me a thing 
about it. 

And then the use of the plate for the bread, which is prac- 
ticed by Brother Wateks and his brethren. Nothing a t  all is 
found in God's Eook about it. I believe that a plate can be used 
Scripturally, because if they use a plate in distributing the bread, 
they're not doing a thing but ezting. If t h e  eat the bread with 
the plate or without it, they're still eating. That's all there is 
to it. And these all stand upon the same conditions; they are  
parallel with one anothc'r. 
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But instrumental music, which he introduced, is not parallel 
with those ideas, for the simple fact  tha t  when the Lord said t o  
immerse or bury, whether you bury or  baptize a man in a bap- 
tistry, in a lake, in a pond, or  wherever you may be, you are doing 
nothing but baptize. And whecever you lay by in store of your 
means, if you put i t  in a hat, a box, or a basket, you do nothing 
but give, and that 's what the Lord says. And whenever you ea t  
the bread, whether it's in the' plate or  out of the  plate, you do 
nothing but eat. And whenever you drink, whether it's out of one 
container or  a dozen contltiners, you're doing nothing but drink. 
Whenever you sing, w!lether you sing bass or tenor, whether you 
sing with a song book or without a song book, you're doing 
nothing but sing. When you play an  instrument, you're doing 
something else thzt  the Lord didn't say do. You're adding a co- 
ordinate element o f  nlzlsic, and the cases are' not parallel a t  all. 
That will stand untouched and unscathed by my opponent while 
this debate goes on. 

Ofze BrcacZ And One Cup 

And in the fourth place, I call your attehtion to  an  argu- 
ment concerning the one bread and the one cup. In  I Cor. 16:8 
we read that  the apostle wrote to the church a t  Corinth from the  
city of Ephesus. All right. in writing to  the  church at Corinth 
from the city of Ephesus, Paul said in I Cor. 10:17 that  "we are  
all partakers of that  one bread," and in I Cor. 10:16, "The bread 
which we break, is i t  not the communion of the body of Christ?" 
Now in both these passages, the word "bread" comes from tha t  
word tha t  may be trsnslated "loaf," which Brother Wateks, in 
his little tract  on the  communion, insists must be in one piece- 
just a s  the fruit  of the vine must be in one drinking vessel. That 
there must bbe' just one loaf-it must not be broken into any other 
pieces besides that  which each communicant breaks for himself. 
And so there must be one loaf, he says, but Paul writing t o  
Corinth from Ephesus says that  "we are alln--Christians in Ephe- 
sus and Christians in Corinth-"we are all partakers of tha t  one 
bread, of that  one loaf." I want to Iinow if the church in Corinth, 
the  brethren over in Corinth, a te  from the same piece of bread 
tha t  the brethren in Ephesus did. And if they did, I want t o  
know how they got i t  over there after Ephwus had finished with 
i t  on Sunday morning or whatever the hour may have been. How 
did they get i t  to  Corinth in time fo r  them to  eat  out of the same 
loaf? And then in the same connection (I Cor. 10:16), Paul said, 
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"The cup of blessing which we bless, is i t  not the communion of 
the  blood of Christ?" "The cup virhich zce bless." We who? "W6," 
in Corinth, and "we,' in Ephesus, including those to ~vhom h e  
was writing and including those with him a t  Ephesus. Chris- 
tians in Corinth and Christians in Ephesus were blessing "the 
cup.' And if tha t  means just one drinking vessel, then the same 
drinking vessel used a t  Ephesus had to  be used a t  Corinth. When 
they got through with i t  a t  Ephesus, they had to get i t  to  Corinth 
in some way in order for them to have i t  in txme to  observe the  
Lord's Supper no 1' ~t ;).t t i~ l~!nr  day. For there r;-,,uat be mzs 
drinh-i?zg 1 sst 7F I *  'S L ,  I -  c:sdition into which my I jpponent's 
positiol: f(3rtc- IIIX Ith r t  p e c t  to this matter. Silt i:pon these 
questions c i - t ~ i ; ' :  I -dve hAm bt- admitted that  wasn't true, for he 
said, when I a;ked h ~ m  thls question concerning these matters, 
tha t  there' were a t  least two involved. Eut  Paul, in I Cor. 10:16, 
said the  Christians both in Ephesus and Corinth blesed "the cup." 
Would not the expression "the cup" have to refer to  at least two 
drinking vessels, one a t  Eplhesus and one! a t  Corinth? And he 
said there would be one cup in each assembly. So Erother Waters 
h a s  admitted in answering that  question that  "the cup" sometimes 
means more than one cup that  i t  sometimes means more than 
one drinking vessel. For here, he says, the expression means one 
in Ephesus and one a t  Corinth; i t  can mean a plurality. All tha t  
he  has said about a plurality falls flat. 

,71cio~~ym,y-T7ze Contnincr For The Contents 

And then passing on from that ,  I notice again, in the f if th 
place, some figurative language-the figure of speech called Me- 
tonymy that  we spoke about last night, in w h f . 5  the  container 
i s  mentioned to refer to the contents. And we 2 : ,.orre illustra- 
tions of that ,  such asq the bottle and the  jug, you remember. And 
I'm still asking Brother Waters to  tell us, when we say tha t  a 
man loves his jug, just which jug i t  is. He hasn't told us  yet 
He said you can't refer to  one jug or  one container and mean th. 
contento of more tkan one. If you refer to  one contzice~*, i' ;.zu:,l 
be the  contents of one container. It can't bc n- $ 7  c ti1 ln h a t .  Theil 
when we say the  man loves his jug. n h  C:L I , 1, i t ?  And whe'n 
the  woman says, "I raised all my bablcc c i ~  the bottle," and she 
has  about a half dozen of them, ranging in age  from 10 years to  
30 perhaps, I want to  know if the rtferehce is made to the con 
tents  of more than one container. He hasn't told us a word about 
tha t  yet. I'm still waiting for him to tell u; something about it. 
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And, incidentally, we drank water out of that bottle last 
night. He gave me! a drink, you know, out of the cup. Handed 
it over to me and I drank. And so I came back and asked Brother 
Waters, "Did we both drink from that  bottle?" Until now, he's 
not told us a word about it. He's insisting that to drink from 
the cup, we both must sip from it. We both mu:st put our lips t o  
the cup to drink from it. I want to  know: Did we drink from 
that bottle last night? As yet, he hasn't told me. So we shall ex- 
pect him to answer tonight. 

Well, in fact that figure of speech, Metonymy, in which we 
refer to the contents by rraming the container, we have some 
s ta tments  in the Book of God along that line. In I Cor. 10:16, 
Paul said, "The cup of blessing which we bless, is i t  not the com- 
munion of the blood of Christ?" ',The cup of blessing which we 
bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ?" He puts i t  
down here (pointing to chart), "A drinking vessel." And he 
makes the cup of blesaing a drinking vessel, but the cup of the 
Lord the contents of it, in the other p a s s a g e a n d  a drinking ves- 
sel in his tract. So I don't know which he wants. We'll wait and 
see just which one he prefers in the matter. But Paul said, "The 
cup of ble'sing which u e  bless, is i t  not the communion of the 
blood of Christ?" Now "the cup" referred to here is the com- 
munion of the bloocl. Brother Waters said last night the drinking 
vessel did not picture the blood-it pictured the New Testament. 
All right then, the word "cup" in this case is used by the figure 
of speech Metonymy. We refer to the contents and not the drink- 
ing vessel, and i t  is called "the cup." And he says that could be 
a t  least two, one a t  Corinth and one a t  Ephesus. 

"The Cupy' May Mean Two Cups 

All right, if "the cup" can be' in two drinking vessels, one 
a t  Ephesua and one a t  Corinth, why can't i t  be in two hundred 
and still be "the cup?" I demand that he answer tonight. 

Drinking The  Cup 

And furthermore, in I Cor. 10:21, Paul said "Ye cannot drink 
the cup of the Lord and the cup of Devils." In I Cor. 11:26, "As 
oft as  ye drink this cup." And I Cor. 11:27, "Whosoever shall drink 
this cup of the Lord unworthily." So we find them drinking "the 
cup." Well, he makes one of those literal vessels here. The cup 
of the Lord, he says, is the litcral vessel, in his tract here-that 
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i t  refers to the literal container. The cup of the Lord is the literal 
container. And Paul says, "We drink the cup of the Lord." There- 
fore', we swallow the container. I want to know, when the first 
man swallov~s it, how the rest of them are going to  get it. I'm 
still demanding that he anscver. 

Plurality By Species 

Then I pass on to the sixth argument based upon the idea of 
species. He! made the s t a t eme~ t  last night, in reference to the 
jug, that the word "jug," the singular number, sometimes means 
pErality by species. I want you to remember that. That's almost 
the exact words he used. So "jug," singular number, mme'times 
means plurality by species. That is, you say "the jug," you mean 
any jug, by way of species. All right, now, just grant him that  
the word "cup" is literal in all these pasages. It's not. But just 
grant for the sake' of argument that it is and see the consequences 
of it. So we have "individual" and "species." Now thcn, we stly, 
"The man picked up the ant." Well, of course, that's an individ- 
ual. It means one ant. When Solomon said, "Go to the ant, thou 
sluggard' (Proverbs 6:6), he used the same expression, "the ant," 
but he used species in order to refer to  a plurality. Just any ant. 

And then again, in the second place, "The man cut down the 
vine." That would be one vine-just one. But in slpecies, we 
might speak of "the fruit of the vine." Now, when the Lord said 
"the fruit of the vine," He didn't mean that the fruit must come 
from any particular vine, that it just had to be one vine-it 
couldn't be any other vine. But he used i t  by way of species to 
mean the fruit of any vine. 

Now if the word "cup" is used literally in all of these pass- 
ages (except the few exceptions he gives-there! are very few of 
them that he does give), the slame thing is true regarding his 
statement concerning species. We might say that the man "broke 
the cup." Well, that's the cup, you know, that we illustrated last 
night, with which we were serving the congregation. He gets i t  
about half way around, and he drops it and spills it. All the 
contents are poured out. I-Ie "broke the cup." Well, that means 
the drir,king vessel-there's just one. Brother Waters goes and 
gets another, of course, and has the second cup for the same as- 
z2nlbly and serves them out of the second cup. Some of them 
drink twice, once from the first and once from the second. So 
they drink twice, and each communicant in that case uses two 
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cups. In  our service no communicant ever uses more than one; 
but in his, why, he can I:se two cuys and still be Scriptural. All 
right, he "broke the cul~." 7ilqtt 's  one cup. That 's  the individual 
idea of it. No.,.:, from tkLe s t a ~ ~ d p o i n t  of species, Paul says, "The 
cup wI?ich we bless " Waters makes tha t  mean a literal drinking 
ccsscl here ir, his tract, though he changes i t  on his  chart. But he  
makes i t  mean a 1:teral drinking vessel here. The container i s  
"the cup of blessing which we bless." Well then, if that 's so, you 
have species, one a t  Corinth and one a t  Ephesus. It can't be one 
drinking vessel there. It's used in the sense of species, if i t  means 
a literal cup, and therefore denotes plurality. And so his own 
argument, given last night, in the statement he made regarding 
the fact "the jug", singular, may sometimes mean plurality by way 
of species, certainly holds good in this tonight and overthrows 
the contention that  Brother Waters is making regarding these 
matters. 

Sonze Unities 

Then, in the seventh place, I want to  call your attention t o  
some unlties. In the first place, I note the  fact  tha t  there i s  one 
baptism (Eph. 4:5) .  The apostle said, "Theye is one Lord, one 
faith and one baptism." Now there's the unity taught in the book 
of God; there's one baptism. I showed you awhile ago tha t  there 
are many incidentals that  might surround i t ;  the  place whe're the  
baptizing might occur, the container in which the liquid is held, 
and various other things may be involved, and they may be done 
Scripturally, although tk,e Bible doesn't specifically mention them. 
But we have one baptism. And I want to  know, does tha t  mean 
that  every person in the same community has  to  be immersed in 
the same! pond? Or in t$e same body of water, in the same con- 
tainer? If it's a baptistry, if it's a pond, if it 's a bathing pool, 
or whatever i t  may be, does that  mean tha t  each person in tha t  
community must be baptized in tha t  particular body of water- 
in that  particular pond, in that  particular baptistry, in order t o  
have the one baptism? There's just one!. Must i t  all be, and 
must the water all he, confined to  one container in order for there 
to be one baptism? 

Well, in the se'cond place, there is one New Testament. In 
Matt. 26:28, Jesus, when he instituted the supper, regarding the  
fruit  of the vine, the cup which He gave them, said tha t  "this is 
the blood of the New Testamentv-"this is My blood of the New 
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Testament which is shed for many for the remission of sins." 
Now note the fact that he saya, "This is the blood of the New 
Testament." "My blood of the New Testament.'' That's one. All 
right, then in I Cor. 11:25 (Brother Waters introduced i t  last 
night along with the statement also in Luke, the 22nd chapter), 
that "the cup is the New Te'stament in My blood which is shed 
for you." All right, here we have "the cup is the New 
Testament in My blood." Here we have the New Testa- 
ment mentioned in all three of the passages. There is one 
Ncw Testament-"the New Testament." Now, I want to know, 
does that mean that in the assembly of the saints there can be 
only one copy of the New T~sltament? If you have more than one 
copy of the New Testament, then you're unscriptural. You are 
going to hell became the Bible says "the New Testament," and 
that means only one. "The New Testament" means one. Not a 
plurality. And, therefore, if Brother Waters uses in the assehbly 
of the saints where he labors more than one copy of the New 
Testament, then he' stands condemned, because he has a plurality 
where the Bible says one. Oh, he n ~ a y  say (I mentioned that last 
night, but he hasn't said yet-perhaps he will tonight), that each 
New Testameht is a reploduction of the other-that each volume 
ifi a reproduction of the other. So you just have one. Each cup is 
a reproduction of the other. So that wouldn't help any, because 
each drinking vesel is a reproduction of the othe'r drinking vessel. 
And if there is a difference in the shape and size of the cups, 
does that mean that it's unscriptural? Then, you'd have to have 
all your New Testament volumes the same shape and size. If 
you had another edition that is fiat the same shape and size, t h e !  
you'd have the same problem facing you regarding that. 

Paul said, "The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the 
communion of the blood of Christ? Now, we have one baptism. 
We have one New Testament. We have "the New Testament." 
We have "the cup." I'm insisting that one baptism is one baptism 
whether it's performed in one' container or a hundred different 
containers. I'm insisting that one New Testament is still one, 
whether it's in one volume or in a thousand volumes-whether 
the asseinbly has one volume or two thousand in its meeting place. 
I'm insisting that "the CUP'' is one cup, whether it's in one con- 
tainer or in a hundred containers, or a thousand. For the simple 
fact that Paul says, "The cup of blessing which we bless, is i t  
not the communion of the blood of Christ? Therdore, Paul said 
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the cup is the blood. The cup is the communion of the blood of 
Christ, not the New Testament. The cup is the 'blood. The thing 
referred to here called "the cup" is the blood, and the fruit of 
the vine pictures the blood. Brother Waters has agreed. 

And I thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen 

Second Session 
Waters' First Negative 

Cups Question 

Brethren Moderators, Brother Porter, Brethren and Friends: 
I count myself happy to stand before you tonight in denial 

of the proposition afflrmed by Brother Porter, which I disbelieve 
with all my heart. That proposition reads a s  follows: "In an as- 
sembly of the Church of Christ for the communion, i t  is Scrip- 
tural to use individual cups (drinking vessels) in the distribution 
of the fruit of the vine." 

Where Is His Proof? 

To the penetrating analysis and the scrutinizing perusal of 
the unbiased and unprej~diced student, what evidence would this 
speech yield as  far  a s  the Bible is concerned? His speech will be 
found to be! as fruitless and a s  barren as  a desert waste. Has he 
given us one passage of Scripture which, by example, teaches the 
use of individual cups? Has he given us the Scripture which 
states that the Lord used them a t  the' institution of the com- 
munion? Has he provided the Scripture which states, a s  a result 
of apostolic record, that any congregation or assembly of disciples 
ever so used individuaf cups? Has he produced in the Word of 
God any command which essentially involves the use of individual 
cups? He has not. And he has not even brought in individual 
cxps under what might be called necessary inference. They are  
not necessarily inferred. Has he given us  in the word of God a 
statement, Biblical and apostolic, inspired and divine, which ne- 
cessarily connote's the idea of individual cups.? He has not. And 
so he has failed, either by statement, necessary inference, com- 
mand or example, to produce any passage of Scripture whatsoever 
that necessarily conveys the idea of the use of a plurality of cups, 
or individual cups as his proposi.tion calls for. 

Why would a man, as  intelligent and as  able as  Brother 
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Porter, stand beyore an audience for thirty minutes in defense of 
a proposition, which he says is a Scriptural proposition setting 
forth Scriptural practices, and during those thirty minutes fail 
to produce one command that mentions individual cups, one ex- 
ample that mentions individual cups, one statement that mentions 
individual cups, and one necessaty inference, or one way by which 
we may necessarily infer from any statement or implication in 
the word of God, that individual cups may be used? He just hasn't 
found it. Brother Porter, why have you stood before us for thirty 
minutes with a speech which has been so unfruitful and infertile 
insofar a s  the production of actual proof i s  concerned? Why 
have you thus dealt with us, Brother Porter? We have a right to 
expect better of you. We have a right to expe'ct a man, who so af- 
firms a proposition and a practice to be Scriptural, to produce 
for us the law, the testimony, the principle, the statement, the 
command, the example, the necessary inference, which involves 
and points out to ua that practice'. Why has he not done i t?  
. .............. echo answers, "Why??" But we have some questions for 
Brother Porter tonight. 

Questions For Porter 

1st. In Christ's statement, "This cup is the New Testament" 
(Luke 22:20; I Cor. 11:25), does the word "cup" refer to the literal 
cup or to the fruit of the vine? 

2nd. If while passing the individual communion set to the 
assembly, the set is dropped and broken and the contents spilled, 
and another communion set is supplied, would you give thanks 
for the second set before passing to the remainder of the assem- 
bly, or pass i t  to them without giving thanks? He was dealing 
with accidental eventualities, you know, in his questions last eve- 
ning. 

3rd. While attempting to baptize a candidate if, because of 
your slipping or his struggles, you only half immerse him, would 
you now attempt again, and completely immerse him? Or would 
you only immerse the half of him that was not immersed the first  
time? (Audience laughs) This is going to be interesting. 

4th. Aside from other considerations, may an assembly of 
the' church of Christ use one cup (drinking vessel) in the di~tr ibu-  
tion of the fruit of the vine, and be Scriptural in such practice? 

5th. Is there a Scripture in the New Testament mentioning 
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individual cups in the communion? I t  will just take one to convert 
us. You couldn't expect me to receive or accept any less than that. 
I'm not being too hard on the mzn, am I ?  When I just simply 
call for one? I don't need two or a dozen. But I do need one' be- 
cause, when I stand before God in the day of judgment, I can't 
stand on any less than one. 

6th. In the metonymy of the "container for the contained" 
is there an actual container named which sustains a relationship 
to the thing suggested? 

Remember now, in dec.ling with the figure' of speech "Me- 
tonymy," we are not dealing with jangling nonsense. When you 
deal with that figure of speech you actually name a vessel, an 
actual literal vessel. and, by naming that actual literal vessel, you 
suggest its actual literal contents. 

I have before me "Composition and Rhetoric" by Williams, 
and we have on Page 21 this statement: "In metonymy, an object 
is suggested by mentioning some' prominent property, quality, or 
characteristic." Again now, in considering Metonymy and Meta- 
phor, "Each of these figures presents an object to the mind by 
naming something else." Is the "cup of the' Lord" the name of 
the object presented to the mind, the fruit  of the vine, or the 
name of something else? You say it's Metonymy. "Composition 
and Rhetoric" says that this figure presents an object to the mind 
by naming "something eke." The "cup of the Lord" never was 
the name of a liquid: and never will be, according to "Composition 
and Rhetoric." Metaphor implies a comparison between what is 
said and what is meant, just an implied comparison. But Me- 
tonymy does not; it's not an implied comparison. "In metonymy 
one mentions something that is so related as readily to suggest 
the ides intended." In other words, there is a relationship exist- 
ing between the thing you name and the thing you suggest. Now 
then, according to that definition of Metonymy, in 1. Cor 11:27., 
where the "cup of the Lord" is used in the expression, "Whosoever 
shall drink this cup of the Lord," the "cup of the Lord" is not the 
name of the thing suggested; i t  is the name of something else. 
The "something else" is named, however, to  suggest the' other, 
but does the thing named exist? And according to "Composition 
and Rhetoric," is there a relationship existing betwen that thing 
named and that thing suggested? Why according to the grammar 
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there is a relation. Listen! "Kinds of Metonymy," page 220, "Com- 
position and Rhetoric," by Williams: "Owing to varied rektions 
by which things may be connected, there are many kinds of this 
figure. The most common relations that give rise to Metonymy 
are-. No. 3, "Container and the thing contained." Not an 
imaginary containek and the thing not contained in it. But the 
"container and the thing contained." I have a few more remarks 
that I want to make with reference; to Metonymy. 

"Metonymy is a i'igure of speech in which an object is pre- 
sented to the mind, ncit by naming it, but by naming something 
else that readily suggests it" (Williams' "Composition and Rhe't- 
oric," page 220). In giving the "Kinds of Metonymy," he says: 
No. 3. "The container and the thing contained.' He gives as  an  
example, "The kettle' boils (meaning, of course, the liquid in the 
kettle). 

Tanner, in his "Composition and Rhetoric," page 324, says, 
"Metonymy is a figure of speech in which the name of one object 
is used for that of another which it clearly suggests." He gives the 
same example, "The kettle boils (that is, the water in the kettle 
boils.) " 

J. C. Nesfield, in his "Idiom, Grammar, And Synthesis," 
page 396, gives under Metonymy: "(c) The container for the 
thing contained: He drank the cup-the contents of the cup." 
There was an actual cup there and he drank the cup; and when he 
did that, he drank its contehts. He didn't swallow the vessel when 
he did i t  either. But he "drank the cup" by drinking the "con- 
tents of the cup." Now the audience never did "drink the cup" 
by drinking the "contents of a plurality of cups." They never 
did do it. If we intended ta  convey the idea of the contents of a 
plurality of cups, metonyrnically, we would have to say, "The au- 
dience drank the cups." You would have' to say "cups" if yoc 
meant to metonymically refer to the contents of cups. 

From the above definitions of Metonymy we learn sevetal 
facts about this figure of speech: 

1. The object .named is not the thing suggested. 
2. There is a real object, not an imaginary one, named. 
3. Both the thing named and the thing suggested must exist. 
4. In the Metonymy of the "container for the contained," the 

container named mmt contain the thing suggested. 
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5. One can only suggest the contents of as many cups as  he 
names. 

These facts are evident even to the superficial s tudh t ,  so 
do not let the big word "Metonymy" frighten you. It simply 
means that two things are suggested to the mind by the' mention 
of one of them which readily suggests the other. Thus the cup 
and i b  contents are suggested to the mind by the mention of the 
cup which readily suggests its contents. 

Paul used this figure of speech, "For as  often a s  ye eat this 
bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the' Lord's death till he 
come. Wherefore whosoever shall eat this bread, and drink this 
cup of the Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and 
blood of the Lord." (1 Cor. 11:26,27). 

From what we have learned of Metonymy we must gram- 
matically conclude from this Scripture : 

(1) Paul named "this cup," or "this cup of the Lord," to sug- 
gest its contents, the fruit of the vine. 

(2) Since the object named is not the thing suggested, "this 
cup" is not the fruit of the vine. 

(3) There is a real cup named. 
( 4 )  Both the cup, which is named, and the contehts, which 

are suggested, must exist. 
( 5 )  The cup, which is named, must contain the thing which 

is suggested, the fruit of the vine. 
(6) Since one cup was named, the' contents of only one are 

suggested. 

This is the inescapable conclusion. One may appeal to both 
prejudice and ignorance by ignoring the above rules of language 
and say the cup does not have to exist, but when he stands before 
the eternal Judge and is shorn of hi8 sophistry, what then? 

Some ask, "What is the cup of the Lord"? Because in Me- 
tonymy, we name one thing to suggest something else, "the cup 
of the Lord" is the name of a cup and not the name of the thing 
suggested. Therefore, there must be a literal cup named "the cup 
of the LordJJ in an assembly of disciples for the communion. What 
cup? "The cup of blessing which we bless, is i t  not the communion 
of the blood of Christ ?" (1 Cor. 10 :16). The word "communion" 
means "joint-participation". You brethren t ry  to have the joint- 
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participation without the joint. The literal cup, containing the 
fruit of the vine, in an assembly of the church for the communion 
becomes, after thanks, "the cup of the Lord". It is not an empty 
cup because it contains the' fruit of the vine, the blood of Christ. 
But one questions with a triumphant air, "then how will you 
drink the cup of the Lord? You cannot swallow the literal cup." 
To this I reply that we never have taught anyone to swallow the 
literal cup. Here is where the understanding and the interpretation 
of language comes in. To ignore language is to ignore the Truth 
because the Truth was couched by the Holy Spirit in language. 
"This cup of the Lord" is mentioned by Paul to suggest its con- 
t&ts. That is the use of a common figure of speech. How do we 
drink the cup of the Lord? By drinking "what is in the cup" 
(Thayer, lexicon, Page 510). He referred to that on the chart. 
Thayer so defines it, "by drinking what is in the cup," not what 
is in the cups. Does this get away from a l i teal  cup? Of course 
not. The cup of the Lord contains the blood of Christ. Will the 
"cups" fraternity produce the evidence that one can refer to the 
fruit of the vine in a plurality of cups in an assembly by saying 
"the cup?" The Holy Spirit did not use jangling nonsense in the 
Bible. 
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CHART No. 3-On Communion 

(By Waters) 

MATTHEW 26 :27 

"He Took The Cup, And Gave Thanks, And Gave It To Them, 
Saying, Drink Ye All Of It-(R.V.-A.S.V.-R.S.V., "A Cup") 

MARK 14 :23 

"He Took The Cup, And When He Had Given Thanks, He Gave It 
To Them: And They All Drank Of It"-(R.V.-A.S.V.-R.S.V., 
"A Cup") 

" A  drinking vessel, a cup" .................................. Robinson Pi-611 
"A  cup, a drinking vessel".. ................................... .Thayer P-533 
"The vessel out of which one drinks" .................... Thayer P-510 
"The thing out of which one drinks" .................... Thayer P-189 

LUKE 22 :I7 

"He Took The Cup, And Gave Thanks, And Said, Take This And 
Divide It Among Yourselves" (R..-A.S.V..-R.S.V., "A Cup") 

"A  drinking vessel, a cup" ................................ Robinson P-611 
" A  cup, a drinking vessel" ...................................... Thayer P-533 

LUKE 22 :20 

"Likewise Also The Cup After Supper, Saying, This Cup Is  The 
New Testament In My Blood, Which Is Shed For You" 

1 COR. 11:25 

"After The Same Manner Also He Took The Cup, When He Had 
Supped, Saying, This Cup Is The New Testament In My Blood" 

" A  drinking vessel, a cup" ................................. .Robinson P-611 
( I  ...................................... A cup, a drinking vessel" T h y  P-533 
(c Cup containing wine" .............................................. T h y  P-15 
By Netonyrny of the container for the contained Thayer P-533 
"Metonymy, a cup for the contents of a cup, cup-full, E. G., 
a cup of wine; So of the wine drank at the Eucharist7'- 
.............................................................................. Robinson P-611 

TLC



PORTER-WATERS DEBATE 83 

1 Cor. 11:26 

"As Often As Ye Eat  This Break, And Drink This Cup, Ye Do 
Shew The Lord's Death Till He Come" 

"Metonymy, a cup for the contents . . .  E. G., A cup of 
zoine". ................................. .:. ............................... Robinson P-611 

1 Cor. 11:27 

"Whosoever Shall Ea t  This Bread And Drink This Cup Of The 
Lord Unworthily, Shall Be Guilty of the Body and Blood of the 
Lord" 

c< What is in the cup" .......................................... T h y  P-510 
"Metonymy, a cup for the contents. . .E. G., A cup of wine"-- 
................................................................................ Robinson P-611 

1 Cor. 11:28 

"But Let a Man Examine Himself, And So Let Him Eat  of That 
Bread, and Drink of That Cup" 

.................. "The thing out of which one drinks" Thayer P-189 
"The vessel out of which one drinks" .............. Thayer P-510 

"A cup of wine; So of wine drank a t  the Eucharist-" 
............................................................................. Robinson P-611 

1 COR. 10:21 

"Ye Cannot Drink The Cup of the Lord, and the Cup of Devils" 
.................................................. What is in the cup" T h y  P-510 

"Metonymy, a cup for the contents, E. G., A cup of wine- 
................................................................................ Robinson P-611 

"The Cup Of Blessing Which We Bless, Is It Not The Com- 
munion of the Blood of Christ?" 

1 COR. 10:16 

"A cup of wine; So of the wine drank a t  the Eucharist - 
............................................................................ Robinson P-611 

(Bible Dictionary by "American Tract Society-based on 
Dictionary of Holy Bible by Edward Robinson") ; "The m e  
ter of the feast took a cup of unfermented wine, and having 
tasted it, passed i t  around ................................ 1 Cor. 10:16" 
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I want you to notice the chart on the board, which has been 
there last night and tonight. I have on that chart the Scriptures 
in which the word "cup" is used. And I have under them the 
definition and use of the word as  used in those Scriptures, by 
Thayer and Robinson in their excellent lexicons. Those definitions 
by these Greek scholars are absolutely in harmony with the po- 
sition which I hold with reference to this subject. But they are 
not in harmony with the position held by my respondent. They 
are entirely out of harmony with his position; he is entirely out 
of harmony with the meaning of the language involved in every 
verse. 

G. C.  Brewer Introduced Them 

From whence came individual cups? My broth& has not pro- 
duced the Scripture which mentions them. From whence came 
they? Let's see where they came' from in the church of Chri8t. 
On page twelve of the fieface to "Forty Years on the Firing Line" 
by G. C. Brewer, one' of Porter's brethren, G. C. Brewer said, "I 
think I was the first preacher to advocate the use of the indi- 
vidual communion cup and the first church in the State of Ten- 
nessee that adopted it was the church for which I was preach- 
ing, the Central Church of Christ a t  Chattanooga, Tennmee, then 
meeting in the Masonic Temple. My next work was with thd 
church a t  Columbis, Tennessee, and, after a long struggle, I got 
the individual communion service into that congregation . About 
this time, Bro. G. Dallas Smith began to advocate! the individual 
communion service and he introduced it a t  Fayetteville, Tennes- 
see; then later a t  Murfreesboro Of course, I w w  fought both 
privately and publicly and several brethren took me to task in 
the religious papers and called me digressive. Bro. Smith came 
to my rescue and, in the year 1915, Bro. David Lipscomb wrote 
a short paragraph (in his old age just before hip death, Waters) 
in the' Gospel advocate saying that he had changed his view in 
reference to the communion cup and that  he did not believe i t  was 
any digression or in any way a corruption of the service to use a s  
many cups a s  might be' demanded by the occasion. This brought 
that controversy to an end and, from then on, the churches be- 
gan using the individual communion cup everywhere." You can 
appeal to no higher authority for the use of individual cups, my 
brother, than G. C. Brewer in the' church of Christ. 

I want you to reinember that last evening he spent a t  least 
thirty minutes out of his sixty milzutes talking about a plate and 
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such irrelevant matters. He didn't have quite a s  much to say 
about the plate tonight as  he did last night. I guess he got tired 
talking about it, but he d.id have a lot to say about a lot of other 
incidentals which he consictered to be epedient. Do you know 
where Brother Porter makes his mistake? It's that he fails to 
differentiate between an ekpedient-an incidental-and a prece- 
dent. He fails to differentiate between that which is incidental 
and that which is a precedent. And that's why he's confused, no 
doubt, on the cups question. 

Well, let's see about this. He has asked me to show the dif- 
ference in the use of a plate' and the use of cups. Last evening, 
you will remember, that I put all these Scriptures in this circle 
with "CUP" over it. 
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CHART No. 2-On Communion 

ONE CUP 

"TBE m" 

"A CUP 

INDIVIDUAL CUPS 

"THIS CXF" 

"THAT CUP" 
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And I, in this circle over which I placed "cups," put ques- 
tion marks. I asked him to put the Scripture in that circle whic?a 
authorized individual cups and which taught individual cups. Has 

he put one in there yet? Has he found a Scripture which men- 
tions individual cups and tearhes individual cups? I have the 
ones in this circle which teich the use of one cup. What did he 
do? He just came back and said, "Well, you put one in there 
that mentions the plate." As if we were debating about the plate 
last night and tonight. Aild over here, where I had Scriptures 
mentioning the cup, what did he do? He just said, "no plate." 
Why, brother, I could add maybe a thousand things that I didn't 
have Scriptural mention of over there in that circle. But we are 
dealing with the cups qi~estion. 

(Porter speaks from seat: "Would they be scriptural ?" 

Waters: They might be, some of them. But what does 11.. 

do? Why, he says, "What about the plate? What about the song 
books? What about tne baptistry? What about the chairs? What 
about the bass? What about the alto? What about this, and 
what about that?" I never heard a digressive yet but what would 
do that. 

Difference Betweew A Plate And Individual Cups 

But now I'm going to show you that I'm willing to come right 
up and meet you on it. As pertains to the bread, let's see. "And 
Jehus took bread,- and gave it to the disciples, and said, Take, 
eat" (Matt. 26:26). 

Chart on Parallels 

1. Bread-Eat (Plate does not violate 
(Beef steak does violate 

2. Cup-Drink of i t  ("Cups" violate' "cup" 
3. Sing-Make melody (Song books do not violate 

in heart (Instrumental music does violate 

The plate, the use of a platc. does not in any way involve a 
violation of "bread" or the "eating of bread". Neither the thing 
nor the thing commanded to be done' with it are violated. A beef- 
steak would involve a violation. You could "eat" it, but it ~vou!dn't 
be "bread". 
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Notice the difference. "He took a cup,-and gave i t  to them, 
saying, Drink ' all of you of it" (Matt. 26 :27). Cups violate "a 
cup," When a brothey takes the individual cups, he violates "a 
cup. Can you see the difference, Brother Porter? Cups violate, set 
aside and substitute for "a cup." Furthermore, the audience can- 
not obey the' command "djaink of itJ' when they "drink of them." 
So with individual cups they not only violate "a cup" but force 
a violation of the conmand involved likewise. Can you now see 
the difference in a precederit and an incident? 

Instrumental illz~sic on Par Wi th  Individual Cups 

He said that instrumental music was not on par with indi- 
vidual cups. Let's see. He said that the Bible said "sing" and 
when you play, you are not singing. Now, just a moment, let'a 
get all of that. I t  says "sing and make melody" (Eph. 5:19). 
"Making melody in your heart to the Lord." Get this. "Making 
melody in your heart." NO\./ there are two ways of making mel- 
ody. He talks about coordinate elements. That's right; there are 
two ways of "making melody". You can make' melody on the 
strings of a musical instrument, or you can make melody in your 
heart. Then, a s  far as  "making melody" is concerned, instru- 
mental music doesn't violate that You could make melody on 
the strings of an instrument, but the Bible doesn't stop there. 
It w y s  "in your heart." I t  names the instrument, and when you 
use a mechanical instrument of music, you violate the command, 
"Making melody in your heart." Individual cups violate "a cup" 
and when you drink of individual cups, that  violate's the com- 
mand, "drink all of you of it," just a s  much so as  instrumental 
music involves a violation of "making melody in your heart." 

He says that instrumental music is a coordinate element, but 
cups aren't. Let us see. When it comes to drinking the fruit of 
the' vine in the communion service, there are two ways that you 
can do it: either the audience can drink the fruit of the vine out 
of olze cup or they can drink the fruit of the vine out of a plurality 
of cups. And you tell me they are not coordinate elements, broth- 
er? Here are two ways of doing a thing and there are two ways 
of "making melody." Making melody on the strings of an instru- 
ment of music, being a coordinate dement, is another way of 
making melody, different from making melody in your heart. 
Isn't i t? 

What about drinking from cups? Isn't that another way? An 
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unscriptural way of doing it ? Yes, I can meet you on that ground, 
my brother. But I just said, Why not debate the issue? If you 
brethreh want to hear about song books, plates, chairs, church 
housw, and all of those things; if you want to hear the dodges 
that every digressive has made, go to Cedar Rapids with me to 
hear G. K. Wallace debate Burton Barber beginning next Monday 
night,-if you want to hear about those things. The instrumental 
music man will make the same arguments in favor of instrumen- 
tal music that my Brother P1orter attempts to make in favor of 
individual cups. If you don't believe it, I challenge you to go up 
there; I invite you to go because I would like for you to get a 
little bit sicker of that plate deal. (Audience laughs) And see 
how you like it. Don't you forget that Burton Barbe'r will use 
those things on you brethren. 

Foy E. Wallace Says " I t  is WeakJ' 

Brother Foy Wallace, in the September issue of "The Torch," 
says, "It is palpably weak to offer to affirm that something is a s  
Scriptural as  something else." What have you done? Why, in- 
stead of getting up here like a man and just debating the cups, 
and staying with that, you are affirming that cups are "as Scrip- 
tural as  something else." And you spend your speeches now try- 
ing to prove that cups are "as Scriptural" as  a plate', or "as 
Scriptural" as  song books, or "as Scriptural" a s  a baptistry, "or 
a s  Scriptural as  something else." "It is palpably weak,' your old 
buddy says, to  do that. (Reads from "The Torch" again) Again 
he said, "Nothing is Scri.ptura! unless i t  is. And there is no 'as' 
about it. That is mighty poor logic, and men who are always doing 
i t  are afraid of their ground. It is time to stop talking about who 
did this, or said that, and start giving Scriptural prec6dents for 
the practices that are being promoted. It is time to stop career- 
ing around all over creation and cite the Scriptures to prove 
practices." 

Debate The Issue 

Brother Porter said, "Brother Waters, you mentioned in- 
strumental music and the Missionary Society a t  Lawrenceburg, 
Tennessee, when we' were debating the class question." 

(Porter: "May I see that, Brother Waters?" Referring to 
"The Torch") 

You may. Look a t  i t  good. (Audience laughs) You said, 
"You mentioned the Missionary Society a t  Lawrenceburg when 
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we debated the class quest!on in our former discussion." Brother 
Porter, if I did, i t  was after you had already brought in all these 
extraneous matters from tk.e beginning of the debate, from the 
very first night, and my notes show it. And I'll tell you what,-- 
it's too late now iir, this discussion, Brother Porter, 1'11 tell you 
what I'm willing to do. Insofar as  my affirmative is concerned, 
I'm willing, on the class question, to not affirm that the classzs 
or the Sunday School are' a:; "unscriptural a s  anything else." 1'11 
not have a thing to say about anything else. I will just deal with 
the issue. I never have spent most of my time in a debate dealing 
with thmgs "as unscriptural" or "as scriptural" as  something 
else. Deal w i t h  t h e  issue. 

Remember now, I have proved time after time that the instru- 
mental music brethren do just precizely what I said they did. I 
read now from Julian 0. Hunt in the Hunt-Inman Debate, Page 
45, where he says, "I contend that the same authority that we 
have or my respondent has for using a song book, tuning fork, 
radio, church house, collection basket, chart, communion set. 
blackboard, note book, referehce book, lights, seats, earphones, 
shoes, crutches, canes, false teeth, automobiles, trains, ships, air- 
planes, and all aids thst  we use in carrying out the cornmand- 
ments of God we have for the instrumeht." You brethren say 
that's not the way for them to debate; but when you do that, 
that's the way to debate. Is it, Brother Porter? He says if we 
have authority for one, we' have authority for all. They all stand 
or fall together. 

Old De'oating Maneuver 

I t  is a n  old debating nzffinealvert in affirming that something 
is scriptural, to t ry  to associate the thing in question in that de- 
bate with something, or some things, that most pe'ople consider 
to be scriptural, ar?d by association to t ry  to prejudice. Or in af- 
firlning somethizg is unscriptural, to t ry  to associate that thing, 
which the debater considers to he unscriptural, with some things 
that the a~ldience consiiders tr: he unscriptural, and hy that asso- 
ciation the' ~ninds of the people v~ill be prejudiced. That is just 
exactly what my brother has tried to do during tbis discussion. 

Did Christ Use  One Cup? 

But remzmber, Brother Porter said, "We will have no diqpute 
 bout whether ti13 word 'cl~p' was used literally in M ~ t t .  26:27." 
He said, "We will have no ciispme about that." We just will not 
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ca!l that in q:~estion a t  all. We will have no dispute about that 
a t  311. 

And in my remaining few scmnds, I would like to quote the 
answers of one of Porter's brethren, who is present, to two ques- 
tions. Broth& Monroe E. Ha~vley, in the September, 1950, issue 
of the "Gospel Broadcast," 

(1) Did Christ use.a vessel containing the fruit of the vine 
in instituting the Lord's Supper called a cup? Did he 
actually use a cup ? Answer: "Yes." 

(2) Did He use illore than one afterwards? Answer: "We 
are ?zot toid that  l ie  did." 

i woi~der if you agree, Brother Porte?. 

We Want The Truth  

Jn tbe t'rirty minutes spcecil. of my respondent, rer ,emher 
this, He did not produce the Eii;!~ conlinand that rientions "in- 
dividual cups". He did riot pr~)d.uce the L-)ib!e example th;t mea- 
tions "inciiviilnal cups". Apd hp did not produce the Bible statc- 
mcnt that mentions "individual cups". And he has not produced 
the impliiation ill the word ~f God from which :ye may necemarily 
infer the use of individual cups. Yet he's affirming that they are 
Scriptural. We want him tc  get up here 2nd produce the law and 
the testimony which so teaches. He cannot expect us to have 
enough confidence in him to accept his mere ipse dixit, to believe 
that merely because he said it. We want the truth. We want what 
the Bible says about i t  and not what Brother Port& may think 
about it. 

And I thank you. 

SECOND SESSION 

Porter's Second Affirmative 

CUP QUESTION 
Brethren Moderators: Brother Waters, Ladies and Gentlemen : 
I am delighted to pay my attention to the' speech, to which 

you have just listened, by my worthy opponent, in his efforts to 
set aside the arguments that I made in the opening speech of this 
service'. However, you will note that he said very little about 
any argument that I made. Although I enumerated them from 
one to seven, he paid very little attention to any of them and 
talked about everything else that he could think of and read 
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from various books and things of that kind, in an effort to make 
you forget what I had said about it. But I don't think you are  
that easy to forget, and I am going to emphasize some of them 
again so I am sure you will not, and show you the utter failure 
that Brotner Wate'rs made in replying to the speech that I made. 
But first, I want to get to his questions. He said thie is going 
to be rich, and it is. 

Brother Waters' Questions 

"1st. In Christ's statement, "This cup is, the New Testament" 
(Luke 22:20; I Cor. 11:25), does the word 'cup' refe'r to the lit- 
eral cup or to the fruit of the vine?" The container is named to 
refer to the fruit of the vine, Brother Waters. 

"2nd. If while passing the individual communion set to the 
assembly the set is dropped and broken and the contents spilled, 
and another communion set is supplied, would you give thanks 
for this second set before passing it to the remainde'r of the as- 
sembly, or p a x ~  it to them without giving thanks?" Well, I think 
I would give thanks for it, if no thanks had been offered for it. 
They had no part in that for which thanks had been given. 

"3rd. While attempting to baptize a candidate, if because of 
your slipping or his struggles, you only half immerse him, would 
you now attempt again and completely immerse him or would 
you only immerse the half of him unimmersed the first time?" 
I would immerse the whole fellow, Brother Waters. If I failed 
the first time, I would t ry it the second time; and if I failed then, 
I would t ry i t  over until I got him immersed. But Brother Waters, 
if I had immersed the fellow right in front of him, I would not 
grab him and put hinl qnder, too. (Audience laughs) And yet 
that's the thing you do with respect to the cup. You have half 
the congregation already finished drinking the fruit of the vine', 
and then you make them drink it again. That is rich, Ervin. It 
surely is, old boy. (Porter laughs and pats Waters on the leg). I 
would not immerse any man that I had already immersed, because 
I had failed on this man. But he makes the person who had al- 
ready drunk the fruit of the vine drink i t  again because some of 
them hadn't had it yet. Ye's, that's rich. 

The "Order Of WorshipJ' Brethren 

"4th. Aside from other considerations may an assembly of 
the Church of Christ use one cup in the distribution of the fruit 
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of the vine and be Scriptural in such practice'?" Yes, I'm not 
saying that one cup could not be Scriptural. I am not saying that 
a person or congregation couldn't Scripturally drink from one 
drinking vessel. But mhat's the purpose of that question? Broth- 
er  Waters is driving a t  this: ,That if I admit that his practice is 
Scriptural-that one cup may be used-then I should surrender 
my practice, my position, for his, since he denies that mine is. 
That's the purpose of it, isn't it, Ervin? I'm sure that's the pur- 
pose of it. Excuse me just a minute. (Walks to  his hand bag and 
gets a paper). The're's another group of non-class or anti-class 
brethren, led in particular by Brother J. D. Phillips of Austin, 
Texas, who don't only oppose the cups or individual cups and the 
classes, but insist that there must also be a certain order of wor- 
ship. Acts 2:42. "They continued steadfastly in the apostles' doc- 
trine, and fellowship, in breaking of bread, and in prayers." Now, 
J. D. Phillips says that in the service you must first have the 
"apostles' doctrine," then you must have the "fellowship" or the 
contribution, and then you must h ~ v e  the "breaking of bread," or 
the Lord's Supper, and then the "prayers" last. That you must 
follow that order. That's the divjne' order of worship, he says, 
because it's mentioned that way in Acts 2 :42. Brother Waters 
says, "No, we don't do it that way." Brother Waters and the 
brethren who stand with him, perhaps, have singing first, and 
then the apostles' doctrine, or teaching, and do some praying be- 
tween them. Singing, then prayers, and then the teaching, then 
the Lord's Supper, and then the contribution and then maybe 
prayers and singing again. So he is not following the same order 
that Brother J. D. Phillips is following. And there is division in 
their ranks over the matter. They are divided over that particu- 
lar thing, and Brother Waters, will you admit that a man could 
follow the' plan followed by Brother Phillips in Acts 2:42 and be 
Scriptural? Come on now! Come on now! Let's shake hands on 
that. He could do that an4 be Scriptural? 1'11 agree with him. 
Won't you? That that order could be followed, and it would be 
Scriptural? I'll agree with him-won't you? Come on, Ervin. 
You've already done it in preaching. Just as  well do it now. You'xe 
already done it, Ervin; just as  well do i t  now. Come on You 
will agree that he can do that and be Scriptural, won't you? Then 
why don't you give up your order and take his? I'll show you 
that I know what I'm talking about. 

I have an article here in the "Old Paths Advocate," June, 
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1950, written by Brother Waters on the Order of Worship, and 
he is discussing this mattela relative to Brother Phillips and his 
position. And he says, "I told the publisher of 'The Truth' " (and 
that's J. D. Phillips) "that the strongest argument that I knew 
of his having made was mhen he posed the question to us, 'Breth- 
ren, if it makes no difference, what difference does it make?' He! 
meant if, as we say" (that's Brother Waters and his brethren 
now). He meant that "if, as  we! say, that one order is a s  good 
as another, then why have anything to say when they t ry to press 
that order on the brethren? We can quickly reply that hundreds 
of churches will not submit to an order not bound by apostolic 
authority as a matter of faith." Now, Brother Waters admits that 
the order of worship followed by Brother J. D. Phillips is all right. 
It makes no difference. He can do it and be Scriptural 3 u t  he 
says, "I won't let yov put it on me because you're I-:,, .-.r .,- a law 
and say I must do it." I will say the same thing tc, him that he 
said to Phillips. The very same thing, Brother Waters. They 
stand or fall togetper. All right. 

"5th. Is there a Scripture in the New Te3tament mentioning 
individual cups in the communion?" I'm not claiming that indi- 
vidual cups are specifically mentioned, any more than the p!ate, 
or the song books, or a thousand other things that you said could 
be put in there that t!ie Scriptures didn't say anything about and 
yet would be Scriptural. Ail right. 

"6th. In the metonymy of the 'container for the contained' is 
there an actual container named which sustains a relationship to  
the thing suggested?" Why, I told you time and time and time 
again that a liquid had to be contained in some kind of contain- 
er. That if you arc! going t . ~  drink a liquid, it has to be confined 
to some kind of container. Cektainly a container is suggested, 
because you can't confine a liquid without a container. The same 
is true with water with respect to baptism and a lot of other 
things along that line. 

Conte~~ts  Of How Many Bottles? 
Now, then, I didn't intend to ask him any questions, but I'm 

going to ask him one, because he can't remember. I have asked 
it over and over and over and he just can't think to say a word 
about i t ;  and since he eith& can't write i t  down or can't read 
his writing after he writes i t  down, then I'm going to give him 
this in my writing. I can barely read it after I have written i t  
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down, but a t  least he will have something before' him. If he 
gets to wondering what it is, when he comes to make his next 
speech, if he will just turn to me and ask me what this is, I will 
read it for him. And the' question is: "When the woman says, 'I 
raised all my babies on the bo;ttle,' does she refer to the contents 
of more than one bottle?" Now, can you remember to reply to 
that question? I won't have any chance to reply to it, Ervin, but 
I would like to see you answer it. I would just like to see that go 
into the book. I would just like to see your answer to that in the 
next debate we have. I won't have any chance now, but I would 
just like to see you answer. "When the woman says, 'I raised all 
my babies on the bottle,' does she refer to the contents of more 
than one bottle?" He said you can't say one container and mean 
the contents of more than one; that's the whole gist of his argu- 
meht. If you say one container, you mean the contents of only 
one container, and it can't be any other way. Well, the woman 
has six children she has raised, ranging in age from ten to thirty 
years, and she says, "I raised them all on the bottle." She just 
mehtioned one. Now, I want to know if that was the contents of 
one bottle. And if not, then down goes your whole argument on 
it because you must admit that the contents of more than one 
container can be referred to by naming one contain&. 

Items That Are Parallel 

Well, he said, (What  evidence did Brother Porter give'? Not 
one passage where Christ commanded the individual cups to be 
used. Not one passage where' Christ used them by way of ex- 
ample, and not one passage where the disciples ever used them." 
And, therefore, it must go down because not one passage was giv- 
en. I haven't tried to give a passage where they are specifically 
mentioned. I have showed you that they are parallel with a number 
of things that my opponent accepts and uses without question. 
As, for example, the song books and the plate. I wrote up there 
on the circle' "no plate" and "the plate." 
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CHART No. 2-On Communion 

ONE CUP 

"THE CUP" 

"A CUP" 

1 Cor. 10:16 
1 Cor. 10 :21 
1 Cor. 11:25 
1 Cor. 11:26 

INDIVIDUAL CUPS 

'THIS CUP"' 

"THAT CUP" 
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And I told him last night, over here in this circle where he 
has the questicn marks, that the very minute you will put a 
passage in there that mentions the plate, I'll put in one that men- 
tions five hundred cups. Well, it's still blank. He hasn't done i t  
yet. Ervin, are you going to t ry  i t ?  I'll tell you what 1'11 do, 
Ervin. I'll put one in there that you say means more than one. 
What do you say? I'll put a reTerence in there which you my 
means more than one cup. I Cor. I0 :16. (Writes it in the circle). 
Here is a passage that Brother Waters says means more than one 
cup. And yet the explSession "the' cup" is used, for he said that  
referred to one cup, one drinking vessel a t  Corinth, and one a t  
Ephesus. Well, there's a passage in your circle, Brothe'r Waters, 
which you say, although the expression "the cup" is used, means 
at least two. And furthermore, I would like to have the command 
and the example, either by Christ and the apostles, or anything 
of that kind, where they ever used the song books, and I will 
get to his chart presently. 

"Well, why did Brother Porter do this?" He thought better 
things of him, etc. Well, that's just a play. The' fact is, he can't 
meet the parallels that are drawn; therefore, he tries to run 
off after something else and do something else', rather than 
face the issue upon this matter. 

The "Cup O f  The Lord"-Container Or Contents? 

So he goes to a number of books of Composition and Rhetoric, 
and grammars, and things of that kind, and spends a great deal 
of his time reading about the figure of speech called Metonymy. 
And he said, regarding that, that "This is the cup of the Lord" 
was never the name of the liquid. That was never the name of the 
liquid. "The cup of the Lord" was never the name of the liquid. 
That cup, he says, is the literal container. Brother Waters, here's 
your chart. 
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CHART No. 3-01-1 Communion 

(By Waters) 

MATTHEW 26 :27 

"He Took The Cup, And Gave Thanks, And Gave I t  To Them, 
Saying, Drink Ye All Of It-(R.V.-A.S.V.-R.S.V., "A Cup") 

MARK 14:23 

"He Took The Cup, And When He Had Given Thanks, He Gave It 
To Them: And They All Drank Of It"-(R.V.--4.S.V.-R.S.V., 
"A Cup") 

................................. "A  dri?:king vessel, a cztp" .Robinson P-611 

.................................... "A  cup, n drinking vessel" ..Thayer P-533 
.................... "The vessel out of which one d~i?lks" Thayer P-510 

"The thing out of which one drinks" ......... .. ..... Thayer P-189 

LUKE 22:17 

"He Took The Cup, And Gave Thanks, And Said, Take This And 
Divide It Among Yourselves" (R..-A.S.V.-R.S.V., "A Cup") 

"A  drinking vessel, a cup" ................................ Robinson P-611 
.................................. "A cup, u drinking vessel" T h y  P-533 

LUKE 22 : 20 

"Likewise Also The Cup After Supper, Saying, This Cup Is The 
New Testament In My Blood, Which Is Shed For You" 

1 COR. 11 :25 

"After The Same Manner Also He Took The Cup, When He Had 
Supped, Saying, This Cup Is The New Testament In  My Blood" 

.................................. " A  drinking vessel, a cupJ' Robinson P-611 

...................................... ('A cup, a drinking T h y  P-533 
cr Cup containing wine" Thayer P-15 .............................................. 
By Metonymy of the container for the contained Thayer P-533 
"Metonymy, a cup for the contents of a cup ,  cup-full, E. G., 
a cup of wine; So of the wine drank at the Eucharist"- 
........................................................................... Robinson P-611 
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1 Cor. 11:26 

"As Often As Ye Eat  This Break, And Drink This Cup, Ye Do 
Shew The Lord's Death Till He Come" 

"Metonymy, a cup for the contents . . .  E. G., A cup of 
zoine" .................................................................... Robinson P-611 

1 Cor. 11:27 

"Whosoever Shall Ea t  This Bread And Drink This Cup Of The 
Lord Unworthily, Shall Be Guilty of the Body and Blood of the 
Lord" 

'-< What is in the cup)' ............................................ T h y  P-510 
"Jfetonymy, a cup for the contents . .  .E. G., A cup of wine"- 

Robinson P-611 ............................................................................... 

1 Cor. 11:28 

"But Let a Man Examine Himself, And So Let Him Eat of That 
Bread, and Drink of That Cup" 

"The thing out of which one drinksJ' .................. Thayer P-189 
"The vessel out of which one drinks" .............. Thayer P-510 

" A  cup of wine; So o f  wine drank at the Eucharist" 
.............................................................................. Robinson P-611 

1 COR. 10:21 

"Ye Cannot Drink The Cup of the Lord, and the Cup of Devils" 
What is in the cup" .................................................. Thayer P-510 

"Metonymy, a cup for the contents, E. G., A cup of wine- 
................................................................................ Robinson P-611 

"The Cup Of Blewing Which We Bless, Is It Not The Com- 
munion of the Blood of Christ?" 

1 COR. 10 :I6 

"A cup of wine; So of the wine drank at the Euchurbt - 
............................................................................ Robinson P-611 

(Bible Dictionary by "American Tract Society-based on 
Dictionary of Holy Bible by Edward Robinson") ; "The m a s  
ter of the feast took a cup of unfermented wine, and having 
tasted it, passed i t  around ............................... 1 Cor. 10:16" 
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I helped him look a t  i t  awhile ago, and you came back to it 
a lw and had sornething to say about it, but didn't have anything 
to say about this particular passage. Notice this, Brother WateYs. 
(Pointing to I Cor. 11:27 on chart) "Whosoever shall eat this 
bread, and drink this cup of the Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty 
of the body and blood of the Lord." Now you said under each 
passage you had put the definition. All right, here's your defini- 
tion: "What is in the cup." Your definition for cup here is "con- 
tents," Brother Waters. And you said the cup of the Lord newel* 
means contents, but on your chart that it doe's. That it's the con- 
tents of it, and you have given Thayer and Robinson to prove it. 
Well, his chart is in conflict with what he said. It's also in con- 
flict with what he said in this little tract about the matter. One 
time he says the cup of the Lord is the literal container, and the 
next time he says it's the fruit of the vine. And then he comes 
back and says it never was the fruit of the vine, and doe'sn't mean 
the fruit of the vine undzr any circumstances. But his chart says 
that it does; he's got his definition written under there in two 
differeht places; the matter is mentioned. In both places he has 
the contents as the definition of it. But in this debate he says 
it never does mean the contents of it. 

Well, he quoted from Williams that he named something to 
suggest the idea ivtettded. Well, what was intended? The fruit 
of the vine? All right, thank you. And "the container is named 
for the thing contained.'' That "he names one thing that readily 
suggests something else." He doesn't name the thing, but he 
named somethii~g that suggests it. Well, what is suggested then? 
In these place's where cup is named, he says he named that to 
suggeet something else. : Well, what's the something else? The 
fruit of the vine. All right then, the fruit of the vine is the' im- 
portant item in that, and not the container at all, because he mere- 
ly names the corttainer to suggest the thing itself that's being con- 
sidered. I agree with all those statements that he read in the 
"Rhetoric and Composition" regarding that matter. 

"The Cupv-Plurality 

But he' says, "You can't drink of the cup, if you have a plural- 
ity." I am still wanting to know, and he has the question there 
now: Could those babies drink of the bottle and still have a plural- 
ity? Just what about i t? Did they all drink of the same one? 
Was there just one bottle'that sekved the whole family for twenty 
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years? Just one container and all the babiw raised on it? Well, 
"Paul named the cup of the Lord,'' and "it was not the fruit of 
the vine," and "it was a literal cup." and "it was the' contents of 
only one." But that's already taken care of in this matter given. 

Reads From H i s  Tract 

Then he spent a time reading a lengthy section from his 
tract when he' was reading here all the time about that book. You 
know he had a book up here with him, Williams' "Composition and 
Rhetoric," and he read a long statement from i t  (you remember:), 
about you "can't name the contents of one cup without naming 
the container," etc., etc.; or if you named one container, that's 
the contents of one. You thought all that time he was reading 
from Williams' "Composition and Rhetoric," but he had folded 
in Williams' i'Composition and Rhetoric'' his little tract and was 
reading from it. (Porter laughs). Now that's what happened; 
he was reading from his tract. (Waters shakes head, "No"). The 
very words that he read are right here in this tract, word for 
word, just like he read it. He had his little tract folded in there. 
Didn't you Ervin? Weren't you reading from your little' tract? 
Weren't you reading f r ~ m  your little tract awhile ago? Didn't 
you have your little tract folded in Williams' "Composition and 
Rhetoric?" Tell me! I don't want to misrepresent you. (Waters 
picks up Williams' "Composition and Rh&oricV and shows i t  to 
Porter). You didn't? You were not reading from it? You didn't 
read from this? Let's see your statement in your tract about 
that. In your tract! 

From Whence Came Individual Cups? 

Now, then, going on from there, we come to his chart and 
liis deifinition under each passage. And we have dealt with that 
also. And then he came to the individual cups. "From whence 
came the individual cups?" Well, he said the individual cups 
came from G. C. Brewer, and he quoted from "Forty Years on the 
Firing Line'," concerning G. C. Brewer's advocating individual 
cups. Well, suppose F,e loas the first to introduce them into the 
worship; suppose that's true. I might just turn the thing around 
and say, "Who is thu first man to preach on the radio?" The 
command to preach and the command to teach involve the' various 
methods, and the command to eat and the command to drink in- 
volve the various incidentzls included in it. So that wouldn't 
change the thing in the least Just because some' modern day 
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preacher preached on ihe radio first wouldn't render radio preach- 
ing ~ n s c r i p t u ~ a l ,  would i t ?  I don't believe i t  would. Not a t  all. 

Precedents And Zncide?ttals 

Now to his blackboard. (Porter pulls down the blackboard). 
I'm sorry I pullcd this down Do you have a tack, Brother Waters? 
Now, " B r ~ t h e r  Porter talked about the  plate last night," he said, 
"a great deal." But, he said, "His trouble is, he fails to differen- 
ilate between an incidental and a precedent." Now a precedent 
is some word or soiile deed that  Ivas said or done that  was to serve 
as  an example or rule to be follcwed. And Brother Porter failed 
to disiii~guish ''between the preced-ent and the incidehtal." Now 
in our debate over in Tennessee. Brother Waters, do you reme'm- 
bar what ~~o:: said about tha t?  You said a11 incidental is not men- 
tioned but a precedent is. 3 wonder why yo2 didn't say the' sariie 
thing tonight? Over 111 our debate in Tennessee he said if it 's 
mentioned, it's a precedent. If it's not mehtioned, it's incidental. 
So he said the cup is n~cntioncd; therefore it's a precedel~t. The 
plate is not mentioned; so it's an  incidental. And he came along 
tonight to make his distinction between the two, but he didn't say 
a word abcut tk2t and :lo you wonder why? Well, I showed, ac- 
colding to his ~joslticn there, tha t  since the upper room is 
mentioned, then the upper room becomes a precedent. According to  
his application of it, theyefore, he would have to  have his service 
in an upper roon1. Both in the example of Christ and the example 
of his disciples. Wheil t h e  Lord instituted the supper, i t  was in 
the upper room. And in Acts 20:7 they were in an upper room, 
a:ld on the third floor, Brother Waters. Those things are  men- 
tioned, and you said in our former debate, "If a thing i s  meh- 
tioned, i t  becomes a precedent." You didn't like tha t  so well. You 
found out that  wasn't good debating. You c h a ~ g e d  it. And so 
tonight, he has a different set-up for it. 

And now he has this (pointing to blackboard), in an  effort 
to show h a t  song books and pl2tes are  not parallel with cups, 
but that  cups are parallel with instrumental music. 

Chart on Parallels 

1. Bread-Eat (Plzte does not violate 
(Eeef steak does violate 

2. Cup-Drink of i t  ("Cups" violate "cup" 
3. Sing-Make melody (Song books do not violate 

in heart (Instrumental music does violate 
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So here he has "Bread" and "eat." And so he said, "Plate 
does not violate eating the' bread." But the beef steak would. 
Certainly so, because j.ou aye adding a coordinate element of food; 
and the Lord specifies "eating the bread." All right, here' he 
has "Cup" and "drink of." wonder if I could have a piece of 
crayon? Now, we drink of the cup, and he said that "cups" vio- 
lates and substitutes for it. Well, I would like to write' on that 
if I had a piece of crayon. Now here's the thing we drink (writes 
"fruit of vine") jus-t as  here's the thing we eat (pointing to 
"bread"). We' eat the bread; we swallow the bread. The thing 
we drink is the thing we swallow. And we don't swallow the con- 
tainer; we swallow the "fruit of the vine." I never saw a man 
drinlr anything he didn't sv~allotv. Did you? A11 right, the thing 
we swallow is the thing we Gat; a r d  that's the bread. And whe- 
ther we do that without s, plate or with a plate, we are still eating 
bread, but if you add beef steak, you add a coordinate element 
of food; and that's an addition to it. But when we drink, we 
drink the "fruit of the vine" and not the container; and, there- 
fore, whether we drink that "fruit of the vine" out of a cup or out 
of cups, we are still drinking the "fruit of the vine," just like' we 
are eating the "bread." And so it's not a violation, and your 
cases are not parallel at  all, Brother Waters. 

Cha.rt As Revised By  Porter 

1. Bread-Eat (Plate does not violate 
(Beef steak does violate 

2. Fruit of vine'--Drink ("Cup" or "cups" do not violate 
(Another liquid does violate 

3. Sing-Make melody (Song books do not violate 
in heart (Instrumental music does violate 

And now, here on thjs other, he said "Make melody." He saici 
there are two ways to meke melody-in your heart and on the in- 
strument. It just s ~ e c ~ f i e s  "in your heart," and then if you make 
i t  on anything else, you are violating that. Certainly so. I believe 
that, because making melody and singing, in this case, cannot 
refer to the instrument. It cannot be made; it is not included. 
And when you make music on the instrument, you are doing some- 
thing besides making melody in your he'art, but when you drink 
the fruit of the vine out of "cups" you are doing nothing but 
drinking the fruit of the vine. And so they are not parallel a t  
all. You haven't met me on it a t  all, Brother Waters. You just 
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thought you did. You lust thought you did. You are' going to have 
to try i t  over. You haven't touched it-top, edge, side or bottom. 
For the simple fact, if we drink out of one cup, or if we drink 
out of a hundred cups, we do nothing but drink the fruit of the 
vine. If we eat the bread with or without the plate, we do nothing 
but eat. But when we make music on an instrument we are doing 
something besides sing. The Lord said "sing." We use the song 
books-we are' singing. We sing with or without the song books- 
we are still singing. But when we have the instrumental music 
we have added another music; but it's not true with respect to 
the fruit of the vine. We' drink the fruit of the vine. Whether we 
drink that fruit of the vine out of "a" cup, or cups, we are still 
drinking the fruit of the vine; and they are not parallel with the 
instrumental music a t  all, Brother Waters. You will have to beat 
that before you can answer a digressive on his arguments. If you 
ever undertake to meet them in debate, why, you will have to beat 
that. 

He pledges himself, if we ever have another debate, that he 
will change his method from what he did before. That he will 
not try to parallel the Sunciay Schools with the Missionary Socie- 
ties or anything of the k i ~ d ,  but that  he will just stick to the 
Sunday School altogether, and not t ry  to bring in these other 
ideas. He must be learning. He must be learning. (Porter laughs) 
Well, the fact is, I brought in other things. Why? To prove that  
one thing is as  Scriptural as  something else? No, that's not the 
idea. He quoted from Brother Foy's tract, or Brother Foy's 
paper, about proving one thing a s  Scriptural a s  something else. 
I'm not trying to prove one thing a s  Scriptural a s  something else. 
I believe that a plate can be Scripturally used in the distribution 
of the bread. I believe that the scng books can be Scripturally 
used in the singing of praise to God. In fact, I believe, as  Brother 
Waters said, that you may put a thousand things in there that 
the Scriptures do not mention. And yet he said many of them 
would be Scriptural, even though the Scriptures do not mention 
them. I'm insisting that the cups* stand upon the same proposi- 
tion. 

What The Container Pictures 

The "cup" is not the vital thing. The "cup" is the incidental 
matter; the container is not the important thing. The thing that 
pictures the blood of Jesus Christ, is the fruit of the vine, and 
not the cup, the container. That doesn't picture the blood of the 
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Lord. The fruit of the vine pictures His blood. Brother Waters 
agreed that that uras so last night. The body is pictured by the 
bread; the blood is pictured by the fruit of the vine; and he said 
the container pictures the New Testament. Then I showed, that 
being true, it cannot be the cup of the Lord, because the cup of 
the Lord referred to the communion of His blood. The cup of 
blessing referred to the communion of His blood, according to I 
Cor. 11; and therefore, the cup of the Lord in that case refers to  
the contents and not the container. But he said the contents pic- 
tures His blood, but the container pictures the New Testament. 
And do you remember, too, that I showed, according to him, that 
there could be just one copy of the New Testament to an assem- 
bly. He didn't have time to pay any attention to that. He had 
time to read a lot of other things besides the issue, but he didn't 
have time to notice what I said about it. Maybe he will in this 
last speech, when I don't have any chance to reply, but I would 
have liked for him to say something about i t  when I would have 
had a chance to reply to it. I would have liked for him to mention 
the matter when I had a chance to respond. One New Testament, 
one volume, to an assembly. Are you going to hell if you have 
two? Because there's just one? And the "cup" is the New Testa- 
ment. He makes the literal container picture the New Testament. 

Literal Container-Contents Plural 

Then he read from Brother Hawley regarding the cup, whe- 
ther or not there was a literal container, and Brother Hawley said 
"yes." Wants to know if I would agree. I've never denied that; 
there was a literal container. Certainly, I said all the time there 
was a literal container. I made that argument from the very be- 
ginning. Certainly, a liquid must be confined in a literal contain- 
er, Brother Waters. 

W e  Drank "From The Bottle" 

But I am still wanting to know if the literal container can be 
referred to to mean the contents of more than one literal con- 
tainer. And I want to know, furthermore, if in drinking from a 
literal container, we must put our lips to it? Brother Waters, what 
did you tell me about this bottle? (Pointing to bottle on table). 
Last night I introduced the statement made by the Lord in which 
He said, "He that shall give you h cup of water in My name be- 
cause ye belong to Me, he shall not lose his reward," and I showed 
that Jesus said, "a cup of waterw-just one. Just one cup; and 
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therefore, if the Lord mentioned just one cup, then if you would 
give him two cups .you would go to  hell. You will lose your re- 
ward for i t  because the Lord said "one cup." And the only reply 
that  Brother Waters made to that  was to pour out a cup of water 
and hand i t  to me, and I drank part  of it. And he wanted to  know 
then if that  was one cup or t ~ o .  Well, but I asked him, "Suppose 
you give me another; will you go to  hell for it?" He hasn't an- 
swered yet. And, furthermore, I said, Brother Waters, "You 
drank water out of this cny, and I dranlr water out of this cup, 
and the water came f;.o:n this bottle. And I want t o  know whe- 
ther or not we drank fr30m this boltle." You haven't said a word 
about i t  yet. 

Driiik:L!lg Fr07n Jacob's Well 

And, fui . then~ore ,  I gave you Jacob's well, in John, the 4th 
chapter where Jzcob 2nd his sons and their cattle all drank from 
.Ta.cob's well. I wanted to know if they all put their lips t o  it, 
and he said, "Well, there's just one nTell; there were not a lot of 
ocher little well::." But I insisted that  he tell 11s nhethcr there werc 
other containers. Were tl-ere other containers besides Jacob's 
well? And v,lhcn they diranlr out of other containers, were they 
drinking f rom J s c ~ h ' ~  well? He hasn't said a word about that. 
Maybe he will. He cioes:?'t have time to  talk about irrelevant mat- 
ters. He doesn't have time to  get around and talk about the  argu- 
ments I make, but be car1 spend a lot of time reading from various 
books and debates and various things of tha t  kind. He has  plenty 
of time for that. But he doesn't have time to notice what I said. 
Well, that 's up to him about that. Eu t  I'm wanting you t o  keep 
in mind the fact that  the emtents  of a number of containers can 
be referred to by the medtion of only one. And until he  answers 
that  argument, answers that  questicn I have given, why, the thing 
stands. And I predict i t  will stand after  he answers it. 

Or~e Bread And One Cup 

But keep in mind this fact, that  in all these statements given, 
I have showed one bread and one cup (I Cor. 10 :16). What did he  
say about that. I showed, according t o  his own answer t o  my 
question, that  when Pauj said, "The cup which we bless," he re- 
ferred to  two cups. What did he say about t h a t ?  Nothing-noth- 
ing-nothing-nothing-did you, Brother Waters? Did you men- 
tion tha t?  I have pressed that  into you in every speech. (I. Cor. 
10:16). You said that  when Paul said, "The cup of blessing which 
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we bless," he referred to one at Corinth and one a t  Ephesus. I 
am asking you if that one and one makes two? Paul said, "the 
cup," and if one cup can mean two, then why can't it mean four? 
Why can't i t  mean ten? And why can't i t  mean two hundred? 
Why can't i t? 

The Broken Container Again 
And then regarding their congregation being served the fruit 

of the vine-the vessel is broken, and the contents spilled. He 
said, "I would get another and serve the remainder of the congre- 
gation, or serve the whole congregation." Now when he made 
that statement, he surrendered the whole issue, because he says 
under some cil*cumstances two drinking vessels can be used lor 
the same assembly. Two clrinlting vessels can be used for the 
same assembly. Brother Waters has said so. All right, Brother 
kT?aters, if two can be used, why can't two hundred be used? Will 
you put that down and tell me: You don't have time to forget 
that because my time is slinost up; you don't have time to forget 
that, Ervin. NOW, you tell us. Since you say that two can be used 
under some circumstances, for one assembly, then under the 
same conclition, wily can't two thousand be used? And if two 
can be used, the:i doesn't that give up the idea that one must be 
used? Your proposition says there must be one drinking vessel 
for one assembly; ~ n d  if you have more than one, you are going 
to hell. Eut he says if I should happen to drop it, "I would get 
another one" aiid send the whole congregation to hell. Yes, sir, 
I would get another one and send the whole congregation to hell, 
because I would serve the whole congregation again with the 
second cup. Well, some of them would have two cups. And thus 
he would send the whole bunch to hell because somebody acci- 
dentally dropped the cup. Kow, you tell us, Brother Waters, about 
that. Would one broken cup and one unbroken cup be two 
cups? I'm wanting to know. I said I would immerse the man who 
was only partly immersed, but T wouldn't immerse the man who 
had already been immersed. If I got one completely done, I 
wouldn't jerk him back in the w ~ t e r  and put him under. But 
Brother Waters, in his answer, has half of the congregation al- 
ready partaken of the fruit of the vine-then he forces them 
to do the whole thing over again. 

Thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen. 
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SECOND SESSION 

Waters' Second Negative 

CUP QUESTION 

Brethren Moderators, Brother Porter, Brethren and Friends : 
I am happy to stand before you for the last speech of this 

session of the debate. 

I Cor. 10:16 Is Congregational in  Application 

Brother Porter said thG.t I had not given due attention to his 
consideration of 1 Cor. 10:16. But you remember last evening 
in answering his questions concerning 1 Cor. 10:16 that I said, 
"The cup of blessing which we bless," a s  used by the Apostle 
Paul, was used in a congregational sense. And I further, in that  
answer, proved that it was used congregationally by referring 
to what Paul said in 1 Cor. 11:33, "When ye come together t o  
eat." That his instructions pertaining to the communion service 
in the use of one loaf and one cup obtained "when ye come to- 
gether to eat" in an assembly is obvious. That an assembly is 
necessarily involved, and that one cup in an assembly is involved, 
in the same sense that the Apostle P'aul in the same epistle in 
1 Cor. 14:31 involves an assembly when he writes to the church 
a t  Coriilth and all of them a t  every place that call upon the name 
of the Lord, 1 Cor. 12, and says, "Ye may all prophesy one by 
me," is easily understood. Who gets the idea that he universally 
means that we must prophesy one by one all over the world? 
Does not Brother Porter understand the Apostle to mean that 
those prophets were to prophesy one by one, "When ye come to- 
gether," 1 Cor. 14:26? Well, if he can understand that Paul 
could write to the church universally and say, "Ye may all pro- 
phesy one by one," but mean one by one in each assembly, he 
can also understand that the Apostle Paul could deliver instruc- 
tions pertaining to the communion service,-and speak of "the 
loaf" and "the cup," and "a loaf" and "a cup," and the "cup of 
blessing,",-and yet have reference to an assembly for the com- 
munion; he can understand that. If he can understand that we 
may say concerning the churches, "They prophesy, the prophets 
prophesy, one by one," because one does so in each assembly, 
then he can understand why we may speak of "the cup of bless- 
ing" because each congregation thus uses "the cup of blessingJJ. 

I told him those thing. last night. What did you have to 
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say about my parallel on I Cor. 14, Brother Porter? You talk 
about having a good "forgetter". Why didn't you say something 
about 1 Cor. 14 :31? Why didn't you? Why didn't you say some- 
thing about "Ye may all prophecy one by one?" You know it says 
it. And you know the Apostle Paul was writing to the church 
universally in every place. why didn't you deal with that? 

.(Porter speaks from seat: "We'll have that tomorrow night".) 

Why didn't you deal with that? That was in my answer and 
you say that I didn't deal with i t? Talk about having a good for- 
getter. I gave that as  a parallel, and he didn't have a thing to 
say about it;-not one siwgle solitary thing. 

A Cup of Water 

Oh, but last night whe;~ I handed him a cup of water, I said, 
"How many did I hand you?" Well, of course he had to agree 
that I just handed him one. Where he could see it. He said, "What 
if you had handed me two, would you have received a reward or  
would you have gone to hell?" No. What if I had handed you 
a cup of milk, instead of water? Would I have gone to hell, Broth- 
er Porter? Huh? Now if he is trying to parallel that with the 
communion, he knows you have got to use the fruit of the vine 
in the communion. The Lord said, "a cup of water." Now I want 
to  know if I had handed you a cup of milk, would I have gone to 
hell? And if I handed you two cups of milk, would I have re- 
ceived a reward? He knows that the Lord Jesus merely men- 
tioned one thing out of a w5ole cizss of things, and that we may 
do a whole lot of thizgs and receive a reward for it. The Lord 
just mentioned one thing out of a whole class of things. If I'm 
not mistaken grammatically, you would call that a Synecdoche, 
in which a part is put for the whole, Brother Porter. (Waters 
laughs.) 

The Bottle 

Let's see now about the bottle. The woman said, "I raised 
all my babies on the bottle." Does she refer to the contents of 
more than one bottle? You remember last night that I said I 
believed that sometimes we may have a singular noun to refer t o  
a species. I didn't contest that a t  all, but I said in order to under- 
stand the language involved in the communion, you would have 
to  construct a parallel. And it says, "He took a cup." If it were 
said concerning any specific rnan and any specific cup, "He took 
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a cup," how inany cz~ps would that be? And if i t  is said, "He took 
a bottle," that uff i r m ~  sorncthing, a specific something, of a spe- 
cific bottle, Brother Porter. There i$l not a species involved there. 

Porter from seat: "What about the bottle?" 

Waters: If "he took the bottle," that  involves only one bottb 
because if it involved a species, it would mean that he took every 
bottle on earth with him. You see? 

Porter from seat: "The woman didn't use every bottle on 
earth, did she?" 

Waters: Does the language involve one or species, if it is 
said, "He took 'a bottle'?" The Revised Version says "a cup"; 
The Kings James says "the cup." I don't believe there's any dif- 
ference in the meaning of them. Do you contend that there is a 
difference in "a cup" and "the cup?'' 

Porter from seat: "You are making the difference." (Brother 
Porter's followers laugh). 

Waters: You are the one who spoke up and said, 'What if i t  
said 'the bottle' instead of 'a bottle'? 

Porter: "That was your argument. You were making a dif- 
ference between the two. That's why I asked you." 

Waters: I say that when a specific statement is made con- 
cerning a specific bottle, whether you use "a bottle" or ('the bot- 
tle'' in the statement, there's just one bottle. 

Porter from seat. "All right, 'the bottle' means plural. Let's 
shake hands on that.'' 

Waters: The bottle can refer to species. 
Porter : "Plurality?'; 
Waters : Species. 
Porter: "Plurality ? Plurality?" 
Waters: I t  can refer to species. 
Porter: "Plurality by species? Come on, let's shake hands on 

that." 
Waters: Sir, you have had your time, will you sit down 

please ? (Porter was standing). 
Porter: "Won't you shake hands with me?" 
Waters: Will you sit down, please? 
Porter: "You made the statement and I want to shake hands 

with you." 
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Waters : I say will you.. .. .. .. ? 

Porter: "Yes, I want to shake hand,s with you." 

Waters: Will yo11 give me my time? 

Porter: (To Moderator) "Hold his time." (To Waters) "Will 
you agree now? Well, shake hands with me." 

Waters : Say, listen ! 
Porter: "I want to Agree with you." 
Waters: Do you want to agree with me? 
Porter: "I want to agree with you that you said the bottle 

can mean a plurality by species." 
Waters: Do you want to agree with me? Do you want t o  

construct a parallel and say, "he took a bottle," or "he took the 
hottle?" 

Porter: "We are talking about what you said." (To Modera- 
tor) "I want you to keep his time." (To Waters) "You said 'the 
bottle' can sometimes mean plurality by species. Is that what 
you meant? Shake hand? on it." 

Waters: Well, what do you want to shake hands for? 
Porter: "Because you said it and I want to agree with you." 
Waters: Do you want to shake hands? 
Porter : "Yes." 
Waters: Are you going to shake hands with me again then 

when I question you about this qeci f ic  statement? 
Porter: "If I agree with you." 
Waters: Well. let's see if you will. 
Porter: "Come on." 
Waters: Will you shake hands with me on the specific? 

Porter: "Yes, if 1 agree with you." 

Waters: All right, then there's not any disagreement be- 
tween us. 

Porter: "Shake hands with me. Sometimes it means plural- 
ity." 

Waters: If it's specific, i t  means singular. 

Porter: "Sometimes if it's specific, i t  means singular. Some- 
times i t  can be 'the bottle' and mean plurality." 

Waters: When the Scriptures say, "He took a cup," is that 
spccies or pkrrali,ty? 
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Porter: "A11 right, when he says, 'The cup which we bless,' 
is that specific or species?" (Porter's followers laugh). 

Waters: When "He took a cup," did you reply to me? Is that 
specific or species ? 

Porter: "Certainly, a cup could be singular." 
Waters: Is  it there? 
Porter: "It may have been." 
Waters: I said is i t? 
Porter: "IT. may have been." 
Waters: "He toolr a cup." 
Porter: "It may have been, but when he said, 'This cup i s  

the New Testament,' and 'The cup which we bless,' that's not 
specific, is i t? It's species, according to your argument." 

Waters: "The cup of blessing which we bless" is specific, 
and refers to a cup of blessing i n  each assembly of the saints. 

Porter: "The bottle which my babies were raised on is spe- 
cific and there's just one bottle." (Porter laughs) 

Waters: Let's resume the time, Brethren. 

Consi-ruct A Parallel 
If you construct a statement parallel with the language of 

the Bible and say, "The r~?otlzer gave the  bottle t o  the  baby," 
there's not a man on earth who can interpret it grammatic 11 B Y 
and say that she gave more than one bottle t o  the  baby. If you 
construct a statement parallel with the language of the Bible, you 
will see this. Now you remember the Bible said, "He took the 
cup." "He gave it to t!iem and they all drank of it." (Mark 1423)  
That's what the Bible says. That affirms a specific something 
of a specific cup. My brother does not contest the fact that only 
one was  involved in  that  language. He doesn't contest that fact. 

Porter Only Foun? One I n  Each Congregation 

He, furthermore, hasl not tried to involve a plurality of cups 
with 1 Cor. 10:16 except by involving one i n  each congregation. 
Did you know that?  EIe has not tried to involve a plurality in 1 
Cor. 10 :16 except by considering a plurality of congregations with 
one in each congregation; that is the only way he tried to prove 
it. Since that has been your argument on 1 Cor. 10:16, one vessel 
a t  Ephesus and one vessel a t  Corinth, that was the basis of your 
argument in order to get the plurajity of cups, but the proposition 
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deals with one assembly, Brother Porter, you have surrendered 
your position and given up this debate. You had to get a plurality 
of congregations in order to get a plurality of vessels, didn't you, 
Brother Porter? Didn't you? 

(Porter: "You did that. You said ........................ "1 
You have already admitted now that the Lord just used one. 

He said, "I won't deny that that is literal. I won't deny that that  
is specific." And there is one cup, one literal cup, in one assem- 
bly. How did Brother Pc;rter get a plurality of cups, literal cups; 
how did he do i t  anyway? To get a plurality of cups he went t o  
First Corinthians to get a plurality of congregations. You didn't 
get your plurality in one congregation, did you, Porter? Did you? 
Did you get your plurality in one congregation? Y o u  had t o  have 
;both Ephssus and Corznth to get two. 

Porter: "You got it in one cnly when you broke it." 

I'll tell you right now, he's hurting; isn't he? (Audience 
laughs) All right, let's see these questions. 

The Cup, one or A Plurality, Is The New Testament? 

1st. In Christ's statement, "this cup is the New Testament" 
(Luke 2:20, 1 Cor. 11:25), does the word "cup" refer to the literal 
cup or to the fruit of the vine? Well, he says that the container 
is named to refer to the fruit of the vine. Now you listen to this. 
He said that Brother Waters says that the cup is the New Testa- 
ment,-the literal CLIP is the New Testament. But he says, "Since 
we may use or have more than one copy of the New Testament in 
an assembly, why may we not have more than one literal cup?" 
Isn't that right? All right, Brother Porter says that the cup in 
Luke 22:20 is the fruit of the vine and that verse says, "This cup 
is the Xe~v Teslanlent." He says that the cup there is the fruit  
of the vine. Then, according to his argument, if the fruit of the 
vine is the New Tes7tament and you may have a plurality of copies 
of the New Testament, you may also have a plurality of fruits of 
the vine. I want to know if you may have a plurality of cups- 
what you say the cup is, Brother Porter? Can you have a plurality 
of bloods? A plurality of fruits? I want to know that. If you 
are going to say that 1 may have only one copy of the New Testa- 
ment if I say the literal cup is the New Testament and contend for. 
only one cup, then ycu may hzvc only copy cf the hTew Testa- 
ment per the same argument. And if you insist that I may have 
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a, plurality of literal cups because T may have a plurality of copies 
of the New Testament, I want to know if you may have more than 
one cup-what you say the cup is? I a m  not going to k t  a man 
put an argument like that on me that he won't take for himself. 
And he won't take i t  because he says he believes in using just one 
cup, the fruit of the vine-one blood. He won't take the argument 
himself, but he 1var;ts to put it on we. I won't let a man get away 
with that. 

Accidenls Versus Purposeful Action 

2nd. If, while passing the individual communion set to the 
assembly, the set is dropped and broken and the contents spilled, 
and another communion set is supplied, would you give thanks 
for this second set before passing i t  to the remainder of the as- 
sembly? Or pass it to thcm without giving thanks? Well, he said, 
"I would give thanks for it if no thanks had been given." And, 
of course, none had been. He said, "I'd give thanks for it." I want 
you to remember that questions like this deal with accidents. 
The Bible is not a big enough book to contemplate every accident 
or every accidental eventuality that may occur. Nowhere could 
you open the word of God and find out about giving thanks for 
one set of individual cups, and lzter on in the communion service 
giving thanks for another set. After some of them had already 
drunk, then later getting some more and giving thanks for those, 
and others drinking! Where would you turn to the word of God 
and read anything about that? You see? The fact of the matter 
is you are dealing with an accident, and he tries to make an acci- 
dent on par with purposeful action. I want to know if it would be 
Scriptural for the man to just thrcw down the tray of individual 
cups and break them purposefu77y as a part of worship, and then 
get some more? Would i t  be all right for him to purposefully do 
that? He said i t  would be all right for him to accidentally do it. 
Would it be all right for him to purposefully do it? A man is hard 
pressed when he goes LO accidents to prove something to use pur- 
posefully in worship. 

3rd. While attempting to baptize a candidate, if because of 
your slipping or his struggles, you only half immerse him, would 
you now attempt it again and completely immerse him? Or 
would you only immerse the half of him not immersed the first 
time? Well, he said, "I would immerse the whole fellow." All 
right now, listen! I want to know if a part of that man has been 
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immersed or baptized twice, and the rest of him has been bap- 
tized once, Brother Porter. I also want to know if you have two 
baptisms involved, one complete baptism and one incomplete bap- 
tism? One half baptism and one whole baptism? Well, he says, 
"I would not take him and just immerse the half that had not been 
immersed. I would take him and immerse the whole fellow be- 
cause I failed the first time, and if I failed the second, I would 
just keep on trying until I succeeded." I want you to remember 
that. Oh, he said, "I wouldr,'t 50 back and immerse the fellow that  
I had already immersed." 

The Cwngregation Is The Unit Of Communion 

When we deal with a congregation or an assembly of the dis- 
ciples for the observance of the communion, we are dealing with 
the unit 01 communion. In baptism the  man i s  the  unit of baptimn. 
But in communion a man does not go off in a desert and observe 
i t  by himself. You don't stay a t  home and observe the communion 
by yourself, Brother Porter. In order to have communion, you 
must have the joint-participation of an assembly of disciples. In 
order to have that communion service you must have that unit, 
and that utiit is the asserrrbly. In baptism the unit is the  individual. 
In the communion the wi t  i s  the assembly. Just a s  when that in- 
dividual over there was half immersed the first time because you 
just accidentally were not able to immerse all of him, you im- 
mersed all of him the xezt  time, when the assembly does not com- 
mune,-when it is not successful in its joint participation,-the 
next time i t  is again going to attempt to have joint participation, 
Brother Porter. It failed the first time, and now i t  wants to get 
the job done the second time, just like you did in immersing that 
man. Oh! But he says, if you do that, that's on par with purpose- 
fully doing it. Would it be Scriptural for you to purposefully just 
half baptixe a man, and then purposefully entirely baptize him 
the next time? Ts thzt  what you brethren are going to affirm? 
Are you going to put that which may accidentally happen on par 
with that which is pzcrposefully done in service to the Lord of 
Glory? Is that what you are going to do? Remember that the 
unit of communion is the assembly. If that assembly is not suc- 
cessful in having joint participation, i t  must keep trying until i t  
is. Just like you must kee? on trying until you-are able to  b a p  
tize that man, Brother Porter. 
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Porter Admits One Cup Is Scriptural 

4th. Aside from other considerations, may an  assembly of 
the Church of Christ use one cup in the distribution of the fruit 
of the vine and be Scriptural in such practice? He says, "Yes, I 
cannot say a congregation could not Scripturally use one." Breth- 
ren, our practice is not called in question in this debate. Our prac- 
tice is not called in question a t  all in this debate. Brother Porter 
will not deny that you may use one cup and be Scriptural in such 
practice. Our practice is not questioned. My opponent's practice 
is what is in question from the first to  the last in this discussion. 
Our practice is not in question in either case. It is my opponent's 
practice that is called in question. It is not ours. Why? He ad- 
mits that when I read i11 the Bible, "He took a cup," or "He took 
the cup,-and he gave i t  to them and they all drank of it," t h t  
only one cup is involved. No wonder that our practice is Scrip- 
tural. He also says, "I believe that individual cups are  too." But 
he can't read anything about that. 

But he wants to put that on par with the "Order of Wor- 
ship" question. Brother Phillips can't read an order of worship in 
the New Testament, but T can read where the Lord took a cup and 
gave i t  to them and they all drank of it. There's a difference there. 
You have actually a precedent in the use of one cup, bound by ex- 
ample, by command, by statement, and by necessary inference. 
And when my brother uses individual cups, he violates those com- 
mands, those examplw, those statements and inferences in the 
word of God. When he does that, we cannot go along. We can't 
do it. 

Porter Admits Individua7 Cups Not Mentioned 

No. 5. Is there a Scripture in the New Testament mentioning 
individual cups in the communion ? Answer: "I am not saying they 
are actually me)~tioned." Yet my brother is affirming that they 
are Scriptural but will not say that they are actually mentioned. 
Will you shake hands with me on that, Brother Porter? 

Porter:"I will shake hands that they are mentioned the same 
place song books are. 

Waters: Will you shake hands? 
Porter: "1'11 shalte that they are  mentioned the same place 

that the song books are." 
Waters: Are you going to let me asqk my question? 
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Porter: "All right, put your question." 
Waters: Will you shake hands with me on the answer to the 

question that the individual cups are not mentioned? 
Porter: "If you will shake hands with me that the song books 

are not mentioned." 
Waters: Well, Brother, what are we debating? 
Porter : "The cups." 
Waters: Are we debating the cups? 
Porter : "They are parallel." 
Waters: They are as Scriptural a s  the song books, you say. 

(Waters laughs) Gone back on Foy Wallace! 

Porter: "Do you believe song books are scriptural?" 
Waters: Are you going to shake hands with me on the answer 

to that question? 
Porter: "Well, do you believe song books are Scriptural?" 
Waters: I do. 
Porter: "Where do the Scriptures say anything about them?" 

(Audience laughs) "Read it for me. Come on." 
Waters: Are you going to shake hands with me? 
Porter: "Are you going to shake han& with me?" 
Waters: Are you going to shake hands with me that indi- 

vidual cups are not mentioned in the New Testament? 
Porter: "If you will shake hands with me that the same thing 

is true with the song books." 
Waters: Why there is no use. to shake hands all night. 
Porter : "I'll go f i f tyf  ifty with you." 

I .  

Portel. Follou~s Digressive Line 

Waters: I have never heard a digressive yet but who would 
try to put the thing he was trying to defend on par with some3 &" ;" 
thing else. He will do it every time. He will do it every time. 
will talk about song books and he will talk about plates. And 
say, Brother Porter, if you really want to learn a lesson on these 
things, I want you to hear Burton Barber up yonder a t  Cedar 
Rapids next week. You will learn something. Why you haven't 
even touched the hem of the garment when it comes to bringing 
in other things. Why you haven't even scratched the surface. Let 
him hear Burton Rarber in defense of instrumental music if he 
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wants to learn to bring in something besides the thing a t  issue. 
Oh, your brethren detest those instrumental music folks for doing 
that, or their attempts to do that. You don't like it. You say 
that's not fair;  that's not debating. But you want to do that when 
you are debating t!le individual cups because you can't come up 
like men and prove the individual cups by the word of God. You 
simply have to take the position that they are "as Scriptural" as 
something else. And ss then, by association, to t ry  to prejudice the 
minds of the people. Let x e  tell you, every thing you can men- 
tion has to stand upon its own feet, and stand or fall upon its own 
merits or demerits. I wonder when people are going to learn in 
honest and fair investigation to consider the issue that is em- 
braced in the proposition. According to the rules of honorable 
c o n t r o ~ c ~ s y  all matters extraneous to  the issues in debate are 
not even supposed to be mentioned. But he will bring in es- 
traneous matters from beginning to end. I have never heard a 
digressive yet that wouldn'2. 

Is An Actual Container Named? 

Question No. 6. In the metonymy of the container for the 
contained, is there an actual container named which sustains a 
relationship to the thing suggested? "I told you," he replies, "a 
liquid has to be in a container." "Of course a container i s  sug- 
gested." All right, Brother Porter, what about 1 Cor. 11:27, "Who- 
soever shall eat this bread and drink this cup of the Lord un- 
worthily?" He says, "0 f course a container is suggested." But he 
didn't say the "containers7' are suggested. He said, "A container 
is suggested." One container is suggested, in other words, by 
that ;  he didn't say containers He says, "I told you a liquid has 
to be in a container. And, of course, a container i s  suggested." 
You will never, my brother, be able to "dri.nk the cup" without 
"the cup" until you can "boil thc kettle" without "the kettle.'' 
Until you can "boil the kettle" without "the kettle", a congrega- 
tion will never be able to "drink the cup" without "the cup." Un- 
til you make the statement with reference to something specific 
grammatically, "she boiled the kettle," and talk about the contents 
of a plurality of kettles, you will never say "a congregation drank 
the cup" when they drank the contents of a plurality of cups. 
Strange that you can understand the one, but some of you can- 
not understand the other! 
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