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ONE CONTAINER? 
(I Cor. 11:26) 

 
 

I received, in the mail, a booklet entitled: “The cup of the Lord” is it the fruit of the vine only?”  This booklet 
is for the purpose of refuting a tract, printed in years past, by Leon Odom, now deceased.  As I read this 
booklet, there were many things that came to my mind.  I would like to present some of the things thought 
about, as I read this booklet, and the material contained therein 
 
Consider this statement at the end of his booklet, page 61: “If you can find where I am wrong on anything I have said 

in this tract, it is your duty to tell me - in order to save my soul, your soul, and the souls of those I teach, Ezek. 3:17-21.  I welcome all 

comments and questions.” – Hogland.  Brother Hogland considers this a matter of life and death!  
 
The whole booklet is “a rag-tag effort,” (more about this later), to refute the tract printed by Leon Odom.  
Brother Odom is deceased; so, brother Hogland would not expect a reaction from him – from the dead?  
It would appear brother Hogland is thinking: “I can take advantage of the author and not expect a response.”  
I am not concerned about the material presented by brother Odom; but, am concerned about the material 
presented by the living, mainly brother Hogland; so, I shall address the material, in the booklet, that is 
presented by brother Hogland.   
 
First of all, let me state that, I use The American Standard Version of the Bible, unless stated otherwise.   
I find it needful to state the American Standard Version, to begin with, so you will know what I am appealing 
to and the text that is being used.  This is not done by brother Hogland; and thus, in many instances, he 
leaves the reader wondering where he found such material.   
 
 

VERSION OR TRANSLATION 
 
 The reader, is left searching and hunting as to what text he is appealing to.  After a certain quote, on page 
1, the NIV is designated; before another quote, page 6 the American Standard Version is designated; 
next, the King James Version is cited on page 7; again, after certain material is cited the NIV is cited, page 
7; the NIV is cited again after a quote, page 8;  another quote, is given on page 10, wherein, the NIV is 
cited again; then, on page 11; the WEYMOUTH translation is cited; on the same page, 11; WEYMOUTH 
translation again is cited, on page 13; an appeal is made to THE AMERICAN STANDARD VERSION; on 
page 21, he appeals again to the NIV; an appeal is made to the READER’S DIGEST version of the bible, 
on page 26; the WEYMOUTH translation is appealed to again, on page 36;  then on page 40 an appeal is 
made to the EMPHATIC DIAGLOTT.  The rest of the booklet, from page 40 to page 60 does not cite a 
translation of the bible, yet there are many passages cited.  No reference is made to a translation; nor a 
version, one is left wondering: ”Which translation is he using as a basis, for his quotes?”  The reader is left 
hanging.  Now, do you remember me saying, ”The whole booklet, is a rag-tag effort!” 
 
Brother Hogland is guilty of creating a position and then making the bible agree with him, by citing many 
different translations, versions, etc.  He cites what he wants from many translations, some of which are 
wild; yet, uses them to prove his point.  Some of the translations the average person would have no earthly 
way of checking to see the evidence he has appealed to.   
 
In II Pet. 3:16 Peter uses a term, “WRESTING” the scriptures:  “16 as also in all his epistles, speaking in 
them of these things; hard to be understood, which the ignorant and unsteadfast wrest, as they do also the 
other scriptures, unto their own destruction.”  To “WREST” is to change or to alter.  In Gal. 1:6-9, to alter 
the Gospel is to produce a “perverted gospel,” and this will cause a man to be “anathema."   
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Brother Hogland has presented a “perverted” gospel and is therefore “anathema,” – according to the 
teaching of the New Testament, he has “wrested” the scriptures!    
 

 
“LAW MAKER – LAW BREAKER” 

 
When a person determines what he wants to believe first, and then undertakes the task of proving it, we 
call this being a “LAW MAKER!”  It is just as bad to be a “law maker” as it is to be a “law breaker!”  
Brother Hogland has shaped, molded, formed, and brought into existence his doctrine.  This is not the 
doctrine of God; but rather, a concocted doctrine brought into existence by brother Hogland and his fellow 
workers, for the purpose of tearing, dividing and causing confusion in the Lord’s church, just by imposing a 
self-made, self-imposed and a false position.  How do I know this?  By the material he has presented in the 
booklet: “IS THE CUP OF THE LORD THE FRUIT OF THE VINE?”  In this booklet he presents himself as 
being a “LAW MAKER!”  He argues this from Matt. 26:27-28: “27 And he took a cup and gave thanks, and 
gave to them, saying, Drink ye all of it; 28 for this is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many 
unto remission of sins.”  In this passage the “fruit of the vine” was what was drunk, and it was the “fruit 
of the vine,” that represented the blood of Christ; which, is said to be the “blood of the Covenant.” The 
“container” is not said to represent anything. 
 
May I make a point now?  The author, and others, are contending there is one cup (container) and the 
one cup (container) represents the New Covenant.  According to them there is to be only one cup in each 
congregation.  Let’s grant this for a moment and notice the consequence of this argument!  One cup in 
each congregation; but, the one cup represents the New Covenant; thus, according to them, there can only 
be one text of the New Testament in each congregation!  If not why not?  If there is only one container, 
and the container represents the New Covenant; then, there can only be one New Testament per 
congregation – this is the conclusion to their argument.  But: you see, we know from the text, the cup does 
not represent the New Covenant.  The “fruit of the vine” calls to remembrance the blood of Christ, which 
is the “blood of the Covenant,” Matt. 26:28. 
 
Brother Hogland uses these different translations to prove his position.  His position is not proved by the 
Bible; but rather, the different translations he thinks agree with him – the appeal is not made to the New 
Testament but to different New Testament versions & translations.  One cannot be a law maker without 
being a law-breaker.   
 
 

SCHOLARS TELL US WHAT THE NEW TESTAMENT TEACHES? 
 

One will notice immediately that it is not the New Testament, according to brother Hogland,  that gives us 
the meaning of the New Testament, but rather, THE SCHOLARS! Brother Hogland cites certain 
scholars for us to understand what the Bible teaches.  According to him, we need the scholars to 
tell us what the Bible teaches! If the scholars are not needed, why appeal to them and what they think?  
Let’s take a look at what he has done. 
 
In Matthew, Mark, Luke, and what is said by Luke in Acts 20, and Paul in I Cor. 11:23-26, and all the other 
places in the New Testament, where were the scholars that could be appealed to and explain what the 
Lord, Luke, Paul, etc, meant when the New Testament was first written?  It seems brother Hogland 
and others cannot do any teaching without appealing to certain versions of the bible and to scholars 
in order to note the meaning of the text.  If it takes all this to explain what was intended by the writers of the 
New Testament, what scholars did they appeal to in the first century?  They just simply read the word of 
God and understood what the Lord wanted them to do.  You know God has written in such a way that 
we can take just the word of God and understand what is intended by his revelation.  Paul informs us, “3 
How that by revelation was made known unto me the mystery, as I wrote before in few words,  4 whereby, 
when ye read, ye can perceive my understanding in the mystery of Christ,” Eph. 3:3-4.  Brother Hogland 
assumes a position and then appeals to the scholars to prove what it means.  “Let’s speak  

  
 

 
3. 

 
 
 



where the bible speaks and be silent when the bible is silent,” - This is a quotation from brother Hogland in his booklet 
on page 2.  Our brother needs to heed his own advice.    
 
 I have no problem appealing to those men, (scholars), excelling in word meaning, commentaries and 
certain scholarly works; but when a person begins citing only those that agree with him and leaves the 
impression that all scholars agrees with him, he has gone too far; now, I draw the line.  In the case of his 
booklet cited, the author is citing certain scholars for proof of his position; yet, he only cites those who 
agree with him and thus a “rag-tag effort”- using the scholars as proof and not the bible! 
 
Some of the men and works cited are listed: World Book Encyclopedia Dictionary, p. 1;  Thayer, p.  1; 
Lenski, p. 1;  E. W. Bullinger, p. 8;  Adult Gospel Quarterly, p. 12;  Smith’s Bible Dictionary, p. 12; Eard-
mans’ Handbook to the Bible, p. 12; Charlles P. Krauth, p. 13; Williams’ Composition & Rhetoric, p. 15; J. 
C. Nesfield, p. 15;  Robinson, p. 17;  Greek-English Lexicons (in general, caa), p. 17;  Justin Martyr, p. 20;  
Roy Cogdill, p. 30;  Read any standard Bible authority, p. 34;  John Eadie, p. 39;  J. A. Spencer, p.  
39;  Pulpit Commentary, p. 39;  Broadman Bible Commentary, p. 39;  Thomas H. Wagner, p. 44;  J. W. 
McGarvey, p. 46;  Floyd Lechner, p. 49;  K. G. Wilks, p. 49;  James Gardiner, p. 49;  Samuel D. Guttenplan 
& Martin Tamny, p. 52;  Irving M. Copi, p. 52;  Mr. Craig Staudenbaur, p. 53.  These are cited for the purpose 
of using them as authority for what he has conceived the Lord intended.   
 
The writer has done the same thing with these men that he did with the translations and versions of the 
Bible.  He assumes a position and begins the “rag-tag effort” to make the scholars teach what he believes.    
The only thing he has done is demonstrate there are scholars who do not believe the truth about the 
Lord’s Supper.  It would be well if he would stick to the Bible and show, from the Bible, what is taught, 
instead of appealing to the translations and appealing to certain scholars – appealing to men for proof!  
Remember, he has not designated what text of the Bible he is quoting from!  His appeal is to certain 
translations of the Bible and to some scholars who may believe as he does.  The author has as his 
authority certain translations, versions, and a few (what he calls scholars); this becomes the authority 
he cites and not the word of God. 
 
Consider the following: I Cor. 10:16-17, “16 The cup of blessings which we bless, is it not a communion of 
the blood of Christ?  The bread which we break, is it not a communion of the body of Christ?  17 seeing 
that we who are many, are one bread, one body: for we all partake of the one bread.”  In this text there is a 
communion of the blood of Christ, and a communion of the body of Christ?   According to this text there 
are two elements in the Lords Supper, 1. “Communion of the blood of Christ,” (fruit of the vine) and  2. 
“Communion of the body of Christ,” (unleavened bread) – this involves the “fruit of the vine” and the 
“unleavened bread.”  But, in this text Paul uses the pronoun “we.”  Paul is writing from Ephesus to Corinth 
and he uses the pronoun we!  There is a bread at Corinth and a bread at Ephesus, this makes two; yet, 
Paul calls the two “one!”  There is a “fruit of the vine” at Corinth and a “fruit of the vine” at Ephesus, this 
makes two cups – one cup at each place!  If two can be one, why cannot three be one?  Or, why cannot 
many be one?  According to this the “one bread at Corinth” and the “one bread” at Ephesus are two and 
yet, there is only one!  According to this the one “fruit of the vine” (cup) at Corinth and the one “fruit of the 
vine” (cup) at Ephesus are two and yet, there is only one!  According to this, two can be one and many 
can be one.  This is the same argument we make concerning “Those that believe are one!” Jno. 17:20-21.  
Here are thousands that may be one.  So, in the Lord’s Supper there is the “fruit of the vine,” and the 
“unleavened bread.”   In the text there are two “fruit of the vine,” and two “unleavened bread,” one 
each at Corinth and Ephesus – this makes two of each and the Bible calls it one, I Cor. 10:17; so, there 
can be more than one container, of the fruit of the vine.   
 
 

ONE CUP AT EACH ONGREGATION! 
 

In answer to the above material, we are told: “The early church did not meet in one group of 8,000 or more to observe the 

Lord’s Supper.  Acts 2:46 tells us they broke bread (ate the Lord’s Supper) from house to house.  They met in small groups and 

used a cup containing fruit of the vine as the example of Jesus taught them to do,”  Hogland, page 45.  The passage  
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in Acts 2:46 is not teaching what he says it is teaching; but, this is nothing new, our brother tries to make 
the versions, translations and scholars teach what he has created!  Here is that “rag-tag effort” of brother 
Hogland.   
 
In the text of Acts 2:46 it is stated this happened from house to house, and from house to house they did it 
daily - “breaking of bread.”    “And day by day, continuing stedfastly with one accord in the temple and       
breaking bread at home, they took their food with gladness and singleness of heart.” Acts 2:46. So, 
according to brother Hogland they took of the Lord’s Supper every day, daily! The “breaking of bread,” is 
done “day by day,” and thus, according to brother Hogland, it is done every day! Because, the breaking 
of bread, in Acts 2:46, was the Lord’s Supper.  Brother Hogland, is there authority to partake of the Lord’s 
Supper on any day of the week; or, is it just on Sunday as stated in Acts 20:7?  You have deliberately made 
this, Acts 2:46, mean what you wanted it to mean and it does not mean that.  Consider the “eating at 
home,” v.34; or, “have ye not houses to eat and drink in?” v. 22; I Cor. 11:34, 22.  This is showing the 
option of the “Lord’s Supper,” being eaten in places other than homes or houses; but, brother Hogland, 
because of a ”self-made doctrine,” wants Acts 2:46 to be the Lord’s Supper, to be the “the eating of the 
Lord’s Supper,” in this text, it will not work, this is done “day by day.”  
 
Do you see the problem of there being only “one cup,” and 8,000 to drink of this “one cup?”  There is a 
reason for them making the argument for “different congregations” in Jerusalem.  If you just have little 
groups partaking the Lord’s Supper he is “dividing the assembly” and this destroys his “no bible class” 
argument!  Now, according to them you have small groups, (different congregations), and the “one cup” 
can be used!  Now, there needs to be a question asked: “Where in the book of Acts does one read of 
“different congregations,” in Jerusalem?”  The question is asked and there is silence.  Nowhere, in the 
book of Acts do you read of different congregations in Jerusalem.  I read of one set of ELDERS.  Elders 
are associated with one congregation and not multiple congregations.  “Tend the flock of God which is 
among you, exercising the oversight, not of constraint, but willingly, according to the will of God; nor yet for 
filthy lucre, yet of a ready mind,” I Pet. 5:2.  According to this text the Elders were “over the flock.”  From 
Acts 2 through Acts 15 there is only one congregation mentioned, at Jerusalem, and that is “THE CHURCH 
AT JERUSLEM!”  The idea of many congregations is like the doctrine of the “one cup,” there is no 
authority for such!  The “many congregations” is a cover up for the “one cup,” question when there are 
8,000 to partake of the Lord’s Supper on Sunday.  Now we are back to the idea of a “RAG-TAG 
DOCTRINE” for both the “one cup” and the congregations of Jerusalem. 
 
The church in Jerusalem and the Elders of the Jerusalem church is just one congregation.  “22 And the 
report concerning them came to the ears of the church which was in Jerusalem,” Acts 11:22.  “4 And when 
they were come to Jerusalem, they were received of the church and the apostles and the elders, and they 
rehearsed all things that God had done with them,” Acts 15:4.  Elders were associated with the church at 
Jerusalem, and Elders were associated with one congregation – Jerusalem, I Pet. 5:2.  Elders of one 
congregation.  Should some argue that there were multiple congregations in Jerusalem, let them prove 
it.  When a person affirms a position he is obligated to prove that position.   The evidence is: there was only 
one congregation, in the city of Jerusalem, and there is where it all started.  It is maintained throughout the 
scriptures – there was only one congregation in Jerusalem.  The argument of 3,000 and 5,000 is good, –  
Was it served with one container?  Now, consider Acts 4:32, the number becomes even more than 5,000. 
Multitudes!  Acts 5:14. “ ….. Men and women.”   “7 And the word of God increased; and the number of the 
disciples multiplied in Jerusalem exceedingly; and a great company of priest were obedient to the faith,” 
Acts 6:7.  “1 …..And there arose on that day a great persecution against the church which was in 
Jerusalem,” Acts 8:1.  Paul joined himself to the brethren in Jerusalem, and went in and out preaching the 
gospel, Acts 9:26-30.  The more I look at this, the more I am convinced that one will have a difficult job 
proving there was more than one congregation in Jerusalem.  As you know, you cannot argue on the silence 
of the scriptures.  Consider the “rag-tag effort” in all this.   
 

 
 

JUST READ THE BOOK! 
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At this time, I need to point out that he makes a diligent effort to make the Bible fit his doctrine.  No longer 
are there those who are reading and studying the Bible to see what it teaches; but rather, a diligent effort 
to make the Bible fit their doctrine.  Do you remember that in the first century they just had the Word 
of God and reading it was enough?  Why cannot we just take the Bible with its simple truths and not 
trust in a person to use different versions, and different scholars to prove their point. God inspired the 
book!  “3  how that by revelation was made known unto me the mystery, as I wrote before in few words, 4 
Whereby, when ye read, ye can perceive my understanding in the mystery of Christ,” Eph. 3:3-4.  Spend 
time reading the book God has given!  Matt. 26:27, “27 And he took a cup and gave thanks, and gave 
to them, saying Drink ye all of it.”  Take a close look at this passage and see what they were confronted 
with, when Jesus told them to, “drink ye all of it.”  They did not drink the physical cup, that would be 
impossible.  The first one to drink did not literally “drink all of it.”  .  The most logical position to take is that 
they all had containers and each container was filled with the “fruit of the vine.”  Each disciple drank of 
the “fruit of the vine.”  In Jno. 4:12, “12 Art thou greater than our father Jacob, who gave us the well, and 
drank thereof himself, and his sons, and his cattle?”  In order for them to “drink of the well,” did they all, 
cattle and people, drink from the same container?  Did each one drinking, have to put his lips to the cup 
before he could drink “of” the cup?  They all “drank of the well;” but, did not all drink from the same 
container; or, put their lips to the same container.  Just read it like it is written.  Forget about the “rag-tag 
effort,” of brother Hogland. 
 
 

MANY COPIES OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 
 
“Singular language is involved in the words ‘a cup,’ or ‘the cup,’ or ‘this cup,’  Therefore, we conclude that only one drinking vessel 

was used in these passages.  How can we come to any other conclusion?” page 7, of his booklet.     Mk 14:23, “23 And he 
took a cup, and when he had given thanks he gave to them: and they all drank of it.”  Now, the question is, 
What did they do?  We know they did not drink the physical container.  That would be an impossibility.  
They drank the contents of the cup, (container).  The emphasis is placed upon the “drinking,” and not 
the container!  They drank what was in the cup (content).  “God decreed that the cup which contains the fruit of the 

vine should represent the new Covenant,” George A. Hogland, page 37, of his booklet.  Now, where did God decree 
this? – this is more of brother Hogland’s telling you what the Bible teaches rather than reading what the 
Bible says. The Bible gives only two elements: (1) Unleavened bread;  (2) Fruit of the vine.  The New 
Testament does not say the Cup represents the New Testament; but, does say what is in the cup (the fruit 
of the vine) is a remembrance of the blood of Christ and the blood is a remembrance of the New Testament.  
In Heb. 9:16-17, “16 For where a testament is, there must of necessity be the death of him that made it.  17 
For a testament is of force while there hath been death: for it doth never avail while he that made it liveth.” 
The “fruit of the vine” is a remembrance of the blood (death) and the death of Christ is what caused the 
New Testament! – It is the “fruit of the vine,” that calls to remembrance the New Testament and not 
the physical cup!  Someone said a long time ago, “It takes a lot of help to misunderstand the Word of 
God.”   I say amen.  Where is the passage that teaches, the cup, represents the New Testament? – This is 
a part of the false conclusion made by brother Hogland.   
 
“Singular language is involved in the words ‘a cup,’ or ‘the cup,’ or ‘this cup,’  Therefore, we conclude that only one  drinking vessel 

was used in these passages.  How can we come to any other conclusion?” page 7 of his booklet.     Brother Hogland seems 
to think when the expression “a cup,” “the cup,” and “this cup” is used, it has reference to one cup!  
(This is argued at the top of page 7, of his booklet).  I wonder what he would do with Mk. 9:41, “41 For 
whosoever shall give you a cup of water to drink, because ye are Christ’s, verily I say unto you, he shall in 
no wise lose his reward.”  If the expression “a cup,” “the cup,” and “this cup” means only one container; 
then, one would have to have the same meaning in this passage?  What if a man gives a person two cups 
of water – would he lose his reward? (Brother Hogland says one is lost when he uses two cups).   If he 
were to extend three cups of water, would he go to hell?  Brother Hogland says yes;     because, you cannot 
use multiple containers in the communion.   Brother Hogland’s logic does not work.   
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“A cup” could mean, I can give more than one cup of water to someone and I can use more than one 
container in the expression “a cup.”  The same is argued for “one cup” per congregation; and thus, one 
New Testament per congregation. 

 
Up to this point, in our study, if there is “one cup” and the cup represents the New Testament; then, there 
can only be one New Testament in a congregation; for, there can only be one cup in a congregation.  But, 
with I Cor. 10:16, there was a cup at Corinth and a cup at Ephesus; this made two cups; yet, the New 
Testament calls the two, one.  If “a cup,” “the cup,” and “this cup,” means only one cup; then, a cup of 
water can only mean one and if you give a person “two cups,” you lose your reward.  Also, don’t forget  
the drinking of the well, in Jno. 4:12. His position would demand the cattle and people drink from the same 
container!  Brethren, do you not realize what a “rag-tag effort” this position is for the one cup? 
 
 

SEEKING TRUTH 
 

In his booklet we find the following: “The Bible can be understood.  All who seek the Truth will find it, Matthew 7:7.  The 

confusion comes when people try to make God say something He has not said.  Man is not by nature an obedient creature.  He has 
been trying to obey God by keeping his own commandments since the beginning of time.  He hasn’t yet learned that this is impossibility.  
Our prayer is that we will all accept what the Bible actually says and forget about what we would like for it to say.  Remember, Jesus 
said, ‘Not everyone that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father 

which is in heaven,’ Matt. 7:21,”  page 6.   After brother Hogland stated what is just quoted, from his booklet, I 
cannot understand why he would want to appeal to the different versions, the different scholars. Why not 
just take his own advice?  Yet, when I read in Matt. 13, why Jesus spake in parables, I am beginning to 
understand.  Note why Jesus spake in parables, quoted from the book of Isaiah: “14 ….. By hearing ye 
shall hear, and shall in no wise understand; And seeing ye shall see, and shall in no wise perceive: 15 For 
this people’s heart is waxed gross, And their ears are dull of hearing, And their eyes they have closed; Lest 
haply they should perceive with their eyes, And hear with their ears, And understand with their heart, And 
should turn again, And I should heal them,” Matt.13:14-15.  Could this be what is happening to brother 
Hogland? 

 
I really do not understand why brother Hogland would make the statement he made on page 6, of his 
booklet and then make an appeal to the versions and scholars to get you to understand what the LORD 
WANTS YOU TO KNOW!  In Matt. 13, Jesus appealed to people in parables – those who wanted to know 
the truth would ask, “Why speaketh thou unto them in parables,” Matt.13:10.  He also told the disciples, 
“Unto you it is given to know the mysteries of the kingdom of heaven, but to them it is not given,” Matt. 
13:11.  Now, my friends, if you want to know the truth about the Lord’s Supper and the cup of the Lord, let’s 
do what brother Hogland is advocating in his booklet – read the New Testament!  Forget the versions and 
the scholars, brother Hogland is leading us away from the meaning of the New Testa-ment.  He is 
determined to lead us in the direction of what he believes and not in the direction of what the New 
Testament teaches.  Do you remember the idea of a “rag-tag effort?”                                                                                                                                                              
 
Brother Hogland has changed positions so much, without him telling you which passage refers to a literal 
cup or the contents, (fruit of the vine), being the meaning.  May I appeal to the Bible?  Please read all the 
texts in the New Testament which has to do with the CUP and I assure you, you can know whether it is 
the container or the contents that is being discussed!  You do not need brother Hogland; nor, his versions; 
nor, his scholars, to determine what the truth is.  God has written his book in such a way, it is there for all 
to understand what he wants you to know.  Give God a chance to tell you what you are to believe – “4 ….. 
let God be found true, but every man a liar,” Rom. 3:4.  Remember the Lord’s teachings were such, “37 ….. 
the common people heard him gladly,” Mk. 12:37.  The New Testament is written in such a way “the 
common people will understand it!”  Give the New Testament a chance.  Read the text without brother 
Hogland telling you what it means!   Let God tell you what HE means!  Please take a look at what brother 
Hogland put in his booklet: “The cup in the Lord’s Supper is never an empty cup.  Please keep that in mind,”  page. 26.  
Enough said.   
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INCIDENTALS 
 

There is a cup involved, there is a table involved and I am confident brother Hogland uses a plate for the 
bread to be passed on.  If there is a representation in the cup; what about a representation in the table?  If 
there is a representation in the cup and the table, what does the plate represent?  This should be given 
careful consideration; because if one represents something, then the others are to represent something.  
The truth is, the table and the plate represents nothing and the cup likewise represents nothing.  These 
are simply vessels for the purpose of distributing the elements of the Lord’s Supper.  The table supports 
the “unleavened bread” and the “fruit of the vine.”  The plate is a “container” for the passing of the bread 
and the cup is a “container” for the passing of the “fruit of the vine.”  Note brother Hogland’s statement on 
page 14 – 15, of his booklet:  “I am saying that when the word cup is used, that word in every case and in every passage 

means ‘a drinking vessel – a vessel out of which one drinks’  or if it is used figuratively, it is  based on ‘a drinking vessel – a vessel 

out of which one drinks,’ The word ‘cup’ never loses its meaning.”   That being the case, each one had his own drinking 
vessel and each one drank of it – their own drinking vessel.  If not why not?  This is the trouble brother 
Hogland gets himself into by using multiple definitions.  It is his Rag-tag effort! 
 

 
THE PLATE FOR THE BREAD 

 
Now, back to the plate, for the passing of the bread.  It is interesting that brother Hogland did not mean 
what he quoted from the Bible early in his booklet, if he uses a plate: “I cannot go beyond the commandments of 

the Lord, to do either good or bad of mine own mind; but what the Lord saith, that will I speak, Numbers 24:13. “  This is found on 
the front page of his booklet – a quotation from the book of Numbers.  According to my New Testa-ment, 
there is no plate mentioned?  Does he add something the New Testament does not say?  Is he practicing 
a doctrine for which he has no authority?  You see, his practice is not according to the New Testament!  I 
read something that fits real well here: “But, what does the false teacher care about context, or about ‘rightly 
dividing the word of truth?’” (2 Tim. 2:15), KJV.  He prefers to play with words, to reach his 
predetermined conclusion.  I believe this to be true of brother Hogland.  He builds his case and in so 
doing whatever helps support his cause is used.  You will notice he puts forth selected versions, selected 
translations, and what he calls scholars.  He picks and choses and then sets forth, not what he believes 
from a study of the scriptures; but rather, what he thinks others believe.  This is not an honest 
presentation of the Word of God.  
  
 

THE NEW TESTAMENT AND HISTORY 
 

I am introducing the following material to offset that which was presented in brother Hogland’s booklet, 
when he appealed to history to show there was only one cup.  Please be advised, there is opposite material 
that can be presented from early history and other reliable authors.   
 
I do not present this as proof of what was practiced in the first century, I believe the New Testament does 
that; but, this is for the purpose of offsetting his material from early fathers and related evidence.  This is 
simply to show there is another side to the story.  Brother Hogland has picked and chosen what he desires, 
to support his hobby.  I introduce this simply to show there is another message from the early fathers.  
Brother Hogland’s message is a “pick and chose” to make it appear he has the backing of the early 
fathers.  I deny that he has that backing and presents material that shows, to say the least, he has only half 
truths to present for his position and what he presents is from men, not God. 
 
***** “The table is also furnished with wine, and cups or glasses for each person, an extra cup being always 
left for the prophet Elias, who they expect as the precursors of the Messiah.  When all are seated around 
the table the first cup of wine is poured out for each.  The head of the house rises and thanks God  
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for the fruit of the vine and for the great day which they are about to celebrate.   He then sits down and 
drinks his cup of wine in a reclining posture, leaning on his left arm.  “The others drink at the same time.”                                                      
        --- CatholicEncy. …. Vol. II, P. 513. 
 
*****  “… and jugs or bottles of wine, with a glass or silver cup for each member of the family and each 
guest, likewise are placed on the table ….. Both in the arrangement of the table and in the psalm, 
benedictions, and other recited matter the Seder (Passover) of the present day agrees substantially with 
the program laid down in the Mishnah.”      --- Jewish Ency. …..  P. 144. 
 

*****  “Wine is on the table with drinking cups for each person present, big or little, and an extra cup stands 
ready filled for Elijah the prophet, should he come in an unbidden guest to honor the feast; though the old 
standards say nothing about this cup.”   --- Jewish Services In Synagogue  and   
                                 Home, by Lewis N. Demvitz, P. 358. 
 

***** “The latter meal (Passover) began by filling each guest a cup of wine, over which the head of the 
family pronounced a benediction.  After this the hands were washed in a basin of water, and a table was 
brought in, on which were placed the bitter herbs, the unleavened bread, the charoseth (a dish of dates, 
raisins, and vinegar), the paschal lamb, and the flesh of the chagigah.  The father dipped a piece of herb in 
the chagigah, ate it, with a benediction, and distributed a similar morsel to all.  A second cup of wine was 
then poured out; the youngest present inquired the meaning of the paschal night; the father replied with a 
full account of the observance; the first part of the Hallel (Psa. 1-7-114 was then sung, a blessing repeated, 
a third cup of wine was drunk, grace, grace was said, a fourth cup poured out, the rest of the (Psa. 115 -
118) sung, and the ceremony ended by the blessing of the song.” 

--- Life of Christ, Frederick William Farrar, 
P. 563. 

 

***** “A cup of red wine, mixed with water, was poured out for each guest ….. At the Passover each 
participant had his own cup to drink from  …”          
        --- Hastings Dictionary of the New   
                                                                                                        Testament, Vol.  2,   P. 326. 
 

***** “We pray and beseech Thee, O Lord, in thy mercy, to let Thy presence rest upon this bread and these 
chalices (Greek: poteria) on the all-holy table.”   --- Ante-Nicene Fathers, Vol. 7, P. 554.  
                                                                                                        Date,  200  A.D. 
 
***** “Then the priest breaks the bread ….. then forthwith he begins to divide and before all to give to each 
chalice a single piece, saying…..    --- Ante-Nicene Fathers,  Vol. 7,  P. 548.  
                                                                                                        Date 200    A.D. 

 

*****  “ …..The others (deacons) bring and set upon the altar the breads and the chalices prepared for the 
Sacred Banquet; … Then, taking his inspiration from the last words, ‘Do this in remembrance of me,’ 
recalling the Passion of the Son of God … and declaring that it is in order to observe this … memorial …  
this euchristic bread and wine.”     --- Nicene & Post-Nicene Fathers, 2nd  
                               series, 14, pp. 138-139.  Date 343 – 381 
                                                                                                        A.D.  
 
***** “The first celebration of the communion after the formed usage was held in April, 1525 ….. The 
communicants were seated around long tables, which took the place of the altar ….. They listened 
reverently to the prayers, the words or institution, the Scripture lessons, taken from the eleventh chapter of 
the First Corinthians … and to an earnest exhortation of the minister.  They then received in a kneeling 
posture the sacred emblems in wooden plates and wooden cups.”   

--- History of the Christian church, Phillip   
Schaff,  Vol. 8, P. 60.  Date 1525 A.D.   
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Brother Hogland says: “Brother Odom claims that ‘individual drinking vessels were used in the communion from the very time 

that Christ instituted the supper’ but the earliest evidence of a plurality is 200 A.D.  When he tries to go back before 200 A.D. to find a 

plurality of cups, it is pure fabrication on his part.  There is absolutely no Biblical or historical evidence of such.” page 41, of his  
booklet.  It is interesting to note brother Hogland acknowledges cups referred to in the second century!  
When I consider the first century as 1 A.D. through 100 A.D. and the second century 101 A.D. through 
200 A.D. and that the last book of the New Testament was written in 96 A.D.  I am amazed.  By 150 A.D. 
many of the early saints had the compiled New Testament in their hands.  Look at it from this standpoint, it 
is easy to see the 200 years was encroaching upon those of the first century.  Brother Hogland does not 
want you to realize this; but rather, wants you to think it was a long time after the first century.  Also, brother 
Hogland does not want you to realize that the first century had just passed and that is where the New 
Testament was delivered - put together.  In the first century it is revealed that the cup is “incidental,” and 
the binding of one container is not bound.  So, there is a testimony, concerning cups being used and it is 
the testimony of the New Testament itself!  Brother Hogland is wrong in his statement of page. 41!  He 
is so interested in the versions, scholars and early fathers, he fails to recognize the New Testament 
evidence! 
  
 

DID PAUL DELIVER THE WHOLE TRUTH? 
 

Did Paul deliver the whole truth to the brethren at Corinth?  It would be interesting to hear his answer 
to this question.  If he says “yes” then nothing is said about the cup representing the New Testament?  If 
he says no; then, Paul, according to him was not delivering full truth.  Either way he goes, he is left in a 
wrong position.  This is the consequence of his doctrine, “container being the New Testament.” Here 
Paul says nothing about that.  There are two elements in this text: (1. Unleavened bread; (2. Fruit of the 
vine.  The “cup” is the contents, - the fruit of the vine, and this calls to remembrance the blood and the 
blood is a reminder of the New Covenant.  
 
“23 For I received of the Lord that which also I delivered unto you, that the Lord Jesus in the night in which 
he was betrayed took bread;  24 and when he had given thanks, he brake it, and said, This is my body, 
which is for you: this do in remembrance of me.  25 In like manner also the cup, after supper, saying, This 
cup is the new covenant in my blood: this do, as often as ye drink it, in remembrance of me.  26 For as 
often as ye eat this bread, and drink the cup, ye proclaim the Lord’s death till he come,” I Cor. 11:23-26. 
Paul places the importance on the, “eating of the bread,” and “the drinking of the cup.”  Brother Hogland 
has three elements, Paul has two elements.  But, let’s take a closer look at this passage.  Paul said, “For 
I received of the Lord.”  Did the Lord deliver the whole truth to the brethren at Corinth?   These are the 
words of the Lord and it is the Lord that delivered the message to Paul.  Did the Lord make a mistake?  
May I be so bold as to suggest there is no representation of the New Testament, by the cup, (container) – 
the Lord did not present such.  My brother is wrong.  Now, whether there is one table or two, one plate 
or two, one cup, or two cups, it is not important.  There was a cup for each one and each drank of the 
“fruit of the vine.” – Matt. 26:27, “….. Drink ye all of it.”  All of the disciples drank at the same time and all of 
them ate at the same time!  Thus, each one had a container, from which they drank.  But you see, this is 
all a part of his rag-tag effort to produce a self-imposed doctrine. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

In my conclusion, I shall note the material presented and the need of certain material too be addressed.  
When one presents a position and affirms it to be true, it becomes his responsibility to prove it to be true.  
Note the standard is the New Testament, this is the law we live under – “THE LAW OF THE SPIRIT OF 
LIFE IN CHRIST JESUS,” Rom. 8:1-2.  Another way of putting this is presented in Gal. 6:2, “THE LAW 
OF CHRIST.”  One will observe this same law as, “THE PERFECT LAW, THE LAW OF LIBERTY,” Jas.  
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1:25.  With reference to a kingly law, it is said, “HOWBEIT IF YE FULFIL THE ROYAL LAW,” Jas. 2:8.  
There is a law and this law must be appealed to, too establish a thing to be right and just.  Brother Hog-
land has failed to do just that, he has not established his position as being scriptural, by the “Law of Christ.”  
The demand is: “21 Prove all things; hold fast that which is good,” I Thess. 5:21. 
May I show the importance of this as is provided in Acts 4, 5?  There is a miracle wrought in Acts 3, a man 
is healed, being lame from his mother’s womb.  When in chapter 4 Peter and John, v. 13, are questioned, 
the Jews want to know: “7 And when they had set them in the midst, they inquired, By what power, or in 
what name, have ye done this,” Acts 4:7.  In Acts 4:9 we find, “9 if we this day are examined concerning a 
good deed done to an impotent man, by what means this man is made whole.”  Notice the words “POWER,” 
“NAME,” and “MEANS” are used to find out by what “authority” they did these things.  This is the same 
thought they presented to the Lord: “23 ….. By what authority doest thou these things? And who gave thee 
this authority?” Matt. 21:23.  Jesus answered by asking a question: “The baptism of John, whence was it? 
From heaven or from men?” Matt. 21:25.  As the Jews sought authority; so, we also ask for authority, for 
that which brother Hogland says, is bound!  He needs to come to the front and show us the “power,” 
“name,” “means;” or, “authority” by which he speaks.  Follow the command in Col. 3:17, “17 And 
whatsoever ye do, in word or in deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father 
through him.”  Please consider some thoughts that need attention! 
 
1.  Please consider this statement at the end of his booklet, page 61: “If you can find where I am wrong on anything 

I have said in this tract, it is your duty to tell me - in order to save my soul, your soul, and the souls of those I teach, Ezek. 3:17-21.  I 

welcome all comments and questions.” – Hogland.  I trust brother Hogland will not feel offended by me doing what 
he asked me to do.  With a sound mind, let him address the material and not exhibit hostility toward me and 
others.   
 
2.   Brother Hogland’s use of translations is improper.  The text of Weymouth, Emphadic Diaglot, NIV and 
others, are used to handpick what he wants.  He has become a “law maker” and is thus a “law breaker,” 
page 2 of this material.   Before a translation is appealed to, it should be established to be a worthy 
translation.  I would dare say, “Anything could be proved, to be true, by the method brother Hogland has 
used.”   This needs to be addressed.  Should I introduce “THE WICKED BIBLE,” and say, “Thou shalt 
commit adultery,” Ex. 20:14, would I be justified?  Would I have a bible explanation?  (This is a bible in 
which they left out the word “not,” (1613 A.D.)  You see, one does not quote what he calls “bible” and 
declare to the world he has bible for what he believes!  This is not how you establish what is right and what 
is wrong.  The “Emphadic Diaglot,” I learned in 1966, was the bible used by the Jehovah Witnesses, as 
their text book, before they made their own translation of the Bible.  The “NIV” is a translation used by the 
Calvinist.  In 1980 I learned all of the translators of the “NIV” were Calvanist and they declared, “We now 
have our version of the Bible.”  I have looked and looked and have read many reviews of the “Weymouth” 
translation and have not found a good review yet.  It seems to be a “one man” translation.  I offer this 
information to suggest to the readers of this material that brother Hogland is “reckless” in his use of these 
materials.  This is not the way to establish bible authority.  
 
3.  An appeal to commentaries; nor to scholars, is proof, or is evidence of what is right or wrong, page 2 
& 3 of this article.  Again, anything can be proved by authors of different commentaries and religious works.   
Name the subject and give me a little time and I will find someone who teaches what is proposed to be 
true; and yet, is wrong.  There can be no standard in such a practice.  What Paul demanded in I Cor 1:10, 
“10 Now I beseech you, brethren, through the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same 
thing, and that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfected together in the same mind and in 
the same judgment,” should be respected.  The Lord warns us about the doctrines of men, Matt. 15:8-9, 
and he also said, through Paul in Col. 2:8, “8 Take heed lest there shall be any one that maketh spoil of 
you through his philosophy and vain deceit, after the traditions of men, after the rudiments of the world, and 
not after Christ.”   Brother Hogland has done the very thing the Lord and Paul said not do!  One does not 
appeal to different commentaries and different authors as proof that a certain subject is Biblical. I believe 
one has to go to the Word of God to establish such to be true.  Brother Hogland  
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has not done this.  Again this shows the “rag-tag effort,” bro. Hogland has undertaken to prove his point. 
 

4.  A difficult passage for those who believe in “one container,” is I Cor. 10:17, page 3, of this article.  
Paul designates a bread at Corinth and a bread at Ephesus; thus making two breads; yet, the bible calls it 
one, I Cor. 10:17.  The same can be argued for the “cup,” I Cor. 10:21.  In this context the two become  
one; yet, brother Hogland does not recognize what is presented.  Until he deals with this argument by Paul, 
and the Lord, he has not proved his point.  This argument is made on the word “we.”  This argument 
cannot be ignored!  This argument proves one container may be two.     
 
4.  To offset the idea of the “we” in I Cor. 10:17, it is suggested there is to be one cup for each 
congregation!  Now, where did they get this idea?  This is an affirmation without proof.  Where does the 
Bible teach there is to be only “one cup” (container) for each congregation?  The proof is on their 
shoulders, they have affirmed this, now, let’s let them prove it?  Here again is the “rag-tag effort” of theirs. 
 
5. Brother Hogland tries to make “many congregations” in Jerusalem,” page 3, 4 of this article – this he 
needs to prove.  Let him take Acts and prove there was more than one congregation in Jerusalem, this he 
cannot do.  Until he does, his one cup theory is unproved. 
 
6. In Lk. 22:17, “17 And he received a cup, and when he had given thanks, he said, Take this and divide it 
among yourselves.”   The question is: “Did he divide the physical cup; or, did he divide the contents of the 
cup?”  We know he did not break the cup into pieces; thus, the physical cup was not divided.  It was the 
contents of the cup that was divided and each person had what was divided.  When the contents was 
divided each person had a container in which the liquid was placed; thus, each one had a container.  Each 
one had a portion that was divided to them – that is what the text says.  That is what the Bible says. 
 
7.  Consider the consequences of the “cup representing,” the New Testament, page 5 of this article.  If 
the cup represents the New Testament and there is only one cup, for which brother Hogland contends.  
There can be only one New Testament per congregation – this is the conclusion to his argument.   
 
8.  If the expressions, (pages 5, 6 of this article,) “a cup,” “the cup,” and “this cup” means only one cup, 
then when a person gives a cup of water in the name of the Lord, there can only be one cup of water.  If 
you give the man two cups of water you will lose your reward, Mk. 9:41.  Again, this is the conclusion of 
his argument and must be addressed.   
 
9.  Last but not least, brother Hogland must face the facts of I Cor. 11:23-26, and face the fact of: “Did the 
Lord and Paul deliver the whole truth to the church at Corinth?” – nothing is said about the “cup 
representing the New Testament!  Care and answer should be given to this question.  The cup in this 
passage was drunk, thus not a physical cup; but rather the cup representing what was drunk, the fruit of 
the vine. 
  
NOTICE:  Please note: I have not used a lot of terms of biblical interpretation; because, this genders  
confusion.  I have tried to emphasize the reading and observing what the New Testament has to say.  My 
intention for this, is to force the discussion back to the Bible – what the Lord has presented to us.  I have 
been interested in Bible words, Bible teaching, and Bible understanding.   
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