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The Modern View of Christ 

I suppose, too, that we are at liberty to form our own views of what Jesus looked 
like. In this age of " debunking " many of the great figures of the past, in all walks of 
life, are examined and shown to be, after all, quite ordinary people, but the halo of 
antiquity or history has surrounded them with a glory they never really were worth. 
Thus we have revolts against " t radi t ional" art: the " g rea t " painters of the past could 
not paint; the " great " musicians could not compose; the " great " literary figures could 
not write: they were stereotyped, conventional, traditional. Now we have broken away 
from these traditional standards and are exercising our liberty without restrictions. 

This " debunking " has no reverence, no manners. Even God and Jesus Christ are 
examined and spoken of as merely persons like ourselves, whom we can contradict or 
ignore. In some respects we claim to be above and superior to God. John Lennon of 
the Beatles claimed that he was wider known and of more importance than Jesus Christ. 
Truly, we ignore the divine revelation that " man is made in the image of God ": we 
have even reversed that truth in our making God in the image of man (Rom. 1:19-23). 
But those terrible words were written of those who had never known the revelation God 
has made in His Son, Jesus Christ, as written in the scriptures. They were " without 
excuse ": how much more are we " without excuse," who have God's fullest revelation ? 

A Human and a Divine Picture 

This play " Son of Man " will be welcomed by many as breaking from tradition, 
refreshing, uninhibited, presenting a flesh-and-blood, down-to-earth picture of Christ. 
But, in spite of our having no description in scripture of the appearance of Jesus, I 
cannot conceive of his looking like a drunken tramp, which was my impression from 
this play; or as a gibbering idiot, as he appears before Pontius Pilate. 

But far worse than the physical depiction was the scant regard paid to what, after 
all, is the only eye-witness testimony to Jesus and His mission and teaching contained 
in the New Testament. The evangelists portray Jesus as one having authority, assured, 
absolutely without doubt of His mission and relationship to God, Son of Man and Son 
of God. This play presents him as uncertain, full of doubts, a declaimer, a victim of 
circumstances, a martyr to his beliefs. No picture is presented of one willingly laying 
down His life, of the power being in His own hands of being able " to lay it down and 
to take it up again." Before Caiaphas and Pilate He appears a pitiable figure. In the 
gospels we see Him as one who has complete control over all that is taking place, as 
being not the judged but the Judge. And when, facing the prisoner, Pilate says to him, 
" I am sorry " the scene borders on farce: it is solemn nonsense. 

As a further illustration of the liberties taken with the gospel records—the only 
authentic ones—we have an incident in which Judas Iscariot, the rich young ruler and 
the lawyer who asked Jesus " Who is my neighbour ? " are mixed up together. Perhaps 
they are meant to be, to suggest that Judas, the ruler and the lawyer were one and the 
same person! 

Another ludicrous episode is the healing of a girl possessed by demons. Jesus takes 
her into his arms, talks to her, nurses her until her hysterics cease, then gently lulls her 
as one would a frightened child. The intent is to show Jesus as a psychological healer. 

This is not realism setting right t radi t ion! To such thinking the gospels are not 
sufficient: they are simply the records of those who saw and heard. We, 1900 years after 
the events, can show with deeper meaning and greater significance the meaning of Christ. 

All this is inevitable when man sets himself to improve scripture, to fill up what 
is lacking in God's revelation. Nevertheless, long after this play has had its run, the 
records of Christ's sublime life, that life itself and the authenticity of the scripture 
writers will stand, clearly telling their message of Him who is Son of Man and Son 
of God. 

It seems significant that the play " S o n of M a n " ends with the cross: there is 
nothing afterwards, no resurrection. But meaning to Christ's life, work and teaching 
is given by the resurrection—" declared to be the Son of God . . . by the resurrection 
from the dead " (Rom. 1:4). C. MELLING 
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Conducted by 

J a m e s Gardiner 

"Docs the literal cup represent the New Testament?" (Luke 22:20; 1 Cor. 11:25). 
Perhaps I should point out straight away that this question comes from a reader in 

Hebrews chapter 9 tells us quite a lot about both the old and new testaments. 
I understand that the only two words in the English language which are completely 
synonymous are " testament" and " wil l"—God's new testament or will for mankind. 
Heb. 9:14 tells us that Christ is the mediator of the new testament and v. 16 says that 
" where a testament is there must also be the death of the testator " and that " a will 
or testament is of no force whatever until the decease of the testator." 

Verse 18 continues by informing us that the first, or old, testament was dedicated 
or ratified by blood and goes on to recall the occasion (v. 19): " F o r when Moses had 
spoken every precept to all the people according to the law, he took the blood of calves 
and of goats, with water and scarlet wool, and hyssop, and sprinkled both the book 
and all the people, saying, This is the blood of the testament God hath enjoined unto 
you. Moreover he sprinkled with blood both the tabernacle, and all the vessels of the 
ministry." 

Likewise, the blood of Jesus Christ has been shed and dedicates or ratifies God's 
new or second covenant with man—a better covenant and dedicated by better and nobler 
blood. This then is what is referred to by, "This cup is the new testament in my blood," 
in Luke 22:20 and 1 Cor. 11:25. 

The question asks, " Does the literal cup represent the New Testament ? " 
My view is that the literal cup does not represent the new testament but the repre

sentation is truly contained in the fruit of the vine. However, having said this, some 
qualification is necessary. Before the fruit of the vine can represent the new testament 
dedication it must be contained in a cup, for when one talks of the " cup of the Lord " 
one of necessity envisages a cup just as one envisages a table when one talks of the 
"table of the Lord." Without the cup and the table such terms are a nonsense. When the 
fruit of the vine is in the grape on the bush or vine it cannot be described as the " cup 
of the Lord." When it is crushed and put into a thirty-gallon barrel it still can't be 
described as the " cup of the Lord." Likewise when it is in a bottle in transit to the 
church secretary. In fact it cannot be so described until it is in a cup and on the Lord's 
table, and thereafter dispensed—only then is it the " cup of the Lord." 1 Cor. 10:21 
says "Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils: ye cannot be partakers 
of the Lord's table and the table of devils," and therefore I am safe in concluding that 
" the cup of the Lord " and " the table of the Lord " are scriptural terms. The literal 
cup does not therefore represent the new testament, as the question asks, but the fruit 
of the vine, contained in a cup, is the new testament in His blood. As has been said 
many times before, the figurative (by metonymy) depends upon the literal. The phrase 
" the kettle is boiling " depends upon the existence of a kettle, and if several kettles 
are envisaged the phrase would require to be " the kettles are boiling." Similarly one 
could not accurately say " the kettle is boiling " if the water being boiled was in a 
clothes boiler. We could not talk of " the cross of Chr is t" without an actual cross 
having been employed. 

Such phrases, for their very existence, depend upon one table, one cross, one kettle 
and one cup. I make no apology for labouring this seemingly obvious point, nor do I 
make apology for saying that a plurality of cups at the Lord's table does an injustice 
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to and is a travesty of the term " the cup of the Lord." One has as much right to talk 
of " individual tables " as " individual cups," because the oneness of " the table of the 
Lord " is as much a single unit as the " cup of the Lord." If we all had individual 
tables and individual cups, presumably we could all stay at home and worship in 
isolation ? 

What Jesus Did 

I believe that Jesus knew as much about metonymy as we do, and perhaps a little 
more; and He, with a cup and contents in His hand said," This cup is the new testament 
in my blood "; and I believe if we do likewise we shall do well, whether or not we, in 
our human wisdom, can see any significance in the implementation of a cup. God chose 
the vessel, just as in the old covenant God chose the vessels of the sanctuary; and who 
would have dared, under the old covenant, to meddle with or set aside that arrangement. 
Personally I would prefer the Lord's arrangement to that of a latter-day Presbyterian 
" minister." 

We are often referred to Luke 22:17, which says " A n d he took the cup, and gave 
thanks, and said, Take this, and divide it among yourselves . . . . " and the quotation 
is intended to show that as Jesus was not intending His disciples to break the cup into 
little pieces then He was reckoning the cup as of no consequence at all. Surely this verse 
is to be approached in exactly the same way as we would read Mark 14:3, concerning 
the woman with the alabaster box of ointment of spikenard " . . . . and she brake the 
box, and poured it on his head." Obviously similar phraseology indicating that it was 
the contents of the box she poured on his head, not the box. In like manner the disciples 
were to share the contents of the cup thus indicating that one cup held the contents. It 
would have been pointless for Jesus to have said, ' divide it among yourselves' if it had 
already been divided into numerous vessels. For a commentary on what Jesus meant 
by " divide it among ourselves'" we have a parallel passage in Matt. 26:27 which quotes 
Jesus as saying, " Drink ye all of it." It is possible to divide something without drinking 
it, but in drinking it they thus divided it. It is important to note that Paul was not 
present with the disciples at the institution of the feast but gives us an account of it in 
1 Cor. 11:23 onwards which is virtually the gospels verbatim, indicating that Jesus told 
him in fine detail exactly what had taken place, and also indicating most strongly that 
Jesus wanted Paul and all disciples to follow faithfully that procedure demonstrated by 
Him at the institution of the feast. Men meddle with this at their peril. 

Why One Cup ? 

In one final point I would like to comment briefly on the criticism often heard that 
one cup limits the size of a congregation. It is suggested that this is a drawback and a 
flaw in the wisdom of God. The one cup most surely limits the size of the congregation, 
and surely we recognise this as an evidence of the great wisdom of God. It does not 
limit the size of the church, only the size of the local congregation. In this way the 
congregation is kept to a hundred-and-fifty or so, to a size which is workable and 
manageable where each member can know all the others and be in a position " to bear 
one another's burdens." I recall a recent occasion when a sister came from U.S.A. to 
England for a holiday and met another American sister. During their conversation the 
astounding fact emerged that they were both members of the same congregation back 
home. Surely some congregations must be far too large numerically, and I would 
suggest that as soon as a church is too big to be catered for by the cup it is just too big, 
and some members should hive off and witness for the Master in some other part of the 
town or area. 

When one considers the beautiful and artless simplicity of the feast, as instituted by 
our Lord at His table, one can but stand amazed and appalled that this same holy 
ordinance of God, albeit simplicity personified, should have become a stone of stumbling 
amongst the professed disciples of Christ, resulting to our shame in the dividing asunder 
of churches and in the destruction of that very communion it was intended to promote 
and create. 

(Questions, please, to James R. Gardiner, 88 Davidson Terrace, Haddington, 
East Lothian, Scotland) 
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A MISSIONARY EFFORT 
N.W. 21st St. Church of Christ, 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 

18th February, 1969 
Dear Brother(s) in Christ, 

The church on N.W. 21st Street in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, U.S., has been 
sponsoring a mission programme in Malawi, Africa, with the help of sister churches 
in the United States for several years. We have asked the James Grant family of the 
Wallacestone congregation in Scotland to go to Malawi where Bro. Grant will work as 
a missionary among the African churches. This letter is an appeal to you for help with 
Bro. Grant's travelling expenses. 

Perhaps you wonder why we are appealing to you for help. The congregations 
here which believe as we do are closer in faith and practice to most of the British 
churches than to the other churches of Christ in America. This is especially true in 
such matters as opposing individual cups, one-man ministry, going to war and other 
things. In comparison with the other churches of Christ here, our membership is small. 
We are asking for help in this work simply because we need it. 

We asked Bro. Grant to go to Africa (rather than one of ourselves) for several 
reasons. One is economic. Bro. Grant lives about half the distance from Africa that 
we do. More importantly, there are compelling historical reasons. Malawi was explored 
and developed by Scottish people. (Blantyre, Malawi, was named after Blantyre, Scot
land). An English family and a Scottish sister, Mary Bannister, helped to plant the 
gospel in Malawi over half a century ago. Sister Bannister was from the Slamannan 
district. The Wallacestone church, as well as others in Britain, has for some time helped 
the Malawi Christians with bibles, tracts, clothes and in other ways. Because of the 
interest we share with them in the gospel in this area, it seemed very reasonable for us 
to send Bro. Grant. The church here is in substantial agreement with Bro. Grant 
doctrinally. We do not believe he is violating his principles in accepting support from 
us, and we feel free to ask your help. 

If you are able to help in this work send a contribution to brethren John Baird and 
Tom Read, c/o Seaview Cottage, Wallacestone, Falkirk, Stirlingshire; they will place it 
in a special fund to help to pay Bro. Grant's fare to Malawi. The church at Wallace
stone fully endorses and gives its blessing to this venture and appeal. The Grant family 
will leave for Africa, God willing, as soon as all prudent arrangements can be made, 
perhaps by summer. We have asked them to stay in Africa for approximately three years. 

May God bless you all in His service. 
Sincerely in Him, JAMES ORTEN 

(for 21st Street Church of Christ) 

[EDITOR'S COMMENT: We have been asked to bring the above letter to the notice of 
the British churches through the " S.S." and to add a word of endorsement. We are 
happy to do both. Several brethren in England and Scotland clearly remember Bro. 
Orten's visit in 1966, when he met and had fellowship in the gospel with several 
congregations and individuals. We learned to love and esteem him for his grasp and 
understanding of the views of his brethren here concerning New Testament Christianity. 
In his turn Bro. Orten encouraged us in helping us to realise that there are still in the 
United States many brethren who strive closely to adhere to this noble cause. 

Since that visit close contacts have been maintained between us, both in letters 
and in publications. 

So far as our personal knowledge goes, we warmly commend also our Bro. Grant 
as one eminently fitted by his deep spirituality, his zeal, his knowledge and under
standing of the Scriptures, and his level-headedness and commonsense for this noble and 
responsible task. And we wholeheartedly subscribe to the appeal for the necessary 
money to finance this undertaking. Let us give generously. Here is an opportunity to 
increase the very little we have done to send the gospel into all the world.] 
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