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Tl I Ir. 10( l'OSITURY TIMES. 

well'; if we say that to Clirist, I It- will t11l1c the 
dll' intn His own hand, allll I le will Hl1u11p uur 
lili' f1l1' \IS, 

:\nd what do you think the impn'NHinn will be? 
Why, it will be just a portrait of I lituHdl'. In 
l•ld<'n days the kings had on their royl\l HelllR their 

own portraits, a11d wh1•11 tli1:y stamµed anythin~ 
with the royal R!:111 ,:v,:ry on1: knew it belonged to 
the king, for they Hnw hi11 image there. So with 
Christ's seal. ( )th,:r~ loc,king on us, and 9eein~ 
the impression on our r:lay, will say, 'They tnn 
belong to Christ.' 

------,+------

Hv THE REv. JAMES MoFl•'ATT, D.D., D.LITT., PROFESSOR 01,• CHURCH H1sT0Rv IN THE 

UNmm FR1m CHURCH COLLEGE, GLASGOW, 

\Yt1AT does Paul mean by this ellipticnl phrase in 
hi~ description of the Christian's relntion to the 
Lord's Supper? The passage ( 1 Co I x»O) runs 
thus : 'For he who eats and drinks without a 
proper sense of the body (µ.~ oto.,cp{vwv T~ 

crwµn), eats and drinks to his own condemnation.' 
It ·fnlls to be interpreted in the light of the pre
ceding discussion upon the meaning of the Lord's 
Supper, and the variety of opinions with regard to 
xo1Gf, u 1rr. is reflected in the variety of interpreta
tions assigned to 1129• The problem has been 
again opened by Professor Morgan in his recent 
original work on The Religion and Theology of 
Paul (p. 224). It is of vital importance for the 
understanding of Paul's attitude towards the sacra
ment; but, before referring to Profe'ssor Motgan's 
theory, we had better survey the rival interpreta
tions of the phrase. 

They fall into two ·groups, familiar to students 
of the Epistle and its criticism. (i.) The most 
obvious is, 'not discriminating between the body' 
of the Lord, as represented by the consecrated 
bread, and the ordinary bread at the church Supper. 
The greedy, selfish person who snatches at the 
food, till ofteo none is left for others, acts avo.ftw~ 
(v.2i); he fails to see that.there is any real difference 
between the bread and wine of this Supper and 
the provisions at an ordinary meal. Such behaviour, 
as Paul has said, 'makes it impossible for you to 
e:it the Lord's supper (Kvp,aKov BE,1rvov) when you 
hold your gatherings' (v. 20). It is an act of irrever
ence, which renders the perpetrator guilty of 
sacrilege, in the ancient sense of the term, namely, 
guilty of violating a sacred order which avenges 
itself upon tht offender. He has to answer for a 
sin against (froxy,, v. 2•) the body and the blood of 

the Lord, represented by the bread and wine ; as 
he eats and drinks, in his profane, careless way, he 
involves himself in a condemnation or Kp[p.a (v. 211), 

which comes immediately into operation (v.30). 

This view seems to tally with the situation at 
Corinth. From Paul's language (11 17r·) we gather 
that the local church was in the habit of gathering 
for an evening love-feast or charity-supper, at which 
the Eucharist was also celebrated. This love-feast 
was the Christian equivalent for the supper of the 
guilds; it was not a 'sacrament' in the modern 
sense of the term, i.e. a gathering at which the 
eating is only a form, but a real supper I of the 
church, the food being provided by the wealthier 
members in the main. Only, at Corinth some 
were in the habit of hurrying to eat what they bad 
brought, without waiting for the poor slaves or 
tradesmen who could not arrive till their day's 
task was done. This indecent behaviour was a 
disgrace to the church. It showed the cliques 
and sets within the church; it brought out invidi
ous distinctions of social position, which were 
entirely out of keeping with the unity of the Church 
as the Lord's Body. . Also, it left the late-comers 
with little or nothing to eat at all. Finally, it 
betrayed a gross disrespect for the religious aspect 
of the loaf and the cup. According to the inter
pretation under review, it is this last point which 
is pressed home by the apostle in v. 2~. No one 
who had a proper sense of what the bread and the 
wine at the love-feast of the Lord meant, would 
behave so greedily that some of his fellow-members 
·would have to go without any of the food, while 

1 'T)n vrai souper, oi1 chacun mang<!ait sckin sa faim, 
seulement. avec une haute intenliun mysLictu<:' ( l{enan, 

S, Paiit, p. 265). 
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lw hitm.-lf might actually be drunk hy pnrlnkin~ 
11,t, frl'c-ly of the wine (v.M1),l H y1111 wnnl t.o 11,ive 
it·nn,'rs to ead1 other or to RAliNh' ynm nppelilc~ 
nw,,,ty. do that at home (v,MY); thew tlw hrcnd 
''.'~d th<' wine are not what they al'l' at t.lw 1wrw•1<ov 
~t1r.1·01·. 

~ii.) :\nother interpretation is: 'Not. tnkinl,( a 
ri~ht Yirw of the body' (as represenlcll in the 
bn·:1d), i.('. failing to appreciate the full nm\ deep 
sii:;nilicance of the bread as a religious symbol or 
sign. Instead of blaming the Chr istinns at 
l'urinth for failing to draw a difference between 
tht' <'flicacy of the sacramental loaf nnd an ordinary 
l(laf. the apostle is supposed _to warn them against 
:111 inadequate appreciation of the sacramental loaf 
itsdf. Apparently this was the view of Chrysostom 
(1u1 l$mI.(wv, ,.,,~ lvvowv, ~~ XP~, TO ,.,,~y,Oo~ TWV 
r.poKEl/lil'wl', ,.,,~ A.oyt(oµ.Evo~ TOY oyKOI' n)~ 8U1pea~); 
the man ' does not inquire into, does not under
stand, as he should, the greatness of what is put 
before him, does not appreciate the importance of 
the free gift.' 

But where did this lack of spiritual apprehension 
lie;' The interpretation branches into two lines. 

(a) According to some, especially Dean Stanley, 
for example, by 'the Body' is meant the unity of 
the Christian Church as the Lord's Body, a unity 
which is broken and disparaged by the selfish 
conduct of these Corinthians. In 101or., after 
asking, 'The cup of blessing, which we bless, is 
that not participating in the blood of Christ? the 
bread we break, is that not participating in the 
body of Christ? '-the apostle at once adds, in a 
parenthesis • for many as we are, we are one bread, 
one body, since we all partake of the one bread.' 
This instinctive comment shows how deeply the 
idea of the unity of the Church, as prefigured in 
the Eucharist, had penetrated the mind of Paul ; 
it shows also that, after speaking of the bread and 
the cup, he could sum up the particular significance 
of the Supper as 'the bread,' and correlate that 
with 'the body.' This figurative or mystical sense 
of 'the body' 2 is held to underlie p,~ 8ia.,cplvwv T~ 

1 'One took the holy bread to assuage his hunger, another 
drank the wine when he had already confused hi• brains by 
drinking, making no distinction between this and any other 
bread and wine' (Hausrath, History of N. T. Times, iv. 27). 

" As in 1212• 18 (' by one Spirit we have all been baptized 
into one body'), 1227 (' you are Christ's body, and severally 
members of it'), etc. Weizsiicker (Apostolic Age, ii. 282)1 

reading ro indp uµ,wv in J 1"', refused to see aNy allusion lo 
Christ's death except in lhe cup; the bread was the symbol 

m711m in , ,~". Whn1 1'11111 h~.s been censuring 
(v.lRf·) is thr. R1~lfiHh111·~" and lack <,f consideration 
at the church l{allir.ri11w1, I.Iii: display of party-spirit 
and unhrolherly ii;n:1:d. Wh:it he desires is a due 
appreciation, on th,: pnrt of each worshipper, of 
what member11hip in '11111 l1ody' involves. To 
partake of the S11p1wr properly, one must recognize 
it as imposing ohlii,::1LiorrH of brotherly love and 
fellowship. To cat nnd drink 'worthily' (&.f{w~) 
is to do so recognizing that they are 'participating 
in the body and the blood of the Lord ' (,coivwvoi 
Tov UtiJf',a.To~ Ku,. Tov <t'l1w.rr,~ Toil ,cvpf.ov). In fact, the 
Body ( To uw,.,_u) here recalls the Church ( rrjs (KKA7J· 
ula.s TOU O,ov) of v, 2il, 

The stress laid by this interpretation 3 upon the 
unity of the Church corresponds to the introductory 
pa-ragraph (vv.rn-22) and to the conclusion (vv. 38• 84), 

in which Paul reiterates his protest against the 
selfishness which reduc<c:d the supper to a private 
meal, instead of a common gathering for fellowship. 
The stress of 'the other (b) line falls upon the use 
of uwfLa. -in the special account of vv.23•27, as 'the 
sacrificial body of the Lord in connexion with the 
bread or loaf of the Eucharist. In p,~ 8ia.Kpfrwy 
'l'o uw,.,_a., Paul censures the indifference of the 
Corinthian Church, or of some of its members, to 
the true meaning of the bread (v.24, 'this is my 
body,' -rowo fLOV lcrrlv To uwfl-0), He therefore 
recalls them to the interpretation of the rite which 
he had originally given them (v.23, 'which also I 
delivered to you,' 8 /(0/, ,ra.p,8w,ca. wp,'iv ), in close 
connexion with the death of Christ. At Corinth 
he had emphasized this truth, set it vividly before 
their conscience and imagination, 'proclaiming' it 
(2lf., Ka.Ta.y'.yiA.Xwv vµ.'iv TO P,V<T'T~piov TOV 8Eov· 0~ 

ya.p lKptva. n El8o-a.i w VfLIV t:l p,~ 'l-quovv Xptcrrov Ka., 
TOVTOY lcrra.vpwp.l11ov), and he had instructed them 
on the meaning of the Supper from the same point 
of view as a rite in which they ' proclaimed ' the 
death of the Lord (112Bf,, note ilua.Kts (Ctv lo-Di~, 
TOY aPTOV TOVTOI' ,col TO ff'OT~ptOJ/ ,rtnyrE, TOV 8a11a.TOV 
-roii ,ropfov ,ca.Ta.yyiXXET£, I 1!0). What had led 
the Corinthians to ignore or undervalue this inter-

of Christ's presence with the Church, for Paul, though the 
Synoptic formula, 'This is my body,' meant 'the body of 
Christ as the unity of the church.' This is doubly wrong. 

8 It tallies with the prayer over the bread in the Didache 
(9i) : 'As this broken bread was scattered upon the hills and 
was brought together ancl made one, so let thy church be 
gaihered together from the ends of the earth into thy 
kingclom '-although the reference is eschatologiClll, and 
slightly fanciful. 
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pretation, we rn11 1111ly ~1u·s~. Was it a mere 
irreverent habit ? l lr luul I lwy hl'J,(llll to make the 
sacrificial meal, n11 in the lij,\hl ur contemporary 
cult-feasts, a mcnns or p1uticip1tlion in the life of 
the Risen Lord hy l'Hli1111, 111111 llrinldng (1010r,)? 
Probably the forml'r, But in any case they 
required to be hr,111~ht hack to the solemn 
truth that what they did was • in remembrance 
or Christ's death, nnd that what they ought to 
do was to approprintc 1 lis death gratefully and 
eagerly. 

Professor Morgan's view agrees with this. He 
finds the determining pnssage in 'This do in 
remembrance of me. For as often as ye eat this 
bread, and drink the cup, ye proclaim the Lord's 
death till he come' (vv. 116• 110),, words which Paul 
added to the primitive trndition, and which form 
the index to his own conception. ' A memorial of 
Christ's sacrificial death, a means of proclaiming 
it-that and that alone is what the Supper signifies 
for Paul. And if we are right in supposing that he 
finds the Corinthinn observance not merely dis
figured by moral abuses, but. also defective in the 
matter of knowledge, may we not say that what he 
misses in it is precisely the vital thing-a recogni
tion of Christ's sacrificial death (cf. I Co 2 1f•); 

With all their striving after mystic knowledge and 
mystic union, the Corinthian Christians failed to 
"discern" in the· Supper the Lord's broken body 
and shed blood. They were guilty of the body 
and blood of the Lord in the sense that they 
ignored and flouted the significance of these divine 
realities.' This is true to the reiterated mention of 
'in memory of me' ( d~ 'fT/V lµ~v &.va.µ.vquiv, vv. 24• 26). 

The Supper was not to Paul a commemorative 
festival, as in some Greek guild a banquet might 
be held in annual memory of a departed member. 
The Lord was living (cf. 'till he come,' tJ.XP,~ oi 
tA.0v, v. 26). He was present as 'Lord' (Kvp,o~) at 
the Lord's Supper (KVptaKov 8£i:'!l'Vov). But He was 
not present at it as He had been at the Supper 'on 
the night when he was betrayed.' That Supper 
was a prophetic anticipation of the death which 
the Christian Eucharist commemorates as the basis 
of living fellowship with God. Consequently to 
sin against I the body and the blood of the 'Lord I 

is to sin against the sacrificial death, to be in
different to what the Supper means for all true 
disciples. It has nothing to do with any failute to • 
recognize in the actual loaf either a symbol of the 
divine reality or a vehicle for the transmission of 

thn I ,ord'N lil1, into the participant who d1i,:,,~t" l,i" 

niond. 1 

( lrl~ of lite crucial difficulties in decidinl( wliir;l1 
of Lim variouH interpretations is cMrN:t, i~ r,,,t 
linguiALi<: but historical. l!Jua,cp{v,,w may rll':;in 

'nppreci1tlin11' in v.~g, 'taking a right vi,,w ,,r' 
altho11Kh it cloee not follow that Paul 1m:d :i,, 

flexil,lc n, term in exactly the same sen~e both in 
11Uu nncl in r 181 (if we only judged our live11 
truly, we would not come under the r .r,rd's 
judgment' c: ,l 8~ faVTOiii 8mcp{voµ.«v, ov,c ~v J,cpw,;.. 
p.•Ba); ho might well be playing on the difforent 
meanings of the term, and in 47 he had certainly 
used the verb to mean 'discriminate' or 'sirlf(le 
out' (' who maketh thee to differ, who singles y,Ju 
out?' .,-{9 yrip er, 8r.a,cp,vei:). The further and 
harder problem is, Wh11.t was the precise situation 
to which he was referring? How was the Loru's 

.Supper connected with the love-feast ? We do 
not even know whether it was celebrated at the 
beginning or at the end of the common meal. 
The members at Corinth assemblt:d, we may 
assume, 'in the Lord' (o- K1Jptie) for a Lord's 
Supper (Kvp,a,cov 8£mov), to be partaken of in 
presence of the Lord (Kvpw,) as their invisible 
Host and Head, with whom, as they ate and drank, 
they were in vital union; the holy kiss and the 
breaking of bread together were simple, realistic 
expressions of their corporate unity ; and a solemn 
blessing, invoking and recognizing the presence of 
the Kvpio~, opened the meal. But was there a 
special loaf, was there a special, cup, set apart for 
the Lord's Supper, during the course of the meal? 
Or were the entire materials of the simple feast 
regarded as consecrated by the initial blessing, so 
that the Church Supper corresponded to the 
'breaking of bread' elsewhere, e.g. in the Church 
at Jerusalem? If the latter view is taken, the first 
interpretation (i.) becomes less probable than the 
second (ii.). 

What tells further against (i.) is the probability 
that if such had been Paul's meaning, be would 

1 Professor Morgan's trenchant refutation of this hypothesis 
(pp. 213 f., 224 f. ), which is enjoying a passing vogue in some 
quarters, agrees with Schweitzer and J. Reville in brushing 
aside the attempt to interpret 11 111 in the light of 1011, as if 
1 the body' were the divine nature identified with the loaf of 
which the worshippers ate. In Dr. P. T. Forsyth's Ckur~ii 
and tk8 Sacraments (p. 15a), Pro.Cessor H. T. Andrews 
pleads that ' honest exegesis ' obliges us to adopt some such 
interpretation. 'Honest' is hardly lhe adequate epithet lo 
be ear-marked for ~x~gt~is of this kind. 
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h:1,·t" written : 'For he wh11 c'nl:• nncl drink~ without 
discerning or discrimin:1ti111-1, tile' h11dy """ the /1/ood, 
C':11s and drinks to his own conclc·1111111lion.' In 
i-h1irt, this interpretation i~ not ndc•q11ntc lo the 
full nwaning or p,i) 81.aK,,it•uw ,.,\ ,,;;,,,n. At best, it 
s11!,!gcsls a starting-point for thnt nwnning, and the 
1•1111tc11t of StaKp{1,£w -r?i u101ta l'C\l(llircs lo be filled 
11111· from the context, espci:inlly from what has 
hl'cn said about avall<ui (' 1111worlhily ') and 8oKt

,,.,~&w ilE av0pwrro<;; fov-rov (' let: \~Very man examine 
himself'= v.81 ). Now these phrnsc~ suit (ii.) ex• 
nctly. 'A,,a~{wi. denotes the frnnw of mind which 
does not trouble to put itself into line with the 
object of Christ in the Supper. To partake 
'unworthily' (ava[{w<;;) is to partake without any 
due recollection or perception of the death and 
passion which the rite commemorntcs. This is of 
course irreverent ; it is to eat the bread and drink 
the wine as if they meant nothing special. But that 
irreverence consists in the irrelevance of the com
municant to the feast. 'Avallw,. is 'carelessly,' 
'heedlessly,' not 'unworthily.' And this is what 
the next phrase about 'testing oneself' implies. 
'Let a man test himself; then he can eat from 
the loaf and drink from the cup.' Let him make 
sure that he knows what he is doing, let him 
realize his position, as one for whom the Lord died, 
as a member of the community, of the Body of 
Christ. The best preparation for partaking in the 
Supper, Paul implies, is a realization of the infinite 
obligations we are under to Christ and to one 
another. 

I say, 'to Christ and to one another,' 1 because, 
although the second (ii.) interpretation is prefer
able, it is quite unnecessary to narrow the meaning 
of I'-~ 8iaKptvc,w -ro uwµ,a. Both (a) and (b) are 
required to round off its significance. On the one 
hand, -ro uwp,a must retain some of the suggestive
ness of vv _23-29• ' The Lord Jesus took a loaf . . . 
saying, This loaf means my body (To crwp,a) broken 
for you. . . . As often as you eat this loaf . . . 
you proclaim the Lord's death . . . he who eats 
the loaf carelessly ... will have to answer for a 
sin against the body (-roii uJp,a-ro'l) of the Lord.' 
It is to this sacrificial significance of the Supper 

I Calvin (on 1 Co I 129 ) recognizes this explicitly. 'Vides 
expeditissimam methodmn. Si rite vis uti Christi beneficio, 
fidem afferas et poenitentiam : in his ergo duobus constitit 
examen, ut venias bene preparatus. Sub ·poenitentia 
charitalem includo: nam qui sibi renuntiare didicit, ut se 
Christo eiusque obsequio addicat, ille etiam prncul dubio 
unilalem a Christo commendalam ex animo cotet.' 

that 1'11ul iH r,•1·111lini( the Corinthians. Whf:n hr 

addR, ' for Ii,~ who cnts and drink~ (p.~ ~'·"·"f'lv, .. v 
-ri\ m7,,,.n), 1mtH nnd drinks to his own doom,' T'• 

rr,~µ,n. iR n 1:ornp11ct. expression for the forcgr,ini,: 
'body nncl blood '; to eat the loaf without rencr:t
ing what it mctrnH i11 the Eucharist i!l fatal, tha.t i~ 
Paul's point, H t.111:reis not a blessing in it, thr.rP. 
is a curse, nnd the blessing depends upon thP. 
reverent nppr<:cintion of the Supper as commemor
ating the Death, 

Or rnthcr, it iH Paul's pri'mary point, we, should 
say. As we have .seen, the turn of thought and 
expression in , 0 10• 17 proves that -ro crwµ,a for Paul 
in this connexion carried the further sense of unity 
with the Lord. When he speaks of the Church 
participating in th1;: body of Christ, as the loaf is 
broken and eaten at the Eucharist, he can in
stantly think of the Church itself as the Body of 
Christ. The mystical, imaginative expression calls 
up both truths together. For the object and end 
of Christ's sacrificial death is reconciliation to 
one another, through reconciliation to God ; the 
essential meaning of the Eucharist, as of the sacri
fice which it represe.nts, is in one aspect the 
common fellowship of those who are 'in the Lord' 
(lv Kvp{~). The love-feast, with which the Supper 
was conjoined at Corinth, was intended to express 
the common life of Christians as the Body of the 
Lord, and this is close to Pau~s mind in I Co 
1117•84. He begins with it and ends with it. What 
he denounced as utterly incompatible with any 
proper observance of a 'Lord's' Supper (Kvp,aKov 
8Et?rVov) was the selfish individualism which the 
Corinthians showed : tKau-ro<;; yap -ro Wiov 8£i.'m,ov 
1rpo>..aµ,{3&.vu (vv,20. 21), 'for every one takes his own 
supper.' He is about to deal with this in chap. 12, 

where the conception of the Body and its members 
is developed, in order to pr6ve the weakness and 
absurdity of this tKacrrot individualism. But 
already, in discussing the Supper, he has it in 
mind. And when he closes by telling the 
Corinthians to wait for one another at their church 
gatherings, instead of disregarding their fellow. 
members (vv, 88• 84), he is reiterating a counsel which 
he had already suggested in p,~ 8iaKp(vwv -ro uwµ,a. 

It is therefore unnecessary to confine the mean
ing of µ,~ 81aKp,vwv -ro uwµ,a either to (a) or to (b) 
of the second interpretation. Neither in view of 
1ol6f, nor in the light of 11 17r. can we say, with 
Professor Morgan (op. dt. p. 226), that the Lord's 
Supper meant 'a memorial of Christ's sacrificial 
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1k:11h -that and that alone' lo 1'11111, Jllitl lcRR that 
'llw 1'01H'l'ption of the rile IIR hi1111i11~ lielicvcrs 
11111, 11 fett,,wship with one 1motlwr 1wv1·r emerges' 
qi .• ' 11 ). Mr. Srawley is right in 11r1,111i11K that, while 
tlw prilllary reference of T<> iri,,1rn in v.~0 is to the 
'liPdy' ~cf. v. ~4), 'it is possilih- • - I would put it 
Ill• >n' ~lrongly, it is highly pnib11bl1•--' thnt he has 
in Yit\W the· more inclusive SL'llSt' of "hotly" re-
1,·rr,·d to in I Co 1010• 17. Jly his iil'llish action 
tlw ril-her brother failed to rcco~nize that the 

THE CRITIQUE OF, PURE REASON. 

llR. NORMAN KEMP SMITH, McCosh Profe;~~f 
Philosophy in Princeton University, has written 
A Commentary to Kant's ' Criti9ue of Pure Reason ' 
(Macmillan; 21s. net). In theology a distinction 
is made between a Commentary and an Exposition, 
the former being an explanation of the author's 
words and phrases, with only an incidental refer
ence to his thought; the latter being an explanation 
of his thought, with only an occasional reference to 
his phraseology. Dr. Kemp Smith's Commentary 
is an Exposition. 

Few books that have been written require a 
Commentary (we keep Dr. Kemp Smith's word) 
more than Kant's Criti9ue of Pure .Reason. For it 
is not merely defective in clearness or popularity of 
expression. 'That,' as Professor Kemp Smith 
says, ' is a commqn failing of metaphysical treatises, 
especially when they are in the German language, 
and might pass without special remark. What is 
much more serious is that Kant flatly contradicts 
himself in almost every chapter, and that there is 
hardly a technical term which is not employed by 
him in a variety of different and conflicting senses. 
As a writer, he is the least exact of all the great 
thinkers.' 

What is the ~xplanation ? The explanation is 
that the Critique was written in portions during a 
period of eight years, and at the end of that period 
(q8o) the portions were run together into one 
treatise within the space of five months. Even 
the piecing together of these manuscripts was done 
.under such disadvantages as made coherence an 
impossibility. For Kant objected to the sucrifice 

sacred melll was a followM11ip <if believers with 
Christ and with one :u1oth,:r. It was the sacra
ment of their incorpomt.iori in ( :hrist. The abust:s 
at Corinth turned it into A 1,rivate meal' (Encyclo
predia of Reli1;io11 m11i El/1ic1, v. 543b). Hent::e 
the deliberate choice of T,\ ,,r;,,,.(J, in 11 29, not simply 
because it summeJ up c:oni:isely the idea of 'the 
body and the blood ' (the body suffering death by 
the shedding of blood), but also because it called 
up the idea of the Body of Christ as the Church. 

of an argument if once it had been committed to 
writing. ' If it could be inserted, no matter at 
what cost of repetition, or even confusion, he 
insisted upon its insertion.' 

Here is room enough for inconsistency. But 
there is more. Kant's supreme merit as a philo
sophical thinker, especially as shown in the first 
Cn"tique, is his open-minded recognition of the 
complexity of his problems, and of the many 
difficulties which lie in the way of any solution 
which he is himself able to propound. Kant's 
method of working seems to have consisted in 
alternating between the various possible solutions, 
developing each in tum, in the hope that some 
midway position, which would share in the merits 
of all, might finally disclose itself. When, as 
frequently happened, such a midway solution could 
not be found, he developed his thought along the 
parallel lines of the alternative views. 

Last of all comes the fact of more than one 
edition. Of the result Dr. Kemp Smith gives a 
striking example when he is dealing with Kant's 
refutation of idealism. 'The new. refutation of 
idealism in the second edition differs from that 
given in the fourth Paralogism of the first edition, 
not only in method of argument, but also in the 
nature of the conclusion which it seems to estab
lish. Indeed it proves the dire,t opposite of what 
is asserted in the first edition. The earlier proof 
sought to show that, as regards immediacy of 
apprehension and subjectivity of existence, outer 
appearances stand on the same level as do our 
inner experiences. The proof of the second 
edition, on the other. hand, argues that though 
outer appearances are immediately apprehended, 




