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THIC BEXTOSITORY TIMES,

well ' we say that to Christ, e will tnke the
de into His own hand, and He will stunp our
I tor us,

And what do you think the impression will be
Why, it will be just a portrait of Iimsell, In
ulden days the kings had on their royal sculs their

9

own portraits, and when they stamped anything
with the royal seal every one knew it belonged to
the king, for they saw his image there. So with
Christ’s seal.,  Others looking on us, and seeing
the impression on our clay, will say, ‘They ton

belong to Christ.’

Py
L

Biscerning (Be Gody.

By THE REv. Jamps Morratr, D.1)., D.LiTT., PrOFESSOR oF CHURCH HISTORY IN THE
Uniren I'rer CHUurRcH COLLEGE, GLASGOW,

Wuar does Paul mean by this elliptical phrase in
his description of the Christian’s relation to the
Lord's Supper? The passage (1 Co 11%) runs
thus: ‘For he who eats and drinks without a
proper sense of the body (u® Siaxplvav 16
capa), eats and drinks to his own condemnation.’
It ‘falls 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
1ol% 1117 js reflected in the variety of interpreta-
tions assigned to 1122, The problem has been
again opened by Professor Morgan in his recent
original work on Zke 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 Professor Mofgan’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 often none is left for others, acts dvafiws
(v.27); 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
eat the Lord’s supper (xvpiaxoy Seimvov) when you
hold your gatherings’ (v.2%). Itisan 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
itsell upon the offender. He has to answer fora
sin against (évoyos, v.*") 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 xpiua (v.%),
which comes immediately into operation (v.%0).
This view seems to tally with the situation at
Corinth. From Paul’s language (11'7") 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, Ze. a gathering at which the
eating is only a form, but a real supper! 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 had
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.%. 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¢Un vrai souper, ol chacun mangeait sclon sa [aim,
seulement avec une haute intention mystique’ (Renan,

S. Faul, p. 265).
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he himselt might actually be drunk by partaking
too freely of the wine (v.#).2 11 you want to give
d'aners to cach other or to satisfy your appelites
merely, do that at home (v.#); there the bread
nud the wine are not what they are at the kupraxdy
l\\ll‘,.'l'ﬂl'. .

(ii.) Another interpretation is: *Not tnking a
tizht view of the body’ (as represented in the
bread), f.e. failing to appreciate the full and decp
sygnificance of the bread as a religious symbol or
sign.  Instead of blaming the Churistians at
Conintit for failing to draw a difference between
the cflicacy of the sacramental loaf and an ordinary
loal, the apostle is supposed to warn them against
an inadequate appreciation of the sacramental loaf
itself.  Apparently this was the view of Chrysostom
( derdlwv, 3 évody, s xph, 10 mdycbos ToV
mporeyuevor, uy Aoyuldievos Tov Syxov s Swpeds);
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:
(¢) 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 10!%%, 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’? is held to underlie uy Siaxpivwv o
! ¢One took the holy bread to assuage his hunger, another
drank the wine when he had already confused his brains by
drinking, making no distinction between this and any other
bread and wine ’ (Hausrath, &istory of N.T. Times, iv. 27).
2 As in 12!% 1% (‘by one Spirit we have all been baptized
into one body?’), 12% (‘you are Christ’s body, and severally
members of it’), etc, Weizsicker (Apostolic Age, ii. 282),
reading 76 dmép dudv in 112, refused to see any allusion to
Christ’s death except in the cup ; the bread was the symbol

‘bread or loaf of the Eucharist.

oipa in 11™  What 1'anl has been censuring

(v.180) is the selfishiess and lack of consideration
at the church gatheringy, the display of party-spirit
and unbrotherly greed.  What he desires is a due
appreciation, on the part of each worshipper, of
what membership in ‘the Lody’ involves. To
partake of the Supper properly, one must recognize
it as imposing obligations of brotherly love and
fellowship. To cat and drink ‘worthily’ (d¢iws)
is to do so recognizing that they are * participating
in the body and the blood of the Lord’ (xowwvot
Tob gdparos kui Tob alparos Tod xuplov). In fact, the
Body (16 odpa) here recalls the Church (rijs ékxhy-
olas Tob Geod) of v,23,

The stress laid Ly this interpretation 3 upon the
unity of the Church corresponds to the introductory
paragraph (vv.1%2%) and to the conclusion (vv.38- %),

in which Paul reiterates his protest against the

selfishness which reduccd the supper to a private
meal, instead of a common gathering for fellowship.
The stress of the other (%) line falls upon the use
of oidua in the special account of vv.2327, as the
sacrificial body of the Lord in connexion with the
In p3) Saxpivey
76 odpa, Paul censures the indifference of the
Corinthian Church, or of some of its members, to
the true meaning of the bread (v.%, ‘this is my
body,” 7otré mov éoriv 70 ocdpa). He therefore
recalls them to the interpretation of the rite which
ke had originally given them (v.%, ‘ whieh also I
delivered to you,' § xal mepddwxa uiv), 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
(21%, kaTayyéArwv duiv 16 pvoripiov rod feolr ob
vip kpwva T eldévar dv dpiv € py “Ipoody Xpiorov kai
Todrov doravpwpévov), and he had instructed them
on the meahing of the Supper from the same point
of view as a rite in which they ‘ proclaimed’ the
death of the Lord (11%%, note doaxis éav éodhijre
Tov dprov ToVTOV Kal TO WoTipiov wivyre, TOV QdvaToy
70b xuplov xatayyéAlere, 11¥). 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 bedy of
Christ as the unity of the church,” This is doubly wrong.

8 Tt tallies with the prayer over the bread in the Didaché
(9%) : * As this broken bread was scattered upon the hills and
was brought together and made one, so let thy church be
gathered together from the ends of the earth into thy
kingdom ’—although the reference is eschatologicel, and
slightly fanciful.
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pretation, we cap only puess,  \Was it a mere
irreverent habit 2 Or had they begun to make the
sacrificial meal, as in the light of contemporary
cult-feasts, a means of participation in the life of
the Risen Lord by cating and drinking (101%%)?
Probably the former.  But in any case they
required to be UbLrought back to the solemn
truth that what they did was -in remembrance
of Christ’s death, and that what they ought to
do was to approprinte llis death gratefully and
eagerly.

Professor Morgan's view agrees with this. He
finds the determining passage 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.% %) words which Paul

added to the primitive tradition, and which form |

the index to his own couception. ‘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 Corinthian 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 satrificial death (cf. 1 Co 21%)
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 boedy
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’ (els ™y &uyv dvduimo, vv.2t 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,’ dypis ol
é\fp, v.26). He was present as ‘ Lord ’ (Kvpeos) at
the Lord’s Supper (xvpiaxdv Setrvov). 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 ‘the body and the blood of the Lord’
is to sin against the sacrificial death, to be in-
different to what the Supper means for all true
disciples.
recognize in the actual loaf either a-symbol of the
divine reality or a vehicle for the transmission of

It has nothing to do with any failute to -

the Lord's lile into the participant who digests hig
morsel,!

One of the crucial difficulties in deciding which
of tho various interpretations is correct, is not
linguiatic Lut historical.  Awixplvew may rmran
‘apprecinting’ in v.%%, ‘taking a right view of’
although it does not follow that Paul used 10
flexible a.term in exactly the same sense hoth in
11%® and in 118 (if we only judged our lives
truly, we would not come under the [.ord’s
judgment'=l 88 davrods Siexpivouer, obx v dxpwn-
peda); he might well be playing on the different
meanings of the term, and in 47 he had certainly
used the verb to mean ‘discriminate’ or ‘single
out’ (‘ who maketh thee to differ, who singles you
out?’ 7l vydp oc Suaxpwer). The further and
harder problem is, What was the precise situation
to which he was referring? How was the Lord’s
sSupper 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 assembled, we may
assume, ‘in the Lord’ (& wxvply) for a Lord’s
Supper (kvpiaxov detmvov), to be partaken of in
presence of the Lord (Kvpios) 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
expreésions of their corporate unity ; and a solemn
blessing, invoking and recognizing the presence of
the Kdipios, 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, he would

1 Professor Morgan’s trenchant refutation of this hypothesis
(pp- 213f., 224 f.), which is enjoying a passing vogue in some
quarters, agrees with Schweitzer and J. Réville in brushing
aside the attempt to interpret 11%in the light of 10, as if
¢ the body’ were the divine nature identified with the loaf of
which the worshippers ate. In Dr. P. T. Forsyth’s Church
and the Sacraments (p. 15a), Professor H. T. Andrews
pleads that ‘honest exegesis® obliges us to adopt some such
interpretation. ‘Honest’ is hardly the adequate epithet to
be ear-marked for exegesis of this kind.
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have written : ‘ For he who eatwand drinks without
discerning or discriminating the body and the blood,
cats and drinks to his own comdemnation”  In
shart, this interpretation is not adequate to the
full meaning of py Swakpdrwr v odpa, At best, it
suggests a starting-point for that meaning, and the
content of Swakpivew 70 odpa requires to be filled
aut {from the context, especinlly from what has
Leen said about dvaflws (‘unworthily’) and Soxe-
pagéro 8¢ dvfpwmos éavrov (¢ let cvery man examine
himself’=v.31). Now these phruscs suit (ii.) ex
actly. ’Avaliws denotes the frame of mind which
does not trouble to put itsell into line with the
object of Christ in the Supper. To partake
*unworthily’ (dvaélws) is to partake without any
due recollection or perception of the death and
passion which the rite commemorates. This is of
course irreverent ; it is to eat the bread and drink
the wine as if they meant nothing special. But the
irreverence consists in the irrelevance of the com-
municant to the feast. ‘Avaflws 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,’! because,
although the second (ii.) interpretation is prefer-
able, it is quite unnecessary to narrow the meaning
of wy Siaxplvey 76 cdpa. Both (a) and (&) are
required to round off its significance. On the one
hand, 76 ¢dpa must retain some of the suggestive-
ness of vv.222,  ‘The Lord Jesus took a loaf . . .
saying, This loaf means my body (ré obua) 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 fora
sin against the body (rob oduaros) of the Lord.’
It is to this sacrificial significance of the Supper

1 Calvin (on 1 Co 11%) recognizes this explicitly, ¢ Vides
expeditissimam methodum. Si rite vis uti Christi beneficio,
fidem afferas et poenitentiam: in his ergo duobus constitit
examen, ut venias bene preparatus. Sub -poenitentia
charitatem includo: nam qui sibi renuntiare didicit, ut se
Christo eiusque obsequio addicat, ille etiam procul dubio
unitatem a Christo commendatam ex animo colet.’

of the second interpretation.

that Paul is reealling the Corinthians,  When he
adds, ‘for he who eats and drinks (3 Siasxplvwy
78 aipa), enls and drinks to his own doom, T4
odpa i3 A compnet expression for the foregning
:body and blond ' ; to eat the loaf without reflect-
ing what it menns in thc Eucharist is fatal, that is
Paul’s point.  1f there is not a blessing in it, there
is a curse, ml the blessing depends upon the
reverent appreciation of the Supper as commemor-
ating the Death,

Or rather, it is Paul's primary point, we should
say. As wce have seen, the turn of thought and
expression in 10'% 17 proves that 76 gdua for Paul
in this connexion carried the further sense of unity
with the Lord. When he speaks of the Church
participating in the 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 represents, is in one aspect the
common fellowship of those who are ‘in the Lord’
(év xvply). 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 Paul’s mind in 1 Co
1173, He begins with it and ends withit. What
he denounced as utterly incompatible with any
proper observance of a ‘ Lord’s’ Supper (xvptaxov
detmvov) was the selfish individualism which the
Corinthians showed : &acros yip 76 iSiov Setmvov
mpokapBdve (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 prdve the weakness and
absurdity of this &aores 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.B 8), he is reiterating a counsel which
he had already suggested in pn Siakpivwy 76 odua.

It is therefore unnecessary to confine the mean-
ing of w7 Swkpivwr 76 edpa either to (2) or to (4)
Neither in view of
101 nor in the light of 11" can we say, with
Professor Morgan (op. ait. p. 226), that the Lord’s
Supper meant ‘a memorial of Christ’s sacrificial
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death —that and that alone’ to Paul, still less that
“the coneeption of the rite ng binding  believers
wto a fellowship with one mnother never emerges’
({» 2a1). Mu. Srawley is right in nrguing that, while
the primary reference of o vipa in v, is to the
*hody? (of. v.®), ‘it is possible’ -1 would put it
mure strongly, it is highly probable—-that he has
n view the more inclusive sense of “hody” re-
ferred toin 1 Co 1017, By his selfish action
the richer brother failed to recognize that the

sacred medl was a fellowship of helievers with
Christ and with one another. [t was the sacra-
ment of their incorporation in Christ,  The abuses
at Corinth turned it into a private meal’ (Encyclo-
padia of Religion and FEthics, v. 5436). Hence
the deliberate choice of 76 #ipa in 1129, not simply
because it summed up concisely the idea of 'the
body and the blood’ (the hody suffering death by
the shedding of blood), but also because it called
up the idea of the Body of Christ as the Church.

Rifevature.

THE CRITIQUE OF PURE REASO]V._

Dr. NormMaN Kemp SmitH, McCosh Professor of
Philosophy in Princeton University, has written
A Commentary to Kant's * Critigue of Pure Reason’
(Macniillan ; 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 Critigue of Pure Reason. For it
is not merely defective in clearness or popularity of
expression. ‘That,’ as Professor Kemp Smith
says, ‘is a common 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 explanation? The explanation is
that the Crrtigue was written in portions during a
period of eight years, and at the end of that period
(1780) 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 sacrifice

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
Critigue, 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 turn, 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 direct 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,





