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these forms when it affected them directly (Mt
22-"^, lik 14i^--i). A remarkably complete picture
of tlie ordinary forms of courtesy observed by
tliem may be made up from the Gospel narratives.
Tlie incidents of Clirist's life, to;,^ether with His
sayings and parables, sliow us tlie marked defer-
ence paid to authority, position, and learning (Mt
171-1 22i«- -^ 23^- ^ etc.), tlie elaborate and somewhat
burdensome hospitality bestowed on friends and
strangers when received as guests into a house
(Lk 7-iJ-in), the einbracings and prolonged saluta-
tions practised (Mt 26^», Mk U*'^ ; cf. Lk 10"- 15-»

22'', yit lU'-), the formalities observed in connexion
witli feasts in ricli men's houses (Mt 22^-, Lk I4I').

These courteous habits must not be regarded as
mere superhcial forms. The fact that the neglect
of tiiem, especially if believed to be intentional,
caused such serious oti'ence to the suffering party,
is a sufficient evidence that they were more than
surface forms. At tlie same time the courtesies
practised were not always sincere (note the kiss of
Judas), and were, moreover, occasionally violated
in a peculiarly flagrant manner, as we learn from
the treatment Christ received once and again from
tliose who opposed Him, especially the treatment
He received immediately before His death. The
warm Oriental temperament, indeed, which had
so much to do witli creating these courtesies, and
wiiich found so much satisfaction in observing them,
was ready, under certain circumstances, to violate
them to an extent that the colder Western tem-
perament would never have done.

Clirist's attitude towards the established rules of
courtesy is a question of interest and importance.
His relation towards these time-worn rules was the
same as His relation towards the Law of Moses.
He observed them in the spirit and not in the
letter, and only in so far as they sincerely re-

vealed His thoughts and feelings. They were
never mere forms to Him, much less forms used
to hide the real intents of His heart. That His
attitude Avas not the conventional attitude of

others, but was peculiar to Himself, like His atti-

tude towards tiie Law (Mt 5'"), is evident from the
following considerations: (1) He recognized and
followed the customary laws in so far as they
served to express His real sentiments (Lk T'l-i-i" Kj',

Jn 13-"^-)
; (2) He transgressed them boldly at times,

as in His cleansing of the Temple, His injunction
' Salute no man by the way ' (Lk 10"*), and His inter-

course with tax-gatiierers and sinners ; (3) He gave
a larger and more humane interpretation to them
by His generous and considerate treatment, not
only of tax-gatherers and sinners, but of women,
children, Samaritans, and otliers who were re-

garded as more or less outside the ordinary rules

of courtesy.
Tliere are two instances where Jesus seems to

fail in the matter of courtesy—in His reply to His
mother, ' Woman, wliat have I to do with thee ?

'

(Jn 2'*), and in His reply to the Syro-Phtcnician
woman, ' Let the children first be tilled : for it is

not meet to take tlie ciiildren's bread, and to cast

it unto the dogs' (Mt 15-"
|| Mk ?"). It is only in

appearance, however, timt He offends against
courtesy in these instances. Tlie study of the
passages with the aid of a good commentary will

clear up any difficulty attaching to them.

Literature.—Van Lennep, Bible Lands, their Modern Cus-
toms ; G. M. Mac;kie, Bible Manners and CiiMoms ; Geikie, Hohj
Land and the Bible ; Robinson, Biblical Researches in Pales-
tine [contains passim personal experiences which throw light

on the tedious courtesies of the East] ; Martensen, Christian
Jithics, ii. 202 flf.: T. Binney, Sermons, ii. 226; Paget, Studies
in the Christian Character, p. 209 ff. ; Dale, Laws of Christ for
Common Life, p. 107 ff. ; Expositor, 1st. ser. iv. [1876] p. 179ff.

MORISOX Bryce.
COVENANT. — In order to a correct a[)prehen-

sion of the term ' covenant,' as it is used by our

Lord in the Gospels, a brief survey of the OT
usage is necessary.

The covenant conception is of frequent occurrence in the OT.
Used at first in connexion with single transactions and partial
aspects of the religious intercourse between God and man, it

later becomes the formula designating the entire structure and
content of the religion of Israel in its most comprehensive sense.
This latter representation occurs as early as Gn 1711*, Ex 195
24" **, and often in D'^uteronomy. The earlier covenants be-
longing to the time of Noah andAbrahani (Gn Ols 9»^l" 15l»*) do
not yet possess this comprehensive character, but appear as
solemn religious rites whereby some particular promise of God
is made sure. Whether the word b'rith (n'^S) originally meant
'enactment,' 'appointment,' 'law,' a meaning which it un-
doubtedl}' has in several instances, or did from the beginning
signify a two-sided agreement, cannot be determined with
certainty. It seems easier to conceive of the former sense as
developed out of the latter than the reverse. At any rate, the
comprehensive signification in which it stands for the whole
religious relationship between God and Israel, rests on tlie idea
of the covenant as a two-sided agreement. It should be re-

membered, however, that the two-sidedness never extends so
far that God and Israel appear on an equal footing in the de-
termination of the covenant. The planning and proposing of
the covenant belong exclusively to God. Still the fact that
Israel voluntarily accepts the covenant is as strongly empha-
sized (Ex 195 24^ ", and elsewhere). Indeed, the covenant idea
serves primarily to express the free, ethical, historically origin-
ated bond that exists between God and Israel. Its covenant
character marks off the religion of Israel as a religion of real,

conscious, spiritual fellowship between God and His people, in

distinction from the religions of paganism, in which either the
Deity and the creature are pantheistically fused, or the God-
head after a deistic fashion is so far removed from the creature
as to render true communion impossible, and where the relation
between a national god and his worshippers is not a matter of
choice but of necessity on both sides.

In the early Prophets the conception of the covenant is not
particularly prominent. With Hosea, the figure of marriage,
proljably not viewed as yet by the prophet as a species of
covenant, serves the same purpose. "There is no reason, how-
ever, for denying that Hosea knew the covenant conception in

its comprehensixe religious sense, and on this ground to call in

question the genuineness of 8I. Greater prominence the cove-
nant idea obtains from the age of Jeremiah onwards. Besides
the emphasis thrown on the ethical-historical character of

Israel's religion, two other important principles attach them-
selves to the term, partly developing out of the principle just
stated. On the one hand, the covenant idea begins to express
the continuity of God's dealings with His people ; as it is a bond
freely established, so it is the fruit of design and the fountain of

further history, it has a prospective reference and makes Israel's

religion a growing thing ; in a word, the covenant idea gathers
around itself the thoughts we have in mind when speaking of

a history of redemption and revelation. On the other hand,
inasmuch as God is the originator of the covenant and has
solenuily bound Himself not merely to fulfil His promises to
Israel, but also to carry out His own purposes contemjjlated in

the covenant, the same bond which originally expresses the
freedom of the relation between God and Israel can also be-

come the pledge of the absolute certainty, that God will not
finally break with His people, Israel's infidelity notwithstanding.
In Isaiah 40-60, and especially in Jeremiah, the covenant thus
stands to express the continuity andsureness of the accomplish-
ment of the Divine purpose with reference to Israel. Out of

the combination of these two ideas arises the Messianic or
eschatological significance which the covenant idea obtains in

both these prophets. In Isaiah 40-66 it is more than once
introduced to emphasize the infallible character of the Divine
promise given of old (Is 549 10 :,r,z 5021 fjis). j^ two passages

(42*1 and 498) the servant of Jehovah is designated as c;; n'l3,

a somewhat obscure phrase, of which the two most plausible
interpretations are, either that the servant will be the instru-

ment of realizing the future covenant between God and Israel,

or, placing the emphasis on C'J^, that he will be the means of

establishing a people-6''rii/i, a b'r'ith in which Israel, in con-
trast to its present scattered condition, will once more become
a unified, org^anized nation. These two passages are of import-
ance, because they bring the idea of the covenant into con-
nexion with the figure of the Servant of Jehovah, which,
assuming that the latter was Jlessianically inteqireted by our
Lord and applied to Himself, would explain that He represents
Himself as the inaugurator of a new covenant.

In Jeremiah the covenant idea appears as a Messianic idea in

two forms. In so far as the promise gix en to the house of

David was a promise pledged in solemn covenant, the Messianic
blessings are a covenant gift (3:!20- 21

; cf. Ps 8928, ig 55:*). xhis
is an instance of the old application of the idea to a concrete
promise, which, however, in the present case, owing to the
wide scope of the promise involved, would easily become
identified in the mind of later generations with the expectation
of an eschatological covenant in the comprehensive sense. The
latter is the other form in which Jeremiah uses the covenant
with reference to the future (3131 34). This is the only place
where the notion of a new covenant occurs explicitly, although
the thought itself is not foreign to the older prophets. Hosea
has it in the form of the new marriage which Jehovah will con-
tract with Israel. Jeremiah conceives of the new covenant as
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the outcome of the covenant character of the relation between
God and Israel in general. To the prophet's mind relifjion and
the covenant have become so identified that the covenant idea

becomes the st.ible, permanent element in the historical de-

velopment ; if in its old form the covenant disappears, then in

a new form it must reappear. The newness will consist in the

twofold feature, that the sin of the people will be forgiven, i.e.

the former sin, and that the law of Jehovah, instead of being an
outward, objective covenant obligation, will become an inward,

subjective covenant reality, written on the heart in consequence
of the universal and perfect knowledge of Jehovah which will

prevail. This passage in Jeremiah lies at the basis of the NT
use of the phrase ' the new covenant.'

Two further passages in the prophets, to which a Messianic

application of the covenant idea could easily attach itself, are

Zee Oil and Mai 3i. In the former passage the original reads :

' Because of the blood of thy covenant, / have sent forth thy
prisoners out of the pit wherein is no water ' ; the LXX has, in

the second person of address to Jehovah, ' Because of the blood
of thy covenant, thou hast sent forth,' etc. On the former ren-

dering the covenant is the covenant made with Israel, or, since

this interpretation of the suffix 'thy' is deemed impossible by
some, we may refer the suffix to the compound phrase ' cove-

nant blood,' and understand the phrase ' thy covenant blood ' of

the sacrificial blood by means of which Israel continually up-
holds and renews the covenant with Jehovah. On the render-

ing of the LXX the covenant is represented as the covenant
made and maintained by Jehovah. In the Malachi-passage the
coming of the 'angel 'or 'messenger of the covenant' is pre-

dicted. Tliis 'angel of the covenant' is not identical with the
Lord, but as a distinct person he accompanies the coming of the
Lord to His temple. He is called ' the angel of the covenant,'
either because he realizes the covenant, or because his coming
is in virtue of the existing covenant. It is easy to see how on
either view a significant connexion could be established between
the Messiah and the covenant.
The LXX regularly renders b'rith by iix.9->,x-/i, the later Greek

versions prefer irmdhx-r}. The latter term better expresses the
idea of a two-sided agreement ; but probably this was precisely
the reason why the LXX translators, desiring to emphasize the
one-sided Divine origin and character of the covenant, avoided it.

It should also he remembered that in not a few instances b'rith
in the original meant not a covenant but an authoritative dis-

position, which, as stated above, is according to some scholars
even the primary meaning of the word. On the side of the
Greek, also, there were considerations which explain the choice
of ^ixOiixy, in preference to truvShxy,. It is true, in classical Greek
the former msant usually a testamentary disposition, and might
in so far have seemed unsuitable as a rendering for b'rith. But
occasionally at least S;aOviz») could stand for a two-sided agree-
ment (Arisifcoph. Av. 432). The verb Si<i.T,Oiir()x.i was not bound
to ths notion of ' testament,' bat signified authoritative arrange-
ments generally. And above all things it should be noted that
the testamentary hiix.9iix->i among the Greeks before and at the
time of the LXX translation differed in many respects from our
modern Roman-law ' testament,' and possessed features which
brought it into closer contact with the Hebrew bcrUh. The
iixB^iZij was a solemn and public transaction of a religious char-
acter, by which an irrevocable disposition of rights and pro-
perty was made, and which for its effect was not dependent
on the death of the SixOi^wvo;, but immediately set in opera-
tion certain of the duties and relationships established. Thus
conceived, the hx07,y.yi could all the more easily become the
equivalent of the berith between God and Israel, because
already in the OT the idea of 'the inheritance' had signifi-
cantly attached itself to that of the covenant.

In the NT the noun used is always hiiBy.xvi, but the cognate
forms of trmSy/xyi appear in the verb (Lk 225) and the adjective
(Ro 1^*1). hmOf.xyi occurs in the NT 33 times. The word retains
the one-sided associations of the LXX usage, yet in most
cases the NT writers show themselves aware of the peculiar
covenant-meaning descended with it from the OT. An addi-
tional possibility of interpreting it in the sense of testament
was furnished by the fact that the blessings of the Messianic
era were derived from the death of Christ. Hence in He 916- 17
the new covenant is represented as a testament bestowing upon
believers the eternal inheritance, because the death of Christ
had to intervene to make the bestowal effectual. As Ramsay has
pomted out (E.vp')iiitor, Nov. 1893, pp. .321-330), this representa-
tion IS based on Roman law, according to which a testament
has no fon-e until the death of the testator. On the other
hand, the Pauline representation of Gal 317. 18 is based on the
Grujco-Syrian law of the earlier period, under which the hiocey.ny,,
once made, could not hs subsequent! v modified, and took effectm certain directions immediatelv. No reflexion is here made
on the death o the testator. Still, that h^tky.-^ does not here
have the unmodified OT sense of 'covenant,' but means 'testa-mentary disposition,' is plain from the fact that 'sonship' and
heirship are connected with it in the course of the argument.These two passages in Hebrews and Galatians are the only NT
vv-ssages which explicitly refer to the testamentarv character of

ihllZt'""'" ;".. 'T '''.' '" °ther instances the associations of

1^ dor,^rmf„"»H "vk''-''
"' ^^^ speaker's or writer's mind cannotte determined with certainty (cf. Ac 3'-!5 vW. r-^, ?,««,;;=•«; Gal

.p!!f.^n';nM^^/^ .'i'.^ ^J, '^'^"i"^
'^ '" ^^ instances rendered bv

•1 ^tn,>,„nt>;. 1 « Rev nia). As a marginal alternativetestament is also offered in Ro 04, Gal 315 424 jje ge i^ii 1321)
In all these cases, except in He Olfi- n, the RV has replacedtestament by '.•ovenant,' offering, however, the former as a

marginal alternative in Mt 2628, Mk 1424, Lk 2220, 1 Co 1125,

2 Co 30- 14, Gal 315- 17, He 72:2 86- " 8. 9 bis. 10. 13 915 bis. 20, Rev Ills.

In the American RVthe marginal reading 'testament' has in all

these cases been dropped, except in He 915- 20. xhe principle by
which the Revisers were guided is plain. The only question
can be whether, in xiew of what was stated above, they were
right in rendering ' covenant ' and not ' testament ' in Gal
3I6. 17. The point to be determined in each case is not whether
the associations of ' testament ' were present to the speaker's
or writer's mind, but whether those of ' covenant' were absent

:

only where the latter is the case ouglit 'covenant to be
abandoned, and Gal 315- 17 seems to belong to this class. What
motives in each case underlie the choice of ' testament ' and
'covenant' in AV is not so plain. Possibly these motives were
not always exegetical, but derived from the usage of earlier
(English and other) versions. The following explanation is

offered tentativel.y : wherever the contrast between the old and
the new iixHv,x;j is expressed or implied, ' testament ' was
chosen, because 'testament' had long since, on the Vjasis of
the Latin Bible, become familiar as a designation of the two
canons of Scripture, in the forms ' the Old Testament,' ' the
New Testament.' This will explain Mt 2628, Mk 14-4, Lk 22'-!'',

1 Co ll'iJ, 2 Co 3«- 14, He 722. Li He 915 20, of course, the import
of the passage itself required 'testament.' He 8*5 ('a better
covonaiit') 7. ('that first cocenant') * ('a new covenant') «
10. 13 (' a new covenant '), 91 (' the first covenant '), 1224 (' the
new cueenaiit '), seem to run contrary to the explanation
offered, but in each of these instances the context furnished a
special reason for favouring 'covenant': in He 8613 the dis-

course revolves around the quotation from Jeremiah, which hafl
' covenant' ; 91 is still continuous with this section, and in 1224

the contrast between the mediatorship of Moses and that of
Jesus, and the reference to the transaction of Ex 24, suggested
'covenant.' In 2 Co 3''- 14 'testament' was especially suitable,
because here the idea of hiicOy.xy, might seem to approach that
of a body of writings (v.i4 ' the reading of the Old Testa-
ment'). Strange and unexplained is Rev llii* (' the ark of his
testament'), cf. He 94 (' the ark of the covenant').

It seems strange at first sight that a conception
so prominent in the OT is so little ntilized in tlie

NT. Perhaps the main reason for this wtis the
intensity of tlie escliatological interest in tliat

age, whicli made other terms apj)ear more snitable
to describe the new order of things felt to be
ajiproacliing or to have already begun. On tlie

whole, the covenant idea had not been intimately
associated with eschatology in the OT. The con-
sciousness that the work of Christ had ushered in
a new state of things for the present life of the
people of God, distinct and detached from the legal
life of Judaism, for which latter tiie word ' cove-
nant' h.ad become the characteristic expression,
dawned onl.y gradually upon the early Church.
The phrase ' Kingdom of God,' while emj>hasizing
the newness of the Messianic order of things,
leaves unexpressed the superseding of the Mosaic
institutions by the introduction of sometiiing else.

With this agrees the fact that the conception of

Christianity as a covenant is most familiar to pre-

cisely those two NT writers who with greatest
clearness and emphasis draw the contrast between
the Mosaic forms of life and those of the Christian
era, viz. St. Paul and the author of Hebrews.
Even with St. Paul, however, the contrast referred
to finds only occasional expression in terms of the
covenant : as a rule, it is expressed in other ways,
such as the antithesis between law and grace, works
and faith. The Epistle to the Hebrews is the only
NT writing which gives to the covenant idea the
same central dominating place as it has in the
greater part of the OT.

In the Gospels the Avord 'covenant.' in a religi-

ous sense, occurs but twice, in Lk 1"-, and in the
words spoken by our Lord at the Supper. In the
former passage the covenant with Abraham is

referred to, and the Messianic salvation repre-
sented as a fulfilment of the promise of that cove-
nant. The emergence of the idea here is in
harmony with tlie best OT traditions : it expresses
the consciousness of the sovereign grace and unde-
served faithfulness of God whicli pervades the pro-
phetic i)ieces preserved for us in the gospel of the
incarnation according to St. Luke. Of course, in
a broad sense the idea of the relation between God
and Israel embodied in the word ' coven.ant' under-
lies and pervades all our Lord's teaching. Notwith-
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standing the so-called 'intensive imivei-salism

'

and the recognition of religion as a natural bond
between God and man, antedating all positive
forms of intercourse, our Lord was a thorough-
going supernaturalist, Avho viewed both the past
relationship of God to Israel and the future re-
lationship to be established in the Kingdom not as
the outcome of the natural religion of man, but as
the product of a special, historic, supernatural
approach of God to man, such as the OT calls
' covenant.' AVhile probably the legalistic shade
of meaning which tlie word had obtained was less

congenial to Him, He must have been in full accord
with the genuine OT princii)le expressed in it.

Mk 8^^ and Mt 12'^" speak of the Jews as an
' adulterous generation,' and probably the later
proplietic representation of tiie covenant as a
marriage-covenant lies at the basis of this mode
of statement.
The words spoken at the Supper were, according

to St. Matthew {26-«) and St. Mark (14=^), toCto
iffTiv TO alfxd pLov Tfjs 8(.adrjKT]^ (AD in Matthew and
A in Mark r^j Katvyis 8i.adriK7]s) ; according to St.

Luke (22-'^) and St. Paul (1 Co li-'') touto to iroT-qpiov

7) KaivT} diadrjK-r] eV t<^ ai/xaTi fiov [in 1 Cor. €/J.(f aifxaTi.].

There is some doubt, however, about the genuine-
ness of the context in St. Luke in whicli these
words occur. In D and some other MSS, 22""' (be-

ginning with TO i/wep vjxCov) and v.-" are lacking.
The textual-critical problem is a very complicated
one (cf. Westcott and Hort, Notes on Select Reacl-
inr/s in the Appendix, pp. 63-64 ; Haupt, Uebcr
die iirsprungliche Form and Bcdeutiing der Ahend-
vtahlsworte, pp. 6-10 ; Johannes Weiss, Dns dltcste

Evangelinoi, pp. 294-299; Johannes Hoffmann,
Das Abcndinahl im Urchristcnthiim, pp. 7, 8 [all

of whom adopt the shorter text] ; Schultzen, Das
Abendniahl iin Neuen Testament, pp. 5-19 ; R. A.
Hoffmann, Die Abendmahlsgedanken Jcsu Christi,

pp. 7-21 [who are in favour of the TR]. It ought
to be remembered, though it is sometimes over-

looked, that the rejection of vv. ""'• -" as not origin-

ally belonging to the Gospel is by no means
equivalent to declaring these words unhistorical,

i.e. not spoken by Jesus. AVendt, e.g. (Die Lehrc
Jcsu-, p. 496), assumes the originality of the shorter

text in St. Luke, and yet believes, on the basis of

the other records, that Jesus spoke the words Avhich

St. Luke, for reasons arising out of his ' combina-
tion-method,' omitted. (Similarly Haupt, p. 10).

Still, as a matter of fact, with some writers the
adoption of the shorter text is accompanied by the
belief that it represents an older and more accurate
tradition of what actually took place. On the
other hand, it remains possible, even in retaining
the TR as originally Lukan, to believe that St.

Luke's source supplied him with a highly peculiar

version of the occurrence preserved in w.^^-ma.^ ^nd
that he assimilated this to the other more current
representation by borrowing vv. "">•-" from St.

Paul. On the whole, however, the acceptance of

the genuineness of the longer text naturally tends
to strengthen the presumi)tion that a statement in

regard to which all the records agree must be his-

torical. Contextual considerations also seem to

speak in favour of the genuineness of the disputed
words. If w.^'**'--* do not belong to the text, St.

Luke must have looked upon the cup of v.'^ as

the cup of the Sacrament, for it would have been
impossilile for him to relate an institution snb una
specie. But this assumption, viz. that the cup of

v.''' meant for St. Luke the cup of the Sacra-
ment, is impossible, because v.'* comes between
this cup and the bread of v.^". Further, v.^** so

closely corresponds to v.^" as to set vv.^^'^* by
themselves, a group of four verses with a care-

fully constructed parallelism between the first and
the third, the second and the fourth of its mem-

bers respectively; and inasmuch as v.'' belongs
to this group, it cannot very well have been con-
nected by tlie author with v.'" in such a close
manner as the co-ordination of the cup and the
bread in the Sacrament would require. In general,
the advocates of the shorter text do not succeed in
explaining how the autlior of the Third Gospel,
who must have been familiar with the other
accounts, and can hardly have differed from them
in his belief tliat the Supper was instituted as
celebrated in the Church at that time, could have
regarded vv.^^-'"^ as an adequate institution of the
rite with which he was acquainted. It is nuich
easier to believe that a later copyist found the cup
of the Sacrament in v.i", and therefore omitted
V.-", than that a careful historian, such as St.
Luke was, should have delil)eratelj^ entertained
tliis view, even if he had found a version to that
effect in one of his sources.

Altogether apart from the textual problem in St.

Luke, the historicity of the words relating to the
covenant-blood has been called in question. Just as
the saying about the \vTpov in Mk 10'*^ and Mt 20'^,

so this utterance has been suspected since the time
of Baur on account of its alleged Paulinizing char-
acter. Recently this view has gained renewed
advocacy by such writers as W. Brandt, Die Evan-
gelische Gcschiehte, pp. 289 ff., 566; Bousset, Die
Evangcliencitate Justin des Martyrcrs, ji. 112ff. ;

Wred'e, ZNTW, 1900, pp. 69-74; Hollmaim, Die
Bedeutung des Todes Jesu, p. 145 ff. The prin-

cipal arguments on which these writers rest their
contention are, that wliilst to St. Paul the idea of
the new covenant is familiar, no trace of it appears
elsewhere in the teaching of Jesus ; that it is ex-
pressive of an antithesis to tiie OT religion and its

institutions out of liarmony with Jesus' general
attitude towards these ; that in Justin Martyr's
version of the institution the disputed words do
not occur (so Bousset) ; that tlie structure of the
sentence in Matthew and Mark still betrays the
later addition of the genitive ttjs oiad-i^Kris (so

Wrede). The mere fact, however, that a certain

conception occurs with a degree of doctrinal

pointedness in Paul, does not Marrant us in sus-

pecting it when it occurs in the mouth of Jesus.

With St. Paul himself the shade of meaning of the
word is not in every passage the same. It cannot
be proved that the Apostle read into what were to

him the words of the institution an anti-Judaistic

significance, such as belongs to the conception in

Gal 4--' and 2 Co 3". Even the characterization of

the 5ia6r)K7] as Kaivr) does not require us to assume
this. Even to St. Paul, we shall have to say, the
phrase Kaivrj 5i.a8-rjKr] has in the present instance the
more general soteriological associations, in view of

which the antithesis of the new to tiie old and the
superseding of the old by the new recede into the
background. The new covenant is the covenant
which fulfils tlie OT promises, rather than the new
covenant which abrogates tlie OT law. With still

more assurance we may atHrm this of the words as

ascribed to Jesus in Mark and ilatthew. Here
(apart from the hardly original reading of A and D
in Matthew and A in ]\Iark) the exidicit desig-

nation of the 5ia6rjKr) as Kaiu-fj is not found. While
the thought of the substitution of one covenant for

another is undoubtedly the logical correlate of the

statement even in this form, yet such an inference,

if present at all, can have lain in the perij)liery

only, not in the centre of the consciousness of Him
who thus spoke.

It ought to be observed that the literal rendering
of the words is not: 'This is «;y covenant-blood,'

with the emphasis on the pronoun, but :
' This

is my blood, covenant-blood.' The enclitic fj.ov

is too Aveak to bear the stress the former ren-

dering would put upon it. Accordingly, /jlov be-
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longs neither to 5Lad-r)K-q nor to the compound

idea 'covenant-blood,' but to tlie noun 'blood'

only, as is also required by this, tliat rb alfj.d

fjiov should be tlie exact correlate of rb^ ffQfid

fj.01'.
The other construction, ' my covenant,' could

only mean either 'the covenant concluded Avith

me,' as in the original of Zee 9", or 'the covenant

made by me as a contracting party,' as in the LXX
rendering of that passage, hardly 'the covenant

inaugurated by me between God and you.
_
And

yet the last it would have to mean here, if fJ.ov

went with oiaOriKV- By these considerations we are

led to adopt the rendering ' tliis is my blood,

covenant-blood'; and this rendermg makes it

appear at once, that our Lord does not in tlie lirst

place contrast His covenant-blood wiih tiie Mosaic

covenant-blood, but simply speaks of His blood as

partaking of tiie character of covenant-blood after

the analogy of that used by Moses. But even if

tlie comparison with the Mosaic covenant bore

mure of an antithetical character than it does, it

would still be rasli to assert that such an antithesis

between the relation to God inaugurated by Him-

self and that prevailing under the Mosaic law could

find no place in our Lord's consciousness, especially

towards tlie close of His life. His attitude towards

the Mosaic law, as reflected in tlie Gospels, presents

a complicated jiroblem. This much, however, is

beyond doubt, that side by side wit'i reverence for

the Law there is, both in His teaching and con-

duct, a note of sovereign freedom with regard to

it. From the position expressed in such sayings

as Mk 2-'- "715--3 to tlie conception of a new cove-

nant superseding the old there is but one step.

We take for granted that the words were actu-

ally s])oken by Jesus. In view of the fact that He
uttered them in Aramaic, the question, Avliether

the rendering of Matthew and Mark or that of

Paul and Luke more nearly reproduces the original,

becomes difficult to decide and also of minor im-

portance. Zahn (Eirm. d. Matt. p. 686, note 52)

suggests that from the Aramaic form Nj^rrnT 'dt botli

renderings might, witliout material modification of

tlie sense, have been derived. That the thought
is in both forms essentially the same will appear
later, after we have inquired into the content of

Jesus' statement.
The intricate problems connected with the insti-

tution of the Supper can here be touclied upon in

so far only as they bear upon the meaning of the
words relating to the covenant. We give a brief

survey of tlie various interpretations placed upon
those words.

First we may mention the interpretation according to which
the covenant spoken of by .Jesus stands in no real connexion
with His death. Most modern writers who detach the orijjinal

significance of the act of Jesus from His death, assume that the
reference to the covenant is a later addition. Thus .Johannes
Hoffmann malies Jesus say no more than ' This is my body,'
' This is my blood,' and interprets this as meaning, that the
disciples must be closely knit together as members of one body,
Himself forming the centre. The meal is a meal of friendship.
The Saviour even at this eleventh hour did not expect to die,
but confidently looked forward to the immediate glorious
appearance of the Kingdom of God. With this thought in mind
He asked tlie disciples to unite themselves symbolically into the
little Hock for which the Kingdom w^as appointed.
Dismissing this and similar views, because thev leave the

covenant words out of consideration, we note that Spitta has
developed a hypothesis which, while cutting loose the Supper
from the death of Christ, nevertheless interprets its symbolism
as a covenant symbolism (Zur Geschiehte und Literatur ties
Urchri8tfnthurtfi, i. pp. 207-337). According to Spitta, the
covenant is none other than the Davidic-Mcssianic covenant
promised by the prophets, and inasmuch as this covenant had
been frequently represented under the figure of a great feast,
our Lord could by means of the Supper give to the disciples a
symbolic anticipation of its approaching jovs, the more so since
the figure of a banquet to describe the esc'hatological Kin"-dom
occurs also elsewliere in Jesus' teaching. The partaking of this
Messianic feast could be represented as a partakin"-'' of the
Messiah ('This is my body,' ' Tliis is mv blood'), becaiise the
Messiah was the Author and Centre of these future blessings
Jesus, while knowing tliat His death was at hand, vet in faith
pfojccled Himself beyond death into the time of the Kin"-doni •

the Supper was to Him a feast of Joy, not a memorial of death. It

was a single triumphant anticipation of the great feast of victory,

not intended to be repeated as a rite. The present description

of the covenant as a iieiv covenant in the Pauline-Lukan record

is, according to Spitta, a later moditicalion of the conception in an
anti-Judaistic direction. So far as its understanding of the term
' covenant' is concerned, this hypothesis has a certain OT basis

to rest upon. To be sure, the liavidic covenant, to which Spitta

makes Jesus refer, is in the OT a past covenant, a covenant
made with David, the pledge and basis of future blessings, not
a name for tlie blessings of the Messianic age themselves. But
this might easily become blended with the prophetic prediction

of a new covenant in the Messianic time, and then actually the

covenant of David could become equivalent to the Messianic

blessedness (cf. Is 55^ ' the sure mercies of David '). There is,

however, no prophetic passage which joins together the con-

ceptions of the Messianic covenant and of a feast, so that no
explanation is offered of the association of the one with the

other in the mind of Jesus. The account of Ex 24 far more
plausibly explains the combination of these two ideas, for here

the covenant and the feast actually occur together. And if this

be the more direct source of our Lord's reference to the cove-

nant, then it follows that the blood and the covenant stand in a

much more direct connexion with each other than Spitta assumes.

According to Spitta, it is the blood wliich representsthe person-

ality of Jesus, who is the Author and Centre of the covenant.

According to Ex 24^ it is the blood directly inaugurating the
covenant. Apart from every reference to Ex 24, when the blood

is brought into connexion with the covenant (' this is my blood

of the covenant'), it becomes entirely impossible to think of

anything else than a covenant based on sacrificial blood : every

other mode of joining these two terms is artificial. Spitta's

further assumption, that the eating of the bread and the drink-

ing of the wine stand for a partaking of the Messiah's body and
blood, as a symbol of the eating of the Messiah, altogether apart

from His death, is highly improbable. The feast as a whole

might be the symbol of a participation in the Messiah, though
even the examples quoted by Spitta of this mode of speaking

are not sufficient to prove a current usage, if the sacrificial meal
be left out of account. Assuming, however, that the general

phrase 'eating the Messiah' \ya8 familiar to Jesus and the dis-

ciples outside of every connexion with the sacrificial meal, the

distriljutive form in \vhich the records present the thought, that

of eating the Messiah's body and drinking His blood, could

hardly have possessed sucli familiarity, and compels us, while

not rejecting the idea of appropriating the Messiah, to think of

Him as appropriated in His sacrificial capacity.

We turn next to the theories which recognize that the cove
nant stands through the blood in connexion with the death of

Jesus. When tlie l)lood is called 'covenant-blood,' this un-

doubtedly implies that Jesus' death is instrumental in intro-

ducing tlie covenant. Justice is not done to this when merely
in some indirect way the death is supposed to prepare the waj-

for the covenant, viz., in so far as it forms the transition to a
higher life which will enable Jesus to bestow upon His disciples

the covenant-blessings. Thus the direct nexus between the
blood and the covenant is severed. The view stated is that

of Titius (Die neiitestamentliche Lehre von der Scligkeit, i.

p. 151) ff.). According to this writer, the Supper is to be
explained not from the idea of the forgiveness of sin, but from
that of the communication of life. Titius does not identify this

covenant with the consummate eschatological state ; it is some-
thing intermediate between that and the communion with God
into which Jesus introduced His disciples before His death.

The new covenant is made possil>le by the death of Jesus,

because through this death He will be raised into heaven,
whence the powers of eternal life can descend upon His Church
through the gift of the Holy Spirit. It may be justly objected

to this construction, that in it the death of Jesus appears not
as a source of blessing by itself, but as a more or less accidental

entrance into the life of glory, from \yhich the blessing flows.

As Titius himself admits, in the abstract it would have been
quite possible to procure the new covenant and the perfected

communion with God without the intervention of Jesus' death,

viz., if it had pleased God to exalt the Messiah in some other
way. Thus it becomes difficult to understand how so much
emphasis can be placed by Jesus upon the appropriation of

His death, or how He can require tlie disciples to drink His
blood. The appropriation symljolized certainly cannot relate

to the accidental form in which the blessing is prepared, it must
have reference to the substance of the blessing itself. If the

death is the object of appropriation, then it must possess a
direct and intrinsic significance for the covenant in which the

disciples are to share.

This is recognized by Wendt (Lehre Jesu -, p. 502 ff.), according
to whom Jesus regarded His death as a covenant-sacrifice,

standing in the same relation to the new covenant predicted by
Jeremiah as the sacrifice brought by Moses sustained to the
Sinaitic covenant. In his opinion, the record of Ex 24 shows
that the Mosaic sacrifice had nothing to do with atonement,
but consisted of burnt-offerings and peace-offerings, meant as

a gift to God expressing the peoples consent to His revealed
law, and hence became a seal of covenant relation. The sacrifice

pledged both God and the people. In analogy with this, Jesus
rei>resents His death as a gift dedicated to God, for the sake of

which God will establish the new covenant, i.e. the state of

salvation in the Kingdom of God, not, to be sure, on any strictly

legal principle of recompense, but in harmony \\\th His inex-

haustiiile goodness and grace. Wendt's interpretation is wrong,
not so much in what it affirms as in what it denies. That Jesus
regarded the sacrifice of His life as a gift to God, and ascribed
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to it saving significance because it was an act of positive
obedience, may be safely affirmed. The confidence, however,
with which He appropriates the effects of this act to the dis-
ciples does not favour Wendts assumption, that He made these
effects dependent on a gracious will of God, imparting to the
sacrifice a value which intrinsicallv it did not possess. But,
apart from this, the analogy with the Mosaic sacrifice leads us
to believe that Jesus did not confine Himself to viewing His
death under the aspect of a gift. The prominence here given
to the blood forbids us to interpret the sacrifice as exclusively,
or even primarily, a symbol of gratitude or consecration to God.
Even though the sacrifices brought were not specific sin-
offerings, but burnt -offerings and peace - offerings, this does
not eliminate from them the element of expiation. The Law
itself speaks of expiation in connexion with the burnt-offerings
(Lv 1*), and the Passover-sacrifice, closely akin to the peace-
offerings, certainly had expiatory significance. It mav even be
doubted whether the idea of a gift to God, except in "the most
general sense in which every sacrifice is a gift, was present to
the mind of the author of Ex 24. When Moses calls the blood
sprinkled on the people 'the blood of the covenant which
Jehovah has made with you,' this can scarcely mean 'the blood
by the dedication of which God is induced to make the
covenant.' It must mean either 'the blood by whose ex-
piatory power the covenant is inaugurated,' or 'the blood
hy which, as a bond of life between God and the people,
the covenant is established and maintained.' Perhaps it may
express both of the thoughts just mentioned, since the ideas of
expiatio and coiniiiunio were often united in the conception of
sacrifice. Besides this, the association in the mind of Jesus
between the new covenant and the forgiveness of sins is
rendered highly probable by the joint-occurrence of the two
ideas in the Jeremiah-passage, where the forgiveness of sins is

named as the great blessing of the new covenant. Now, if

Jesus had this thought in mind, and spoke at the same time
of the sacrificial pouring forth of His blood, then it was almost
impossible for Him not to unite the two thoughts, so as to
conceive of the blood as a blood of expiation securing forgive-
ness. It is by no means necessary to rest this argument on
the words in Matthew ' unto the forgiveness of sins.' Supposing
that these words are a later interpretation of the thought, we
shall still have to recognize them as an essentially correct
interpretation, which merely resolves the Cmp of Mark and Luke
into ^ipi + e't;.

A further argument may be added to this from the part which
the covenant conception plays in the second part of the Book
of Isaiah in connexion with the figure of the Servant of Jehovah,
who is called, as we have seen, the :; n'")?. In our opinion,
although this has been denied by Ritschl and others, there can
be no doubt that the Servant-of-Jehovah-prophecy, and parti-
cularly Is 53, was an influential factor in determining the
Messianic consciousness of Jesus. In this prophecy, however,
the sacrificial role of the Servant, in an expiatory, vicarious
sense, is so distinctly delineated, that, once finding Himself in
the chapter, Jesus could not conceive thereafter of His death,
or of the relation of His death to the covenant, on any other
principle than is here set forth (cf. Denney, The Death of
Christ, pp. 13-50).

As a matter of fact, tlie trend of recent investi-

gation of the problem of the Supper is towards tlie

acknowledgment, that the words, as they stand,
not merely in Luke and Paul, nor merely in

Matthew, but even in Mark, dearly express, and
were intended by the writers of tlie Gospels to

express, the expiatory interpretation of tiie death
of Jesus. So far as tlie purely exegetical deter-

mination of tlio sense of the Avords ex animo
(mctornm (in distinction from the estimate put
upon their historic credibility) is concerned, the
traditional Church-doctrine is being more and more
decisively vindicated. True, many modern writers,

while granting this, emphatically deny that our
Lord spoke, or could have spoken, the words which
St. Paul anil the Synoptists attribute to Him, or

that what He spoke can have had the meaning
which the words in their present setting and form
convey. The two main reasons for this denial are,

that, on the one hand, the teaching of Jesus about
the sinner's relation to God is such as to leave no
room for sacrilicial expiation as a prerequisite of

tlie sinner's acceptance, forgiveness flowing from
God's free grace ; and tliat, on the otiier hand, in

the early Apostolic Church tlie expiatory inter-

])retation of tiie death of Jesus is not jiresent from
tlie lieginning, as it would have lieen if Jesus had
taught it, but marks a subsequent doctrinal de-

velopment. Neither of these contentions has
sufhcient force to discredit the unanimous witness
of St. I'aul and the Syno])tists. In point of fact,

Jesus nowhere represents the forgiveness of sins as

absolutely unconditioned. It is one of the gifts
connected Avith the state of sonship in the Kingdom.
C'onsequently, it is bound to His oavu person in the
.same sense and to the same degree as the general
inheritance of the Kingdom is. Unless one is
ready to assert Avith Harnack, that in the gospel,
as preached by Jesus Himself, there is no place
for His person, it Avill be necessary to believe that
our Lord considered His OAvn Messianic character
and Avork of supreme importance, not merely for
the preaching, but also for the actual establish-
ment of tlie Kingdom of God. This being so, it

became necessary for Him to combine Avith tiie
specific form He gave to His Messiahship a specific
conception of the manner in Avliich the blessings of
the Kingdom are obtained by the disciples. His
vicAvs about the forgiveness of sins Avould be less
apt to be determined by any abstract doctrine as
to the nature of God, tiian by tlie concrete mode
in Avhich the developments of "His life led Him, in
dependence upon Scripture, to conceive of the char-
acter of His Messialiship and its relation to the
coming of the Kingdom. If He anticipated death,
as there is abundant evidence to sIioav He did,
from a comparatively early point in His ministry,
then He could not fail to ascribe to this death'

a

Messianic meaning ; and this Messianic meaning,
if there AViis to belong to it any deliniteness at all,

could hardly be other than that portrayed by the
prophet Isaiah in the suffering Ser\ ant of Jehovah.

It is quite true that the silence observed liy our
Lord in regard to this important matter till' very
near the close of His nrnistry is calculated to
aAvaken surprise. But this silence He likcAvise
preserved till the same point Avith regard to His
Messianic calling in general ; the problem is not
greater in the former respect than in the latter;
the reasons Avliich will explain the one Avill also
explain the other. Nor should it be forgotten
that, side by side Avith His high conception of the
love of God, Jesus asciibed supreme importance
to the Divine justice. He carefully preserved the
A-aluable truth contained in tlie exaggerated JeAvish
ideas about the forensic relation between God and
man (cf. Keim, v. .331, 'A continual oscillation
between the standpoint of grace and that of JeAvish
satisfaction can be established '). Eecognizing this
element in His teaching as something He did not
hold prefunctorily, but Avith great earnestness of
conviction, Ave have no right to assert that every
idea of expiation and satisfaction must have been
on princijile re})udiated by Jesus as inconsistent
Avith the love of God. Nor is there much force
in the second contention, namely, that the absence
of the expiatory interpretation of the death of
Jesus from the early Apostolic preaching proves
the impossibility of deriving this doctrine from
Jesus. The doctrine is certainly older than St.

Paul, Avho declares that he 'received'" iv Trptirots,

as one of the fundamental tenets of the Apostolic
faith, that Christ died for our sins according to the
Scripttires (1 Co 15^). This ' receiving' on the part
of St. Paul is separated by no more than seven
years from the deatii of Jesus ; according to recent
schemes of chronology, by an even shorter interval.
When in the discourses of the earlier chapters of
Acts the emphasis is placed on tiie resurrection
rather than on the death of Jesus, this must be ex-
plained from the apologetic })urpose of tiiese dis-

courses. They Avere intended to prove tiiat,

notAvithstanding His death, Jesus could still be
the Messiah. Probably eveii u])on the disciples
themselves, at that early date, tlie full meaning
of tlie teacliing of Jesus concerning His death hatt
not dawned ; but if it had, to make this the burden
of their preacliing to tlie Jews would have been an
ill-advised method. We know from these same
discourses in Acts that the disciples looked ujion
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the death of Jesus as foreordained. It is not
likely that, holding this, they can have rested

in it as sutticient for their faith, and entirely

refrained from seeking the reasons for the Divine
foreordination, -which in this, as well as all other

cases, innst have apjieared to them teleological.

In the light of this, the references to Jesus as the

Servant of God, which occur in these early dis-

courses, sometimes in connexion with His sutter-

ing, become highly significant, partly because they
sound like reminiscences of Jesus' own teaching,

partly because they render it probable that our

Lord's death was 'interpreted in dependence on
Is 53. Finally, attention should be called to the

(central place which the forgiveness of sins occupies

in the early Apostolic ])reaching. The prominence
of this theme requires for its background a certain

definite connexion between the Messiahship of

Jesus and the forgiveness of sins, and this is

precisely what is attbrded by the expiatory inter-

pretation of the Saviour's death (cf. Denney, The
Death of Christ, pp. 65-85, where the preceding
points are luminously discussed).

On the grounds stated we conclude that there

is neither exegetical nor historical necessity for

departing from the old view, that Jesus repre-

sented His death as the sacrificial, expiatory basis

of a covenant with God. The next question arising

is, Who are meant as the beneficiaries of this expia-

tion on which the covenant is founded? At first

sight it would seem as if only one answer were
possible, viz. those to whom He gives the cup in

which the wine, the symbol of the expiating blood,

is contained. Nevertheless, the correctness of this

view has been of late strenuously disputed. This
has been done mainly on the ground before stated,

that for the disciples the whole tenor of our Lord's
teaching represents the forgiveness of sins as un-
conditioned, assured by the gi'acious love of God
as such. Hence it is assumed that Jesus intended
the covenant-sacrifice not for His disciples, but for

the unbelieving mass of the people, who w'ere so

hardened in their unbelief as to render an atoning
sacrifice necessary in order to their reacceptance
into the favour of God (thus Johannes Weiss,
Predifjt Jesu vom Eeichc Gatfrs, p. 28 ft'. ; and R. A.
Hott'mann, Die Abandmnldsfirdankcn Jesu Christi,

pp. 60-88). Weiss, while believing that the cove-
nant-blood is primarily shed for the nation, would
not exclude the disciples from its efi'ects. Hoff-
mann, on the other hand, distinguishes sharjily
between those who are concerned in the covenant-
sacrifice as its direct beneliciaries, i.e. the enemies
of Jesus, and those whom He desires to appropriate
the spirit of His self - sacrifice for others, and
therefore invites to eat His body and drink His
blood. The words spoken with the cup express
on this view two distinct thoughts: (1) the blood
is covenant - blood for the unbelieving Jews ; (2)
the blood as the exponent of the spirit of self-

sacrifice of Jesus must pass over into the disciples,
so that tiiey too shall give their life for others. In
other words, the disciples do not drink the blood
in the sense in which it is defined by the phrase
T^? oia6riKr]s, but in the .sense in which it symbolizes
tlie su1>je(!tive spirit on Jesus' part which led Him
tu oll'er His life for others. It will be readily per-
ceived tiiat this introduces an intoleiable dualism
into the significance of the blood : it must mean at
tile same time olijectively the life poured forth in
deatli as tlie principle of atonement, and subjec-
tively tile life pouring itself forth in deatli as the
principle of self-sacrifice. There is no hint in the
words tiiemselves at any sucli double meaning.
trom tlie simjde statement no one would guess
that the blood is drunk liy the disciples iifany
ot.ier capacity tlian tiiat in which the Lord de-
scribes It, as ' blood of the covenant.' St. Paul

and St. Luke have not understood Jesus in the
manner proposed ; for, according to their version,
the cup, that which the disciples drink, is the new
covenant itself in the blood, not merely* the blood
which for otliers is the covenant-blood. Hott'mann
has to assume that St. Paul and St. Luke mis-
interpreted the intent of Jesus, and regards Mark
and Alatthew as giving the correct version. But
even into the words of St. Mark and St. Matthew
his view will not fit readily. If our Lord invited
the disciples to drink His blood, in the sense of
receiving into themselves the spirit of His self-

surrender to death, the description of this blood
as covenant-blood becomes irrelevant to the ex-
pression of this thought. Whether the blood is

covenant-blood or serves any other beneficent pur-
pose, is of no direct consequence whatever for the
main idea, viz., that it is the exponent of a spirit

which the disciples must imitate, nay, the intro-
duction of the former thought only tends to ob-
scure the latter. Our Lord certainly did not
expect the disciples to make the sacrifice of their
own life a covenant-sacrifice in the sense His was
for the nation. The vwep ttoWujv in ^Nlark and the
Trepi iroWuji' in Matthew, to a\ liich Hott'mann appeals,
cannot prove the exclusion of the disciples from
the covenant.al ett'ect of the blood. The phrase is

derived from Is 53'^- ^'-, wliere it serves to attirm
the fruitfulness, tlie etticacy of the self-sacrifice

of the Servant of Jeliuvali. This simple thought
suffices here as Avell as in Mk 10^' to explain Jesus'
statement that many will be benefited by His
death. Who the many are, disciides or non-
disciples, the vTrep TToWuiv alone does not enable us
to determine.
The one question that still remains to be answered

is, whether the covenant-blood ajipears in tlie words
of .lesus, ' This is my blood of the covenant,' primarily
as the blood which through expiation inaugurates
the covenant, or primarily as tiie Ijlood which by
being sacramentally received will make those who
receive it partakers of the covenant. Both mean-
ings are equally well suited to the words tiiem-
selves. In order to choose definitely between tliem,

we should have to enter upon the extremely com-
plicated discussion that has of recent years been
carried on, and is still being carried on, concerning
the origin of the Lord's Su^j^jcr and the signilicance

of the act performed and tlie words spoken by our
Lord on the last evening of His earthly life. A
few remarks must suffice to indicate the bearings
of this problem on the question before us. The
two views above distinguished coincide with the
so-called parabolic or purely symbolic and the so-

called institutional or sacramental interpretation
of the transaction. According to the former, Jesus
did not mean to institute a rite, did not intend the
act to be repeated, but simply enacted before the
eyes of His disciples, in a visible parable, the drama
of His death, indicating by tlie parabolic form He
gave it tliat His deatli would be for their good
througli tlie inauguration of a covenant. Accord-
ing to the latter, Jesus instituted, and for the first

time caused His disciples to celebrate, a rite in

which He made the partaking of bread and wine,
as sacramental symbols of His body and blood,
to stand for the appropriation of His expiatory
sacrifice and of the covenant founded on it.

It ought to be observed that these views are not
in tiiemselves mutually exclusive. The parabolic
significance of the body and blood, as symljoliz-

ing death, must on the second view be assumed
to form the background, expressed or presupposed,
of the sacramental transaction—expressed, if the
breaking of tlie bread and the pouring of the wine
be made significant ; presupposed, if the broken
bread and the poured wine be m.ade the starting-
point of the observance. That the so-called para-
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bolic view is frequently advocated in a form which
excludes the sacramental complexion of the act, is

due not so much to the view itself, but largely to
a general theory on the nature of the parables of
Jesus.

Julicher, the foremost representative of the parabolic interpre-
tation of the Supper (cf. Theolofjische AbhandlmifienC. v. Weiz-
sucker gewidmrt, p. 2U7if.), is also the strenuous advocate of
the theory that in every genuine parable of Jesus there can be
but one point of comparison. Consequently it is insisted upon
that, if the broken bread and the wine stand as figures for the
death of Jesus, figures which involve the destruction of these
elements, they cannot at the same time stand as figures for the
appropriation of the benefits of His death, because this would
involve the usefulness of the elements, the very opposite of
their destruction. Julicher was not at first disposed to carry
this to an extreme, but admitted that as a secondary point of
comparison the usefulness of the bread and wine as food and
drink might have stood before the mind of Jesus. Others, how-
ever, demand that on the parabolic view exery figurative sig-
nificance of the eating and drinking must be rigorously excluded,
and make this a ground of criticism of said view, because in the
records the eating and drinking are undoubtedly made prominent
(cf. Johannes Hoffmann, Das Abciidmahl im UrchristenUnun,
pp. 61-65, and Jiilicher's review of Hoffmann's book in Theol.
Lite raturzeitnno, 1904, col. 282 ff.).

Julicher's canon of interpretation, while on the whole repre-
senting a sound principle of exegesis, leads in single instances
to the rejection of undoubtedly genuine material. It makes
Jesus construct His paraljles with conscious regard to the unitv
and puritj' of their form, rather than with the practical end of
their efficacy in view (cf. Bugge, Die Uaiipt-Parabeln Jesn).
Where, as in the present case, the two points of comparison,
that of the dissolution of the elements and that of their ap-
propriation for nourishment, are so naturally combined into
the one act of the meal, it were foolish to require the exclusion
of either on the ground of a puristic insistence on the rules of
formal rhetoric.

In all probability the combination of these two
aspects of the .symbolism was not first made by our
Lord, but was antecedently given in the union of
the OT sacrilice and the .sacrificial meal. Sclinltzen

(Das Abendinnhl im Ncuen Testament, p. 531F. ) has
shown, to our mind convincingly, that the eating
of the bread and the drinking of the cup are placed
by our Lord under the aspect of a sacrificial meal,
for whicii His own deatii furnishes the sacrifice.

As in the sacrificial meal tlie offerer appropriates
the benefits of the expiation and the resulting
benefits of covenant - fellowsliip with God (Ex
0410.11^ Ps 50'), so tlie di.sciples are invited to

appropriate by eating and drinking all the benefits

of expiation and covenant- fellowsliip that are
secured by the sacrifice of the Saviour's death.
We may assume, therefore, that both the sym-

bolism of sacrifice and the symbolism of the sacri-

ficial meal are present in the transaction performed
by Je.sus. But the question still remains un-
answered, whether the former is present in explicit

form or merely as the unexpressed background of

the latter. Those avIio empliasize the symbolical
significance of the breaking of the bread, a feature

named in all the records, hold that the death is not
merely presupposed but formally enacted. On the
whole, however, the trend of the discussion has of

late been in tlie direction of the other view, which
attributes no special significance to the breaking
of the bread or the pouring forth of the wine, but
makes the broken bread and the wine, as symbols
of the death as an accomplished fact, the starting-
point for the enacted symbolism of the sacrificial

meal. It has been pointed out with a degree of

force that the formula, ' This is my body,' ' This is

my blood,' in the sense of ' This symbolizes what
will happen to My body and to My blood,' is out
of all analogy with Jesus' usual parabolic mode of

statement, because elsewhere not the symbol, but
the thing symbolized, always forms the subject
of the sentence (so Zahn, Das Evangeliurn des
Matth/ius, p. 687, note 53). It may also be urged
th.at the natural sequence, in case a parabolic

enactment of the death of Jesus were intended,
would liave been as follows :

' He brake the bread
and said : This is my body ; and he gave it to

them and said, Take,' and similarly with the cup.

As the record stands, the pouring out of the wine
is not mentioned at all. It seems that Jesus took
a cup which had already been filled. If He had
intended to give a ])arabolic representation of the
event of His death. He would have taken pains to
fill one before their eyes. The fact that with both
elements tiie giving to eat and to drink precedes
the declaration of what the bread and tlie wine stand
for, favours the view that this declaration deals
primarily with the symbolism of the .sacrificial

meal. The words, 'This is my body,' then obtain
the meaning : To partake of this bread signifies
the partaking of My sacrificed body in a sacrificial

meal ; the words, ' This is my lilood,' the meaning:
To partake of this wine signifies tlie partaking of
My sacrificial blood in a sacrificial meal. Thus we
would reach the conclusion that the phrase ' blood
of the covenant ' has for its primary import : blood
tiirough the partaking of which participation in
the covenant is assured. The Pauline-Lukan ver-
sion, ' This cup is the new covenant in my blood,'
cannot be quoted with conclusiveness in favour of
either view. Tliis version may either mean : this
cup is by the blood it contains the new covenant,
or : this cup is the new covenant, which new cove-
nant consists in My blood. Each of these two
renderings leaves open the two possibilities, that
the shedding of the blood is represented as the
source of the new covenant, or that the drinking
of the blood is represented as the participation in
the new covenant. To prevent misunderstanding,
however, it should be stated once more, tliat the
sacramental interpretation of the words has for its

background the symbolic significance of bread and
wine as exponents of the expiatory death of Jesus
itself.

In conclusion, we must endeavour to define the
place of the covenant conception thus interpreted
within the teaching of Jesus as a whole, and its

correlation with other important conceptions.
Like the Kingdom of (iod, the Messiahship, and
the Church, the Covenant idea is one of the great
generalizing ideas of the OT, the use of which
enables Jesus to gather up in Himself the main
lines of the historic movement of OT redemption
and revelation. From the Kingdom the Covenant
is distinguished in several respects. The Kingdom
conception is more comprehensive, since it em-
braces the eschatological realization of the OT
promises as well as their provisional fulfilment in

the present life, being on the whole, however,
eschatologically conceived, the present Kingdom-
powers and blessings appearing as so many antici-

pations of the final Kingdom. The Kingdom is

also comprehensive in this other respect, that it

covers indiscriminately the entire content of the
consummate state, the external as well as the
internal, the judgment- as well as the salvation-

aspect. Over against this the Covenant idea,

while by no means pointedly excluding the es-

chatological state (in Hebrews the idea is used
eschatologically, the new covenant coinciding with
the aiibv "fi^Wwv), yet is more characteristic as a
designation of tlie blessings of believers in the

present intermediate period. And among the

manifold contents of salvation it pre-eminently

designates the internal ones of forgiveness of sin

and fellowship with God, as is already the case

in the passage of Jeremiah.
If the word rendered by 5ia0T}KTq had in our Lord's

mind the associations of the Avord ' testament,'

and if the statement found in the context of

Luke (22^''''^''), ' I appoint unto you {diaTldenai vfj-'iv),

even as my Fatlier ai)poiiited unto me a kingdom,
that ye may eat and drink at my table in my
kingdom.' may be understood as having been
suggested to Him by this testamental sense of

SiaOriKT], then this Avould bring the Covenant idea
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much nearer to the Kingdom idea, inasmuch as in

the latter saying the full content of the blessed-

ness of the final state is the object of the 5iaTi0€a-dai..

It is not certain, however, that the sequence of

tiie narrative here in Luke is chronological, and
that, therefore, these words were uttered im-

mediately after the reference to tlie covenant-blood

in the Suppsr. In Mt 19'^'--^ words in part identical

occur in a ditl'erent connexion. In the Supper, CJod

is tha dLad^fisfos, whereas here it would be Jesus.

It is batter, therefore, not to introduce the testa-

mentary idea into tlie words of tiie Supper, and to

adhere to the distinction between the Kingdom and
the Covenant from the point of view already indi-

cated. According to the Pauline interpretation,

the Supper, and with it the Covenant, belong to

the pre-eschatological state, in which believers are

during the present life, for tlie Supper is a pro-

clamation of the death of Jesus ' until he come '

(I Co 112«). The sayings in Mk W\ Mt 26-», Lk
22"'- '^ also mark the Supper and the participation

in tlie Covenant as belonging to a state distinct

from the final Kingdom of God. Our Lord, how-
ever, does not place this sec;ond stage of the

covenant-life of the people of God in contrast with
tlie former stage from the point of view that it

involves the abrogation of the OF legal forms of

life, as St. Paul does in 2 Co 3 and Gal 3. If it is

a new covenant, it is new sinrply for the positive

reason that it brings greater assurance of the
forgiveness of sin and closar fellowsliip witli God.
From the idea of the Kingdom that of tiie

Covenant is still further distinguished, in tliat it

appears in much closer dependen;!e than the
former on the Messianic person and work of Jesus.

In our Lonl's preaching of tlie Kingdom, His
Messianic person and work remain almost entirely

in the background, at least so far as the verbal

disclosures on this subject are concerned, while
tlie matter comes to stand somewhat differently

if the self-revelation contained in Jesus' Mesdanic
acts be considered. The Covenant is explicitly

declared to be founded on His expiatory death,
and to be received by tha partaking of His body
and blood. Tiiis importance of the person and
work of Jesus, both for the inauguration and the
reception of tlie Covenant, agrees witli the view
that tiie. Covenant designates the present, pro-

visional blessedness of believers, for this stage is

specifically controlled and determined by the
activity of Ciirist, so that St. Paul calls it tlie

Kingdom of Christ in distinction from tiie King-
dom of God, which is the final state. The Cove-
nant idea shares Avitli tlie idea of tlie Churcli tliis

reference to the present eartlily form of possession
of tlie Messianic blessings, and this dependence on
the person and work of the Messiah (cf. Mt 16'^

18"). The difference is that in the conception of
the Church, the organization of believers into one
body outwardly, as well as their spiritual union
inwardly, and the communication of a higher life

through the Spirit, stand in the foreground, neither
of wiiicii is reflected upon in the idea of tiie Cove-
nant. The Covenant stands for that central, God-
ward aspect of the state of salvation, in which it

means tlie atonement of sin and the full enjoyment
of fellowship with God through the appropriation
of this atonement in Christ.
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Gekrhardus Vos.

COVETOUSNESS.—This word(Gr. TrXeove^ia) has
the root-idea of greed, shown in a strong desire to

acquire, even more than in a keen wish to keep.

In tlie Gospels, as elsewhere in Scripture [see, how-
ever, Eph 4'"], the term is confined to a reference
to property ; tiie verb {irXeofeKTecj) is wider in sense.

As the complexity of social life increases, ,so may
tlie shapes the evil can assume. To ordinary
avarice have to be .added subtle temptations in the
realm of rank and fashion, conventional ambition,
cultured ease, or delight in successful activity

unsubordinated to etiiical aims. Tlie tinge of

covetousness comes in wherever men so absorb
their life in the temporal that they impair its

high instincts for the spiritual. 'What is a man
profited, if lie sliall gain the whole world and lose

ids own .soul?' (Mt 16-'').

To the mind of Jesus wiiat stands condemned
is, characteristically, the possession of a certain

spirit—tiie spirit of grasping .selfishness. The
forms assumed, the methods employed, are not
minutely dealt witii, and not matters for specific

cure. Rather t'.ie one tap-root is to lie cut, or a
general atmosphere created in wiiicii tlie noxious
weed must perisii. And tlie almighty power to

this end is the holy spirit of the gospel, which on
the one hand is a spirit of loving trust towards
God the Fatlier in providence, and on the other
a tender feeling towards fellow-mortals whicdi

prompts to ready sacrifice of all tilings to tiieir

good. The man with the great possessions (Mk
10"), who attracted Jesus, had yet one luxury to

discover—that of doing good, giving to the poOr,

and so coveting wealth of the rigiit kind. Not
the coming to our hands of eartiily good is con-

demned, but the absence of tiie one spirit wiiich

shall inform and vitalize its use. Tiie triumph of

religion is to turn it into ' treasure in heaven ' (v.-').

A classical passage is Mt 6'"'^^, -with wiiicii com-
pare Lk 12---3^ and 16'^"^^ The higher life being
concerned witli faitii and goodness and tlie tilings

of the spirit—tlie realm revealed in the Beatitudes,

it is clear inversion to be absorbed for their own
sake in the things of time and sense. ' Moth and
rust' are the eml)iems of tlieir corru])tibiiity ; and
they are unstable, iiivc property expo.sed to ' tliieves.'

It is the mark of a pagan mind to be full of anxious
and self-centred concern for meat and drink and
raiment (v.^-). Sucli persons reverse unconsciously

Christ's principle tliat ' tlie life is more than meat

'

(Mt G-'*) ; and the Ph.arisees, 'wiio were covetous'

(Lk IG^-*), by tiieir blindness to the true order of

importance called forth essentially the same re-

buke, ' that which is iiighly esteemed amongst men,
is abomination in tiie sight of God' (v.^*). Though




