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Introduction

At the Last Supper, Jesus took the cup filled with the fruit of the vine and 
told the disciples, “The cup that is poured out for you is the new covenant 
in my blood” (Luke 22:20). Jesus had earlier explained “From now on I 
will not drink ... until the kingdom of God comes” (v. 18). Thus, at the Last 
Supper, Jesus claims that the new covenant would be established before the 
kingdom would be consummated. In their work Kingdom through Covenant, 
Peter Gentry and Stephen Wellum propose that God ushers in his saving 
reign (i.e., kingdom) through successive covenants over time that culminate 
in the new covenant (i.e., progressive covenantalism).1 This paper extends 

their project by exploring the relationship of the Lord’s Supper to both the 
new covenant and the kingdom of God. This paper argues that the Lord’s 
Supper is a proleptic (i.e., forward-looking and anticipatory) covenant rati-
fication meal and an inaugurated kingdom feast, given that it points forward 
to the consummation of God’s new covenant promises in the eschatological 
kingdom of God.

After a brief exegesis of Luke 22:14–20 this paper will briefly survey the 
relationship of covenant meals to the particular covenants to which each meal 
is attached—the old covenant meals of Passover (Exod 12) and covenant 
ratification on Sinai (24:1–11) and the new covenant meals of the Lord’s 
Supper (1 Cor 10:16–17; 11:17–34) and the marriage supper of the Lamb 
(Rev 19:6–10).2 These meals require analysis because Jesus (implicitly) 
refers to each of them at the Last Supper. In the final section of the paper, I 
focus on the relationship of the Lord’s Supper to each of the covenant meals, 
providing areas of continuity and discontinuity, to demonstrate the function 
of the Lord’s Supper in the new covenant and the kingdom of God.

Luke 22:14–203

Luke 22:1 states that the Feast of Unleavened Bread, “which is called the 
Passover,”4 was at hand. Nolland contends that verses 15–18 focus pri-
marily on Jesus’ celebration of the old covenant meal, albeit with Jesus’ 
death and the consummated kingdom in view, while verses 19–20 focus on 
Jesus’ reinterpretation of the Passover around his death.5 Accordingly, the 
redemptive-historical transition from the old covenant meal centered on the 
exodus to the new covenant meal centered on Jesus’ death is paramount in 
Luke’s presentation.6

The fact that Jesus reinterprets the Passover in verses 16–18 requires that 
the Last Supper itself functions as a partial fulfillment of the first Passover.7 
Verse 16 provides Jesus’ clearest typological interpretation of the Passover: 
he had to eat the Passover before he suffered because he would “not eat it, 
until it is fulfilled in the kingdom of God.” Clearly, the term “it” cannot be the 
kingdom of God, because Jesus distinguishes the Passover and the kingdom 
in the following phrase.8 The culminating Passover feast will be the feast that 
occurs “in the kingdom of God.”9 Jesus’ fulfillment language “indicates the 
end of the old Passover and its replacement by its [inaugurated] fulfillment.”10 

SBJT 26.1 (2022): 68-88
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By claiming that the Passover would be ultimately fulfilled in the kingdom 
of God, Jesus explicitly describes three meals as Passover meals: the first 
Passover (Exod 12), the Last Supper (Luke 22:14–20), and a future feast in 
the consummated kingdom (cf. Luke 13:29; 14:15). Passover’s fulfillment in 
the kingdom of God (v. 16) is eschatologically parallel to the future coming 
of the kingdom in verse 18, with both referring to the consummated kingdom 
meal.11 At the Last Supper then, Jesus presents the old covenant Passover meal 
as anticipating his death (and resurrection; cf. 9:21–22), which would be a 
greater deliverance than the Israelite exodus and would eventually terminate 
in the future consummation of the kingdom of God.

After speaking of the Passover twice in connection with the future coming 
of the kingdom, Jesus reinterprets the bread and the cup mentioned in verses 
19–20 with specific reference to his approaching death. Whereas verses 
14–15 mentioned “the hour” of Jesus’ impending “suffering,” Jesus describes 
the bread as representative of his body,12 which he would give “for you” (v. 
19). This language, combined with Jesus’ reference to the cup of his blood 
“poured out for you” (v. 20) suggests that Jesus’ death functions as a substi-
tutionary atonement.13 Whereas the cup of verse 18 recalls redemption of 
the first Passover and places the participants in solidarity with the exodus 
generation,14 the second cup (v. 20) recasts God’s deliverance in terms of a 
new covenant inaugurated by Jesus’ blood sacrifice. 

Three Old Testament themes emerge here: (1) the new covenant blood/
cup of Christ typologically fulfills the purpose of the blood of the Passover 
lamb (cf. 1 Cor 5:7); (2) Jesus’ association of the cup poured out for the 
disciples with “the new covenant in my blood” is acknowledged by all as an 
allusion to Exodus 24:8, where the blood Moses sprinkled on the people of 
Israel to inaugurate the Mosaic covenant is described as “the blood of the 
covenant;”15 and (3) Jesus’ reference to a new covenant entails the fulfillment 
of God’s promise to make a new covenant with his people whereby all the 
covenant partners would know the Lord and have their sins forgiven ( Jer 
31:31–34).16 Meredith Kline summarizes,

Since the symbol adopted by Jesus as the sign of his covenant blood was the sac-

ramental cup of the transformed Passover meal, Jesus’ death answers both to the 

sacrifice offered in preparation for the Passover and to the ratification sacrifices 

of the Sinaitic Covenant. Thus, the significance of the blood ceremonies that 

introduced and consummated the exodus-event fuse in the meaning of the cross.17

Of the Synoptic writers, Luke alone records Jesus’ command to the 
disciples to “do this” in remembrance of him (22:19). While the redemp-
tive-historical telos of the Last Supper is clearly the Messianic banquet of the 
consummated kingdom (vv. 16, 18), Jesus’ command to repeat the meal he 
institutes requires the ongoing rite of the Lord’s Supper in an intermediary 
redemptive stage.18 Although Jesus speaks of the kingdom of God in future 
terms in verse 18 (cf. 22:29–30), he had already signaled the arrival and 
inauguration of the redemptive reign of God (Luke 11:20). In the economy 
of redemption, the inaugurated kingdom had broken in on the old age of 
the Mosaic covenant. By speaking of the new covenant in his blood in verse 
20, Jesus forecasts the formal inauguration of a new, redemptive-historical 
era by virtue of his death and resurrection. With these factors in view, Jesus’ 
command to continue celebrating the meal serves as an indication that Jesus’ 
death and resurrection would bring together both the new covenant phase 
of God’s redemptive plan and the inaugurated kingdom. Until the consum-
mated kingdom feast, all the celebrations of the Lord’s Supper are and will 
be redemptive-historically connected both to the new covenant and the 
inaugurated kingdom as anticipations of the consummated kingdom feast.19

Covenant Meals and the Kingdom

This section surveys the covenant meals to which Jesus alludes.20

Passover and the Mosaic Covenant
Following Jesus’ interpretive framework, several thematic features of the 
original Passover deserve mention. First, the context of Exodus 12 suggests 
that the Passover meal and exodus event should be closely connected.21 In 
context, the prescription for the Passover celebration (Exod 12) follows the 
sequence of plagues on the Egyptians that culminated in the death of the 
firstborn (5–11; cf. 11:19–32), Because this final plague moved Pharaoh to 
free Israel, leading to God’s deliverance through the Red Sea, these events 
are of a piece.22 

Second, the specific means of Israel’s deliverance from the final plague on 
Egypt was their being covered by the sacrificial blood of the Passover lamb.23 
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Because God promised to judge all of Egypt that was not covered by the 
blood of the lamb, the lamb’s death functions as a substitutionary sacrifice 
for the firstborn in the house (vv. 11–12).24

Third, the lamb’s blood marked off God’s people from the Egyptians. Iron-
ically, God describes the blood as a “sign” for Israel, even while he promises 
to “see the blood” and “pass over you” (12:13). Thus, the blood that marked 
off Israel from their enemies served as a comforting, visible symbol to each 
Israelite. By this nationally-common meal, God would distinguish the people 
with whom he was to establish a covenant from those under judgment (cf. 
Exod 19:4–6).25

Fourth, the instructions for Passover also served as the institution of an 
ongoing cultic (i.e., worship) practice. Thus, eating the lamb, unleavened 
bread, and herbs on their appointed days became the perpetual reminder of 
God’s historical and continuing deliverance (cf. 12:21–28).26 Whereas, failure 
to celebrate Passover (and the Feast of Unleavened Bread) appropriately 
resulted in removal from the covenant community (12:15), participation 
in the physical elements of Passover marked one out as belonging to God’s 
covenant people.27

Fifth, the death of the firstborn and the redemption of Israel through 
that judgment climactically displayed God’s saving power and rule over his 
people’s enemies and their gods. God promised not only the death of the 
firstborn of the Egyptians, but also to “execute judgments” “on all the gods 
of the Egyptians” (12:12).28 From the time God summoned Moses to be 
the earthly deliverer of Israel, God promised to display his might over the 
king of Egypt (Exod 4:21–23; 7:5; 9:14–16; cf. 14:16–18). In the wider 
context of the Passover-exodus event, the narrative repeatedly portrays 
God’s deliverance of his people as a display of the kingdom of God—God’s 
saving rule, as with the final phrase of the Song of Moses in Exodus 15:18, 
“the LORD will reign forever and ever.”29 

That the Passover should be viewed as a covenantal meal is verified by the 
following: (1) Israel’s participation in the Passover was the means by which 
they could be preserved from judgment and eventually arrive at Mt. Sinai; 
(2) God’s intention in the Passover-exodus event was always ultimately the 
inauguration of a covenant at Sinai (Exod 3:12; 4:23; cf. 19:1);30 and (3) 
although the instructions for how to celebrate the Passover were given prior 
to the other covenant stipulations at Mt. Sinai, the command to celebrate 

the Passover as an ongoing feast/festival (the high point of the Feast of 
Unleavened Bread) formed part of those stipulations (Exod 12:14–20).31 
Although the Passover meal did not inaugurate the Mosaic covenant, the 
Passover meal inaugurated the saving events of the exodus by which God 
brought Israel into covenant relationship with himself and served as a yearly 
covenantal celebration and memorial for Israel’s redemption.32

Mosaic Covenant Ratification Meal
When Jesus explained that His blood would be “poured out for you” as 
“the cup of the new covenant in [his] blood,” he alluded to the shedding 
of blood that established the Mosaic covenant in Exodus 24:6–8, as was 
previously noted. Several features of Exodus 24:1–11 shed light on its rela-
tion to God’s kingdom and covenant. First, Exodus 24:1–11 is subsequent 
to God’s declaration that he redeemed Israel to be his own people (Exod 
19:4–6) and God’s delineation of the terms of the covenant with Israel (Exod 
20—23). Israel’s formal covenant vow, “All the Lord has spoken we will do” 
(Exod 24:3, 7) is the nation’s response to YHWH’s terms. Although they 
had already agreed to the terms of the covenant “in principle” (19:8), Israel 
had to “solemnly affirm their allegiance to the covenant,” having heard its 
obligations.33 Therefore, Gentry et al. describe the ceremony that occurs in 
Exodus 24:1–11 as covenant ratification, meaning that what occurs here 
formally seals the agreement between the two parties and binds them to 
uphold their obligations.34

Secondly, Moses’ sacrifice in Exodus 24:5–6 functions as the covenant-es-
tablishing shedding of blood for the Mosaic covenant, as Moses states in 
24:8, “Behold the blood of the covenant the LORD has made with you” (cf. 
Heb 9:18). God’s pattern for establishing covenants with people in the OT 
usually involves the shedding of blood as a warning of judgment for failure 
to keep covenant stipulations (cf. Gen 15:7–21). Gentry and Garrett claim 
that the cleansing/atonement aspect to the sacrificial blood is not in focus; 
instead, they emphasize the establishment of a suzerain-vassal joining of 
God with his covenant people.35 Whatever the case, Jesus appears to unite 
the functions of covenant-establishment and atonement in describing the 
blood he would shed (Luke 22:20).

Thirdly, that a meal followed the shedding of blood in Exodus 24:9–11 ver-
ifies that the events recorded in the passage constitute a covenant ratification. 
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As Gentry points out, communal meals often function to ratify covenants 
in the Old Testament (see Gen 31:44–46, 54; 2 Sam 3:12–13, 20).36 If the 
shedding of blood symbolized the joining of two parties, the meal itself func-
tions to celebrate the union, very much like wedding. As Gentry explains, 
“It is by virtue of the covenant at Sinai that Yahweh becomes the goel, i.e., 
the nearest relative, and that Israel becomes not just a nation but a ‘people’ 
 i.e., a kinship term specifying relationship to the Lord.” 37 When the ,(םעַ)
seventy elders (i.e., Israel’s representatives) ascend the mountain with Moses, 
Aaron, and Aaron’s sons to eat and drink with their covenant Lord, they do so 
to celebrate the wedding of God to his people (cf. Hos 1:9; Ezek 16:8–13). 
The fact that God “did not lay his hand on the chief men of the people of 
Israel” (Exod 24:11) emphasizes that the holy God of Sinai was welcoming 
his people into his presence.

Finally, several features of the covenant ratification meal serve to con-
summate the Mosaic covenant and, in the flow of the biblical storyline, form 
patterns of expectations for the consummation of the new covenant. First, 
the mountain location of the meal (Horeb/Sinai)38 is taken up typologi-
cally throughout the Old Testament as the place (Moriah/Zion) where the 
Lord himself will rule the earth in connection with the eschatological day 
of the Lord (cf. Exod 15:17; cf. Isa 2:1–4; 4:3–6; Mic 4:1–5).39 Second, by 
stating that all who ascended the mountain “saw the God of Israel” (v. 10) 
and “beheld God” (v. 11), seeing God and being in his presence functions 
with the meal as the climax of the establishment of the covenant relation-
ship.40 Throughout the Old Testament, the privilege of seeing God (i.e., his 
manifest glory) is reserved for God’s covenant people41 and promised as the 
covenantal blessing for covenant faithfulness.42 Next, as Beale has argued, 
the color and material of the “pavement of sapphire stone” underneath the 
throne of God, which was “like the very heaven for clearness,” is consistently 
used in Scripture to portray God’s glory as he appears in his heavenly temple 
(see Ezek 1:26–28; 10:1). This image culminates in Revelation 21:11, 18–20, 
where John describes both the glory of God and the New Jerusalem (which 
reflects God’s glory) in similar terms.43 While Jesus alludes directly to “the 
blood of the covenant” in Exodus 24:8, in the progress of redemption, it 
seems clear that John alludes to other aspects of the Sanaitic ratification 
meal when he describes the marriage supper of the lamb.

Lord’s Supper and New Covenant
As was noted in the exegesis of Luke 22:19–20, Jesus’ instructions to repeat 
the meal he instituted after his departure constitutes the Lord’s Supper as 
an ordinance of the new covenant church in the inaugurated kingdom.44 
Therefore, several thematic features from Paul’s instructions to the Corin-
thians concerning the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor 10:16–17; 11:17–32) and its 
surrounding context deserve mention. 

First, in the context of the book of 1 Corinthians, Paul demonstrates 
that the church already participates in inaugurated kingdom of God under 
the administration of the new covenant by comparing the experience of 
the church to that of Israel. Whereas Israel was covered by the blood of the 
Passover lamb, “Christ, our Passover lamb, has been sacrificed” (1 Cor 5:7), 
entailing both the removal of God’s wrath and the necessity of living in holi-
ness.45 Whereas God demonstrated his redemptive rule for Israel through 
the Passover-exodus event, new covenant believers have experienced a “new 
exodus” by their experience of Christ’s blood covering (5:7), baptism (10:2), 
and partaking of the spiritual food of the Lord’s Supper (10:3).46 Whereas 
God displayed his authority in Israel through his covenant mediator Moses 
(Num 12), and later the Davidic king (Deut 17:18–20; 2 Sam 7:11–17), 
Christ—the new covenant mediator and Davidic king of the church—displays 
his authority through his new covenant church’s exercise of church discipline 
(1 Cor 5:4, 11–12).47 These parallels between Israel and the church serve 
in part to situate the church in its new covenant epoch. Paul clearly foresees 
a future aspect of the kingdom of God (6:10) and a consummation of the 
new covenant relationship of Christ with the church, his bride (2 Cor 11:12; 
cf. Eph 5:22–32). Furthermore, Paul’s instructions concerning the Lord’s 
Supper include the epoch-marking comment “we proclaim the Lord’s death 
until he comes” (1 Cor 11:26),48 requiring that the church should continue 
its practice until that time of consummation.49 Each of these contextual clues 
reveal that the Lord’s Supper is a meal that occurs after the inaugurations of 
the new covenant and the kingdom of God and prior to the consummation 
of both the new covenant and the kingdom.50

Second, the Lord’s Supper functions as a sign of the new covenant (1 
Cor 11:25),51 entailing several blessings of participation in the meal. In 1 
Corinthians 10, Paul’s presents Israel’s and the church’s experience of partic-
ipation (κοινωνία)52 in Christ through the covenant meal(s) as analogically 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022) The Lord’s Supper as a Proleptic Covenant Ratification Meal and Inaugurated Kingdom Feast

76 77

similar.53 The pattern of redemption leading to a covenant ratification meal is 
redolent in the Supper (cf. Exod 24:9–11). Those who have been delivered 
from God’s wrath by the blood of Christ—the Passover lamb—and who 
have been baptized, as Israel was, receive spiritual food of participation in 
Christ.54 The Supper celebrates communion first with Christ and derivatively 
with the new covenant community of Christ.55 Eating the bread and drinking 
the cup demonstrates and deepens union/communion with Christ (1 Cor 
10:16),56 the covenant head, and with the new covenant partners in the 
church by virtue of their common covenantal connection to Christ (10:17). 
To eat the bread and drink the cup bespeaks one’s participation in the new 
covenant from the human side,57 but it also serves as the means of receiv-
ing assurance (ratification) from God’s side. As Horton explains, the signs 
of a covenant ratify covenantal sanctions.58 Thus, while the Lord’s Supper 
anticipates a fuller, eschatological knowledge of Christ when he returns, 
the benefits of the new covenant are already experienced in a partial way by 
those who partake of the Supper. In a not-yet-fully-realized sense then, the 
Lord’s Supper is a covenant ratification meal—thus, proleptic.59

Messianic Banquet and the Consummation 
Finally, Jesus provides the warrant for interpreting the messianic banquet of 
Revelation 19:6–9 as the typological fulfillment of the Passover. This section 
focuses on the way in which the marriage supper of the Lamb consummates 
both the new covenant and the kingdom of God.60

In Revelation 19:6–9, kingdom and covenant appear side by side, denoting 
the consummation of both.61 As a result of Christ’s judgment of Babylon 
(cf. 19:1–4, 11), the kingdom of the earth is transferred completely in its 
authority to Christ, “and he will reign forever and ever” (11:15).62 Thus, the 
time arrives for the “marriage of the Lamb” (19:7). John’s depiction of the 
marriage of the Lamb and his “Bride,” the church, brims with covenantal 
overtones. By mentioning the linen garments with which the bride clothes 
herself (19:8), John alludes to the “robes of righteousness” that God prom-
ised to Israel (Isa 61:10),63 which he would give her in preparation for their 
marriage and life together in a land called “Married” (62:4). The marriage 
imagery in Revelation is meant to convey the consummation and ultimate 
ratification of covenant relationship. 

The kingdom theme remains present with the language of a marriage 

supper (19:9),64 because Jesus repeatedly referred to the consummation 
of the kingdom as involving a wedding feast (Matt 8:11–12; 26:29; Mark 
14:25; Luke 14:15; 22:16, 18, 29–30). Schreiner summarizes, “The coming 
kingdom can be described as a great end-time feast in which the righteous 
will rejoice but others will be cast out into the darkness.”65 Still, because this 
meal includes formerly unrighteous sinners who have been forgiven by the 
blood of their husband, the Lamb, the consummated kingdom feast must 
also be a covenantal meal. The participants in this meal are both followers/
guests of the Lamb and the Bride of the Lamb (12:10–12; 19:7, 9).66 While 
the former image emphasizes the Lamb’s kingdom rule (cf. Isa 25),67 the latter 
emphasizes complete ultimate ratification (Exod 24:9–11). At this Supper, 
the resurrected King sits down to enjoy table fellowship with his guests who 
have arrived at their much-anticipated fulfillment meal by virtue of their 
prior participation in Christ’s new covenant (1 Cor 11:26).

Continuity and Discontinuity of Covenant Meals
In what follows, each of the covenant meals surveyed in this paper is com-
pared and contrasted with the Lord’s Supper along various axes in order to 
demonstrate that the Lord’s Supper is indeed a proleptic covenant ratification 
meal and inaugurated kingdom feast.

Passover and the Lord’s Supper
Several points of continuity between the Passover and Lord’s Supper are 
as follows. First, while the Lord’s Supper is not explicitly described as a 
Passover meal by Jesus (Luke 22:16, 18), Paul seems to consider the Lord’s 
Supper a Passover meal, when he urges the church to “celebrate the feast” 
with reference to the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor 5:7–11; 1 Cor 10:3–4; 10–17).68 
Second, both Passover and the Lord’s Supper function as acts of remembrance 
(Luke 22:19b; cf. Exod 12:14 and 13:9).69 Third, both the Passover and the 
Lord’s Supper were instituted by divine instruction prior to the kingly act 
of redemption—the exodus through the Red Sea in the old covenant and 
the death and resurrection of Jesus in the new covenant. Fourth, both feasts 
mark(ed) off the people of God from the surrounding nations as signs of the 
covenant with which they are associated (Exod 12:12–13; 1 Cor 11:24–25; 
1 Cor 5:7–12). Fifth, identification with the redeemed comes through par-
ticipation in the covenant meal (Exod 12:3–4; 1 Cor 11:17–34). Sixth, 
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since those in Egypt who did not participate in Passover experienced God’s 
judgment in the death of the firstborn and those who do not participate in 
the Lord’s Supper remain under judgment, both feasts function to signify 
those who are sealed as recipients of divine mercy compared to those who 
remain under wrath (Exod 12:29; 1 Cor 5:5, 11). Each of these continuities 
contribute to the thesis that the Lord’s Supper serves as a sign of God’s 
redemptive reign.

Several discontinuities are also evident, centering on the arrival of the 
new covenant with Christ’s death. Whereas the Passover participants were 
covered by the blood of a sacrificial lamb, Christ’s once-for-all sacrificial 
blood covers Lord’s Supper participants (Exod 12:5–7; 1 Cor 5:7). Whereas 
the Passover meal was a demonstration of God’s saving reign over Israel’s 
enemies for the purchase of Israel from physical slavery, the Lord’s Supper 
commemorates the demonstration of God’s saving reign over the kingdom 
of darkness for the deliverance of the multi-ethnic body of Christ (1 Cor 
10:1–17; Eph 2:11–12). Whereas Passover occurred in anticipation of God’s 
deliverance from Egypt with instructions for its ongoing celebration, the 
Lord’s Supper occurs subsequent the inauguration of God’s saving reign 
in the coming of Jesus and the new covenant he inaugurated by his blood.

Covenant Ratification and the Lord’s Supper
Two similarities between the Lord’s Supper and the meal on Sinai suggest 
that the Supper is a (proleptic) covenant ratification meal. First, like the Sinai 
meal, the Lord’s Supper occurs subsequently to the covenant-establishing 
shedding of blood as a celebration and ratification of the covenant (Luke 
22:20; Heb 9:14–23; 1 Cor 11:25). Second, as Israel’s representatives ate 
and drank in God’s covenantal presence on Sinai (Exod 24:9–11), so in a 
sense that precludes sight, the church experiences Christ’s covenantal pres-
ence in a special way when they “participate” in the body of Christ through 
consuming the bread and cup (1 Cor 10:16). 

By contrast, because the Lord’s Supper anticipates the kingdom feast, 
that mirrors and surpasses the meal on Sinai (1 Cor 11:26; cf. Luke 22:16, 
18), the Lord’s Supper should be understood as a proleptic covenant rati-
fication meal.70 Whereas only the representatives of Israel were allowed to 
ascend the mountain into God’s presence (Exod 24:9–11), all who enter 
the kingdom by faith in Christ are already assembled on Zion as the temple 

of God (Heb 12:22–24; 1 Cor 3:16). Whereas Moses sprinkled physical 
blood on the Israelites to demonstrate their cleansing and responsibility to 
uphold their covenant obligations, the church’s physical participation in the 
Supper represents their unilateral cleansing and forgiveness by God in the 
new covenant, based upon Christ’s obedience and sacrifice (Heb 9:20–22; 
cf. Isa 53). Marshall writes, “We can thus regard the Lord’s Supper as the 
feast of [inaugurated] fulfillment in the kingdom of God inasmuch as it is 
an anticipation of the heavenly feast.” 71

Last Supper and Lord’s Supper
Several reflections on the Last Supper and Lord’s Supper fill out the thesis. 
The Last Supper sets the paradigm for the Lord’s Supper. Marshall helpfully 
suggests “that Jesus looked forward to a new Passover in the heavenly kingdom 
of God, but that at the same time he commanded his disciples to celebrate 
a meal which would be an anticipation of that heavenly feast.”72 As Beale 
explains, “The Lord’s Supper is the [inaugurated] antitypical correspondence 
fulfilling the type of Israel’s meal.”73 When Paul writes in 1 Corinthians 11:26 
that each time the church eats the bread and drinks the wine they “proclaim 
the Lord’s death until he comes,” the forward-looking proclamation of Christ’s 
death reminds the participants in the Lord’s Supper that “the inaugurated 
form of the Lord’s Supper would cease” when Christ returns to consummate 
the kingdom.74 By using “fulfillment” language, Jesus actions at the Last 
Supper bring the old covenant celebration of the Passover to its initial telos, 
rendering celebration of the old covenant Passover redemptive-historically 
inappropriate. For God’s people the church, the Lord’s Supper functionally 
replaces the Passover.75

The discontinuities in the Last Supper and Lord’s Supper revolve around 
their respective redemptive-historical moments. Whereas the Last Supper 
anticipated redemption, the Lord’s Supper celebrates redemption accom-
plished. Whereas the Last Supper anticipated the inauguration of the 
new covenant in Christ’s blood, the Lord’s Supper celebrates the present 
experience of God’s new covenant forgiveness and presence as a covenant 
ratification meal (Ezek 36:26-27). Whereas the Last Supper looked back to 
the Passover that it fulfilled and forward to the kingdom feast it anticipated, 
the Lord’s Supper looks back to the cross and resurrection of Christ (with 
the Passover-exodus event as an interpretive grid) and looks forward to the 
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consummation of the new covenant and the kingdom of God. Whereas the 
Last Supper occurred during the inaugurated reign of Christ but prior to its 
corollary new covenant, the Lord’s Supper occurs in the age of the already-
not yet, new covenant and kingdom. 

Therefore, the present experience of believers as they participate in the 
Lord’s Supper is one of assurance. Each time they eat and drink the Supper 
together, God reminds the church that the new covenant benefits of com-
munion with him through forgiveness of sins is theirs ( Jer 31:34). The new 
covenant is ratified toward them even while it is not consummated: thus, 
proleptic. Similarly, as the church participates together in meal that points 
forward to the saving reign of Christ and as they exercise the authority Christ 
has given them to bind and loose related to that meal (Matt 18:15–20; 1 Cor 
5:1–12), they participate in an inaugurated kingdom feast.

Lord’s Supper and Kingdom Feast
Because the kingdom feast of Revelation 19:6–9 functions as the con-
summation of both the new covenant and the kingdom of God, it is the 
much-anticipated anti-type of all the previous covenantal meals between 
God and man. As a wedding (Rev 19:7, 9), the church will experience its 
covenantal goal when it experiences Christ’s presence face to face in the ulti-
mate fulfillment meal of Christ (Rev 21:5). As a royal banquet, the church 
will experience the full fellowship and joy of Christ’s complete destruction 
of sin, rather than needing to fight against personal sin. Indeed, the blessing 
of new covenant and kingdom consummation at the heavenly banquet will 
be to eat and drink again with Christ around his Table (Luke 22:16, 18).

Conclusion
The church participates in the Lord’s Supper in the time between two inau-
gurations—the kingdom of God and the new covenant—and one climactic 
fulfillment. This paper has explored the relationship of Passover feast and 
covenant ratification meal to the Mosaic covenant, comparing these meal-cov-
enant relationships with that of the Last Supper, Lord’s Supper, and marriage 
supper of the Lamb in relation to the new covenant. As a sign of the new 
covenant, the Lord’s Supper has various continuities and discontinuities with 
the other covenant meals here considered. Jesus statements in Luke 22:14–20 
and the examination that followed led to the conclusion that the Lord’s Supper 

is a proleptic covenant ratification meal because the new covenant benefits 
of forgiveness of sin and participation in Christ’s covenantal presence have 
already been inaugurated and will be fully realized at the marriage supper 
of the Lamb. We also saw that the church displays God’s saving reign, which 
Jesus inaugurated, through its participation in the Lord’s Supper. As such, 
the Lord’s Supper is an inaugurated kingdom feast.
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