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Les origines de l'Eucharistie: eva1uation 
critique des récentes recherches 

Durant les cinquante derniêres années~ de nombreuses études ont 

traité des origines de l'Eucharistie. On peut alors se poser la question 

s-uivante~ "Quel progrès a éU accompli pendant cette période de recherche?" 

,Pour se répondre a cette question, nous avons voulu présenter un historique 

et une êva1uation critique des travaux les plus importants qui ont été 

publ iés par les spêdal istes de Nouveau Testament depui s l'étude classique 

de Lietzmann. ~Iesse und Herrenmahl, pu\}liée en 1926. 

Les exégètes ont tenté d'élucider cette question complexe du pointe 

de vue de 1 'histoire. de la théologie et de la Tradition. Quelques-uns 

ont soutenu que les écrits sur 1tE~charistie ont leur Sitz im leben dans 

la célébration de P~ques. 

L'analyse de diverses thêo.ries nous a montré que les recherches 

actuelles sur le Nouvea~ Testament se penchent surtout sur la communauté 

chrétienne comme milieu d'inspiration des écrits sur l'Eucharistie. Ici 

les travau~ de Mar~sen et Feneberg prennent une impor.tance capitale. 
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Ph. D. Religious Studies 

Herbert Kiesler 

Eucharistie Origins ... A Crit·;cal Appraisal 

of Recent Research 

Ouri~g the last fifty years much work has been done on eucha-
• ristic origins. Thus one may ra;se the question: "How much progress 

has been made during th; s peri od of research? Il In order to answer thi s 

question we'have attempted to present an,hiltorical survey and cr;tical 

appraisal of the most important contributions made by competent New 

Testament scholars since Lietzmann's publication of his classical study, 

Messe und Herrenmahl, in 1926. 

Scholars have tried ~o unravel this complex problem on a histor­

ieal, theological and on a traditio-historical basis. Sorne have sug­

gested that the eucharistie accounts have their Sitz im leben" in the 

Christian Passover celebration. 

As a positive resul~ of our examination of the various theories 

we have dîscovered that New Testament scholarship is now focussing 

its attention upon the Christian co~unity as the creative milieu of 'the 

eucharistie accounts. Hère the studies of Marxsep and Feneberg are of 

importance. 
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PREFACE 

Sinee the publication of Lietzmann's elassical.study, Messe und 

Herrènmahl in 1926, much work has been done on eucharistie origins. , 

Scholars have attempted te solve this complex problem on a bistorical, 

t~eological and traditio-historical basis, 

A survey of recent literature on the subject clear1y tndicates 

that scholars have treàted almost every single aspect of the problem on 

hand. At this point the question arises,: "How much has"been aecomplished 

durîng the last fifty years of research?1I In order to answer this ques­

tion it was necessary ta present an historical survey of the most impor-, 
tant contributions made by competent New Testament scholars and to g1ve a 

critical appraisal of them. We believe that such an account will be a 

useful contribution to New Testament and liturgical scholarship. 

In ~his study the biblical ~uotations in Greek have, been made , 

from the Greek New Testament, edited by Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, 

Bruce M. Metzger and Allen Wikgren. Quotations from other ancient sources 

have bèen taken fram standard Engl1ih 'tral)slations .. 

l, Some persons have placed me in debt for their fnterest the,)' have 
, 

taken 1n the progress of ~ work at the Faculty of Graduate Stud1es of , , 

McGi11 'Univers i tY. : 

~ thanks are due Professor George Johnston for his invitation to 

take up gradua te stud1es at MeG111 Un1Yers1~ and for his kind advice and 

.• ncour.g~nt. 
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Above al1, however, 1 wish to thank my advisor Professor 

John C. Kirby, who not on1y sugge~ted the topie to me, but-who has 

taken a personal interest in the progress of this study. Professor 

Kirby has always beenready ta offer sugge,stions and constructive 

eritieisms. Without his advice this stuay would never have materialized. 

My appreciation is a1so extended to the librarians of 'the 

University of Chicago and of Notre Dame University. South Bend. 
1 , -

Indiana; and to MAss Norma Johnston and staff of the lib~ary of the 

Faculty of Religious Studies of McG1'1 University, Montrêal. 

1 would also 1ike to thank'Mrs. Cheryl Bristow, Mrs. Suzanne 

Benne~ and Mrs. Klara Banki for their help in preparing the manuscript. 

Final1y, 1 am especially thankfu~ to mY wife, who has not only 

shawn a keen interest in my study, but who has supported me in every 

way. 
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1 NTRODUCTION 

S1nce the introduction of the crttical hlstorical method of re­

search, the New Testament accounts of the origins of the Euchar1st have 

been subjected to very minute and critical investigations. This has rè~ 

sulted in a great number of traditio-historical, form- and literary­

cr1tical analyses of these accounts. 1 

ln all their efforts, scho'ar~ were primarily concerned with a 

reconstruction of' the historieal events of the Last Supper and with a 

recoveryof the ipsissima verba of Jes~s.2 But in the1r attempt ta come 

as close as possible to the historiesl situation, they encountered some 
\ . . . 

very basic problems. These problems were primarily posed by the New 

Testament accounts of the Eucharist. for they are both brief and enigmatic. 
, 

> They .could ther~fore furnish only a Véry lfmited amount' of infonnation. 

The problem was rendered more diffièult by the meal accounts in Acts. 

Acts 2:42, 46 rafer ta meals within a cultic setting. which are character-

, ,. 1~ed by an aspect of overflowfn~ joy (rJA /Q.6t;). but they,make no 

reference at all to the words attr1buted to Jesus in the Gospe'ls and in 

1 Cor1nthians. The other reference in Acts to the ~'braak1ng of bread" 

(20:7) does not refer to them either. 
, -Ji. 

The situation i5 further comp11cated by the Lucan text-problem 

Luke 22:15-20. From a text-crftfcal point of view. the lucan text has 
~ , .. 

presented the mast knotty problem. Scholars~1p 1s still sharply d1v1ded 

on' the question whether the short' qr the lo~ text represents the authen­

tic text-fotm. ln 1881 tn Thè New Testament in the 'Original Greek. 
i 
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Westcott and Hart had pronounced an unfavaurable judgment upon Luke 
, ( 

22:19b-ZO, and Shortly afterwards, Sc~uerer, a German scholar, became 

convinced of 'the authenticity of the short text. 3 He was followed by 
- d 

4 j 5 
Liet~mann, Jeremtàs~ and others. 

In more recent years, French and German scho1ars have decided 

~ l' h " C'd 6 in favour of the long text .. British scho ars, owever, e.9 ..• au, 

Chadwick7 and,~eaney8 still defend the authenticity of the Lucan short , , 

text. 

t In their work on eucharistie origins, scholars h-ave sought ta i 

identify the Last Supper 'of Jesus with hi's discip'les as either a haburah-, 

a kidgush, or a Passover mea1.~ With the discovery of the' Qumran docu­

ments, scholar1y interest has,particular1y, focussed on the que~tion of a 
, ' 

possible re1ationship betwe~n the Eucharist and the ~umran meals. la 

Scholarly opinion 15 still d.ivi.ded o.ver th' question of the iden-

tity of the Last Supper with any one of the above méntioned Jewish meal 
t' 

pract1ces. British scholar9hip" for ,instance. has abandoned the Passover 

theory almost completelYt Qecause it thinks ,that the ,Johann;ne dating of 

the last Supper,and of the crucifixion is the correct one. 11 
1 

For sorne time the Passover theory w4s a1so u~popu1ar with German 
12 . 

scholars, but it gained a ne~ lease on 11fe through the rese~rches of 

J. Jere~1as,13 who was here fo11owing in the foots teps of ~alman and 

8111er1>eck. -. , 

Re1ig1onsgesc01chtl1cbe research dn'the Eucharist started w1th 

E1chhor"ls,~bendmah1 in Ne~n Test~ment, in 1898.14 E1ch~orn had ~r1~ 

marily been concerned ~1th a d1fferent evaluation of the texts. In 

contrad1st1nct10~ from the cr1t1~a1-h1stor1ca1 method, which cons1dered 

the eucharistic accounts.as histor1cal1y re114ble reports of the life of 
c .. 
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Jesus, the r~l;gionsg~schichtliche method looked at these accounts ;n 

terms of how they would have been understood by their authors and readers. 

Ei chhorn' s theory was accepted and extended by Hei tmueJ 'ter. 1 t . 

was ,further dev~oped by Bousset and J. W~~ss. The whole religions­

geschichtliche d scussion was interrupted by the First World War. But 

shortly after the war, the Eucharist beèame once more the subject of 

f~ther discussions by liturgists and New Testament scholars such as 
15 

Wet~er, Casel. Lietzmann and K. L. Schmidt. 
16 . Wetter, who may be considered as a forerunner of Lietzmann, 

strong1y reacted agatnst the text-critics. In his opinion. lhey had 
, 

given too much empha.si s to the rather ambiguous texts of the New Testa-

ment. and too little attention to the religious life of the primitive 
n ' 

Christia~ community es reflected in the anc;ent liturgies. 

With Lietzmann. 17 who fo11owed SPitta .. ~8 the ~~age was 
~ 

set for 

a series of discussions which for some 

df t~e double origin of the Euchar1st. 

time r~v~lved around the ~Ubject 
'The d1st~~~tfon between the two 

t 

different types of the iuchar1st was primarily mad~ on a theological 

b'asis. ' ln Lietzmann's Op1'n'!on. the Jerusalem type' of the Eucharist was 

character1zed as Van eschato10,gical mesl, which was celebrated with great ' 

rejoicing. The Pauline ty~ of the Eucharist. however. was held in cam-, ' 

memoration of the deâth of Jesus. 19 

L1etzmann's basic thes1s WIS cons1derably modif1ed by scholars 

such as cul1mann20 and LOhmeyer. 21 These discussions tO~k a definite 

turn after the pUblication of Schwe1zer's ess'iy "Das Aberi.dmahl eine 
\ 

, Vergegenwaertigung des Todes' Jesu oder ein ,eschatologisches Freudenmahl?"22 

and. Jeremias' Die Abendmahlswort~ Jesu.~~ 
The more recent esslys of schwe1zar (1956) and Marxse~ (1963) show 

\~, / 

\ 
\ 
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the influence of the "new quest," which marks a new era in the "llfe of 
. 24 

Jesus" research by the post-Bultmanniarf school. The study by Marxsen 

on the Eucharist, "The Lord's Supper as a Christological Problem," 15 

of speclal importance here: 

Since the publlcation of Lietzmann's famous study, Messe und 

Herrenmahl, in i926,25 much work has been done on eucharistie origins. 

We believe that an account and an appraisal of the most important studles 

which have been made in this area during the last fifty years will be a 

useful contribution to New Testament and liturgical scholarship. 

It is, therefore, the purpose ~f this study to present a historl­

cal survey of the most important attempts to solve the problem of eucha-

rlstic origins and to give a critical appraisal of them. 

In some casés' it was necessary to present the 1 iturgi cal aspect 

of an argument. But since the liturgical problems are outside the scope 

of this study, we have not engaged in a detailed examination of them. 

, 

1 _\ 

1 

~ 

t 
~ ,.' 

1 
.: 

~ 

1 
9 

i , 
,\ 

. . , 



- \ 

.' 

• 

FOOTNOTES 

• 

;( , 



1 
, 

-

- 5 - , 

FOOTNOTES TO INTRODUCTION 

lHermann Patseh, Abendmahl und Historischer Jesus (Stuttgart: Calwer 
Verlag, 1972), p. 59. 

~. 

2The recovery of the ipsissima ve,rba of Jesus was of special con cern 
td scholars such as Joachim Jeremias and Heinz Schuermann; see, e.g. 
Professor Jeremias' chapter on "The 01dest Text of the Eucharistie Words 
of Jesus" (The Eucharistie \liards of Jesus, trans. rby Norman Perrin [New 
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1966]); see a1so the essay by H. Schuennann, 
"Jesus' Words in the light of His Actions at the last Supper," Vol. 40 of 
Conci1ium, ed. by P. Benoit, R. E. Murphy, B. von Iersel (New York: Pau1ist 
Press, 1969). 'pp. 119-31. 

3Pierre Benoit, "Le Rêcit de la C~ne dans Lc. XXII, 15-20." RB (PariS), 
No. 3 (July 1939), pp. 359-93. 

4Hans Lietzmann. Mass and Lord's supter: A Study in the History of 
the Liturgy. trans. Dorothea H. G. Reeveleiden: Brill, 1953-58}, p. 175. 

SOie Abendmahlsworte Jesu, pp. 42ff., cited by Willi Marxsen, "Die 
Ei nsetzungsber1 chte zum A6endmahl ," (unpubli shed Th. D. di ssertation, 
University of Kiel, 1951), p. 32. 

6George B. Caird. The Gospel of Luke (London: Cox and Wyman ltd .• 
1963), pp. 237ff; see al50 Joachim Jeremias, review of The Eucharistie Words 
of Jesus. by George B. Caird. in ET, 78 (Oct. 1966 - Sept. 1967). p. 58. 

7Henry Chadwick, "The Shorter Text of Luke XXII, 15-20," HThR. L 
(1957)l pp. 249-58. ----

BA. R. C. Leaney, A CommPntary According to St. Luke (london: Adam & 
Ch~rles 81ac~, 1958), pp. 72-75. 

9A critical evaluation of the var10us attempts to identify the Last 
Supper w1th é1ther one of these Jew1sh meals 1s presented by Professor 
Dugmore; see, e.g. h1s chapter on "The Study of the Orig1ns. of the 
Euchar1st: Retrospect and Reva1uat1on" (Stud1es 1n Church H1story II 
[London: Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd •• 1965]). 

10 . 
A summar,y of the recent debate about a possible relationship between 

the lord's Supper and ,the Qumran meals 15 presented by Herbert Braun in ' 
~umran und dIS Heue Testament. Vol. II, (Tuebtngen: J. C. B. Mohf. [Paul 
iebêck] 1966). pp. 29~54. 

llEmst Lohmeyer, ,Ivom urchristHchen Abendmahl." ThRN~; '9 (1937), pp. 
194-204. 

12 Ibid., p. 201. 
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13professor Jeremias defended the theory that the last Supper was a 
Passover mea1 at great length; see Jeremias, op. cit., pp. 15-84. This 
view was endorsed by scholars such as A. J. B. Higgfns, The lord's Supper 
in the N~w Testament (London: SeM Press ltd., 1952), pp. 13-23. In note l 
on p. 23, Higgins listed a number of recent supporters of the Passover 
theory as well as sorne opponents to it. 

14Hans lessig, "Die Abendmah1sprobleme im Lichte der neutestament1ichen 
Forschung seit 1900" (unpub1ished Th.D. dissertation, University of Bonn. 
1953). p. 72. 

, 15 Ibid ., p. 72. 

16Altchrist1iche liturgien 1 und Il, cited by August Arnold, Der . 
urstrun~ des Christlichen Abendmâhls (Freiburg 1.B.: Herder & Co~GMBH, 
Ver ags uchhandlung, 1937). p. 3. 

17lietzmann, op. cit. 

18Friedrich Spitta, Zur Gesch1chte und Litteratur des Urchristentums, 
1 (Goettingen: 1893), pp. 207-66. 

19l ietzmann, op. cH., pp. 204-208. 

200scar Cu11mann and F. J. Leennardt, Essays OQ the Lord's Supper, 
trans. by J. G. Davies (London: Lutterworth Press. 1958). pp. 5-23. 

21lohmeyer, "Oas Abendmahl in der Urgemeinde," JBl, LVI (1937), 
219-52. -

22Eduard Schweifèr, "oas Abendmah1 eine V~rgegenwaertigung des Todes 
Jesu'oder ein eschatologisches Freudenmahl?,11 ThZ, 2 (Harch/Apri1 1946) • 

. 81-101. ---

23Jeremias. op;. c1t.. . 

24Professor Reumann takes nQtfce of th1s in his introduction to 
Professor Schweizer's essay; see hi5, "Introduction" (The lord's su~per 
Accord1ng to the Ne~ Testament [Philadelph1a~ Fortress Press, 196 J, 
p. XII. See al 50 John Kselman' s chapter on "Modern New Testament Critic1$m" 
(The Jerome Bfblical Commentary. Vol. II [Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 
Inc .. 1968). 

25Lietzmann, op. c1t . 
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CHAPT ER l 

HISTORLtAL APPROACHES 

The Last Supper--a Haburah Meal? 

Iole begin with an exposition of the theories :of two wel1~known 

exponents of the haburah theory, F. L. Ci rl ot 1 and G. Di x. 2 Bath S'ChO la rs, 

held that the Last Supper could best be understood in terms of a haburah 

meal. 

1. Felix L. Cirlot 

Without presenting a eritical evaluation of Lietzmann's hypoth­

esis of the dual origin of the Eucharist in the New Testament, Cirlot 

made it very· clear that there was no basis for the, two-type hypothesis 

in the New Testament. 3 He was hopeful, however, that the meals of the 
i 

haburoth might throw new light upon the complex problem of eucharistie 

ori~ins.4 

In his refutation of Lietzmann's hypothesis of the dual origin 

of the.Eucharfst, Cirlot was not alone. Dix,S'for instance, a1so found 

himself in disagreement with Lietzmann. Uhile he used a different ap­

proach to the problem, he reached conclusions which were almost identical 

to those of Cirlot's.6 

Cir10t held that the Euchari.st as a corporate meal had its roots 

in Jewish mea" pract1ce. 1 In the l1ght of hfs reconstruction of its 

Jewish background, Cirlot concluded that the Eucharist best conforms to 

- 7· -
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1 8 the haburah meal, rather th an to a Passover meal or to the kiüdush. 

ln the light of the haburah theory, one of the puzzling aspects 
\ .. 

of this problem, that of the relationship between the ~ and the Eu-

charist, finds its solution. On the basis of his, examination of a post-

resurrection haburah meal, Cirlot pointed out that it consists of the 

following parts: (1) a preliminary course, (2) the blessing and breaking 

of bread at the beginning of the formal part o( the meal, (3) ,the main 
, . 

, body of the for~al meal, which would always be festive or joyous. and 

(4) the "CUp of blessing" at the end. of the meal. 9 

In view of this scheme, Cirlot pointed out that the bread and 
, 

cup. which opened and closed the formal part of the meal, are identical 

q. with "the Euëharist" of a 1ater time. 10 On the assumption that the 

~ Jewish meal practice served as the pat~ern or norm for the meal customs 

of the early Christian church. certain New Testament passages which are 

still much debated wou1d seem ta be far less problematic. 1l The phrase 

"breaking of bread," for instance, is just a descriptive title for the 

\, 

, , 
12 . 

haburah meal. In the l1ght of this consideration, the phrase "break-

1ng of bread" does not at all mean that the "cup of blessing" was infe-
J 

r10r to bread. nei ther does 1 t prove 1 ts total absenc'e as Li etzrnann and 

others ma1ntained. 13 

On the bas1s of his .xaminat10n Qf the eucharistie accounts in 

the Synoptic Gospels, Acts and Paul. Cirlot ~as unable to find Any sup­

p'ort for Lietzmann's view of a considerable gulf between the "break1ng 

of bread" as practiced in the Pauline connunit1es and 1n the primitive 

Palestinien çhurch. 14 

In connect1on with 1 -Corinthians 11:l7ff. 15t Cirlot pointed out 

that this passage. the next important one outside the Synopt1c Gospels, 

; A ,. ; 
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presents a more complete Picturelrs to how the primitive Eucharist and 

~ had _been conducted. Accord'ng to Cirlot. the problem )n this pas­

sage is one of semantics. for it is not clear whether the title "Lord'> 

Supper" applied to the whole meal, the eucharistic bt'ead and cup. or to 

the common part only.15 Again, Cirlot is convinc~d that a knowledge of 

the Jewish mea1s. which are ~e prQtotype of the Christian Eucharist, 
, 17 

will be he1pful in solving the prab1em. In the light of his recon-

struction of the evidence in 1 Corinthians 11 against the background of 

a haburah meal. Cirlot concluded that'Paul had introduced the Eucharist . 
in Corinth and other Gentile churches in connection with an ordinary 

. t 
haburah meal. but without the preliminary course,~which ~as customary in 

Judaism. But some innovators fram the Jerusalem church seem to have 

forced the adoption of the preliminary course on the Corinthian Christians. 

I~hen confronted by this problem, Paul expressed his disagreement with this 

innovation and appealed for the restoration of the original custom. 18 

. ..... 
Cirlot also examined the fOl,lowing references: Jude 12. 2 Peter 

2:13, St. Ignatius, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian. Cyprian and the 

Apostolic :rraditions of Hippo1ytus. In the light of the evidence, he' 

postulated the existence of an ordinary community mea1 in the primitive . , 

conmunity and its union with the Eucharist: 19 

His examination of the D1dache,20 wh1ch he dated at 130-150 A.D. 21 
ma~e 'h1m aware of the prob1em of the inverted form of the eucharistic 

elements, wh1ch in his opinion can be solved by postulating a prior 

stage of development,22 where the' eucharistic, cup was at the end after 

the common mea1, having as its consecration prayer the grace-after-
" 

meals (D1dache 10:2-5 at least). This was the most primitive form of 
, \ 

the Christian IIbreaking of bread," as well as of the pre-Christian 
... 

• 
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formal haourah banquet. When f;nally the cup was moved before the bread, 

the Oidache form came into existence. 23 

While the exact time for the separation of the Eucharist from . 
~~ cannot be determined. Cirlot held that it must have taken 

place during the second century, because of the lack of evidence prior 

to the t;me of St. Ignatius. On the other hand. there seems to be no 

"1 evidence that they were st; 11 united at, the time of St. 1 renaeus and 

Clement of Alexandr1a. 24 

It was believed that the Lord himself has given a new meaning 

and significance to the customary meal. He also wished that this new 

mea~ing and value should be retained. 25 
\ .. 

of 

When"this meal was taken out into a Gentile environment, its 

basic pattern remained unchanged: Only minor changes took place: 

(1) The preliminary course was not retained; (2) in Corinthians 11 

and the pre-Didache, the "bo,dy of Christ" appears at the beginning, 
. 

followed by a CORlllOI1 meal and the "blood of Christ"; (3) in the 'Oidache 

the cup is already transposed into the higher spiritual key; and (4) after 

this, a double development would set in. As soon as the ~ had been 

deleted, bread and cup would not simply be given up, but would come into 
, , 

juxtaposition. The double consecration prayer would seem to have lost 

its raison d'ftre, and would soon merge ioto one eucharistie prayer, 

which was pronounced over both elements. Justin Martyr is a witness of . ' 

this development. 26 

The haburah tneory 8150 helps to explain the variant forms of 

the eucharistie accounts. Thus. the first cup of the Lucan account, if 

it 15 h1storieal, may be cons1dered as the cup drunk during a prelimi­

nary course. -The covenant-bloèd-cup. which is placed after the bread, 
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lS probably ta be identified with the concluding "cup of blessing" of 

27 the customary feast. 

The first eschatological 10gion in Luke 22:15-16 ;s in its 

right place. With regard to the second esch~tological 10gion, the 

problem is more difficplt. The evidence seems to favour the Marcan 

position. 28 If the command to repeat is historical at all. preference , 
should be given to its double form in Paul. 29 

After thes~ traditio-historical considerations, Cirlot ~on-

cerns himself with the historicity and meaning of the actions and 

10gia. 30 With regard to the words "This is my body" (Luke 22:15-16) 

he pointed out that they refer to the Lord's lmminent death. Jesus in­

terprets it to his disciples on the basis of an acted parable. 3l He 

nat only interpreted to them the significance of that death, but insti­

tuted a memor1al of it. The covenant-blood 10g10n is historical. because 

i t is attested by t~attheltl. Mark. Paul and the longer Lucan text. This 

saying defies the ingenuity of accidental mishap or even of the clev­

erest inventor. 32 The allusions to Exodus 24:8. Jeremiah 31;31 and 

Isaiah 53 are introduced in such a way that they reflect the actual 

situation of 'Jesus. who had come to the mOst critical moments of his 

mission. The covenant-blood 10gion forms the basis for his teaching 

of the ~ignif1cance of his death. whfch effects the forgiveness of 
33 ' sins. As to the command to repeat the rite, Cir10t concluded that 

there are strong 'reasons for accepting it as historical. 34 On the 

bas1s of th1s prem1se. he proceeds with the reconstruction of the Last 

Supper. 35 

While concerning himself w1th the hfstor1cal aspects of the 

'Last Supper. C1rlot a1so· attempted to establish 1ts meaning. For this 

" , 
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purpose he turned to the writings of the ear1y church fathers such as 

Ignatius,36, Justin,37 Irenaeus,38 and others. He discovers that these 

fathers are adherents to the doctrine of realism. This doctrine was 

already attested by John, Paul and the longer Lucan text. The only 

way one can aecount for its origin is by tracing it back to the Last 

$upper and the authority of Christ himself. 39 
" 

The early Christians cunsider the Eucharist as a sacrifice,40 

a fact which finds sypport on the ba~is of the sacrificial terminology 

being applied. such as 8ua(a, 6i1pa. Yf'06~. Ta them the Eucharist 

is not a mental, subjective reca1ling of the passion. It is rather an 

objective memoria1 or representation of the passion, which is effeeted 

by the offering of the eucharistie e1eme~ts. the sacrificed body and 
1 

blood of Christ. 41 

The rea1istic in John. 42 Here, the 

Euchari'st clairns to be the actua1 dy and blood of Christ. This made 

it impossible for the Doeetists t6 accept it. On the assumption that 
" 

Hebrews 13:15 is a eucharistie reference, it may be considered as the 

first' extant text in which the term "sacrifice ll is app1ied to the Eu­

charist. This passage 1ends strong support to the concl~sions reached 

in Cir1ot's previous chapters about the eucharistie doetri~e.43 
44 " 

Paul a1so seems to consider the Eueharist in terms of a sac-

rifice. In 1 Corinthians '11 :25-26 the sacrific1a1 aspect of the Eucha-
, ' 

rist 1s emphasized~ because these verses clearly indieate that it is a' 
memorlal of the Sltrlf:;'.l de.th of Christ on the cross. 

2 . Gregory-1t1x----
, 
,; 

The publication of tMx's book" The Shape of the liturgy, in 

" > 
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'1945,45 represents an important contribution of British scho1arship to 

the study of 1tturgics in genera1 and the eucharistie prob1em in par­

ticu1ar. In his study, Dix was primaril,Y concerned with the problem. 

of the ?rigin and develop~t of the structure of the liturgy.46 He 

approached the subject as/a liturgist, who was, by his own definition. 

a student of Comparative Religion. and as a Christian, who applies the 

scientific method to the practical realms of his religion. 47 

Within the broader context of Dix's detailed treatment of li­

turgica1 problèms. the fourth chapter. dealing specifically with the 

problem~ of the origin and meaning of the Eucharist. is our main con­

cern here. 48 

In his discussion of the eucharistie problems, he r,eacted very 
~ 0 

strongly against the liberal views. 49 He was espeeially ill-disposed 

towards lietzmann's theory of the double origin of the Eucharis~, __ _ 
-

stating that his.conclusions simply do not agree with the alleged 

evidence. 50 f 

. In s identification of the Eucharist with t~e haburah meal, 

Dix· is f lowing the trend of British sCholarship, beginning with 

Oeste ey,51 who in turn 1s fol1owed by Cirlot,52 Ott053 and others. 

Dix strongly defends the hi stori ci ty of the Paul ine tradi tion 

~~f the Last Supper. This tradition originated in Jerusa1em, being 
1 

attested to by Peter and a11 tho~e who Wère present on that occasion. 54 

In n1x's opinion, the structure or shape of the 1fturgy, having 

1ts buh in the "four-action" scheme. must be cons1dered as a product 

o~ h1Story. It has 1ts roots fA an historieal event. ,namely in the Last 

Suppér of Jesus w1th his disciples, wh1eh' confonned ta the "seven­

action" scherge.55 The change frCIII the "seven-" ta the "four-action" 

J 
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scheme probab1y took place after the writing of 1 Corinthians b~t before 

the writing of the first of the four gospels. Thfs change may have been 

effected at Rome at the time of Clement. But this assumption, Dix pointed 

out, is a rather speculative one. 56 

With regard to the question of eucharistie origins, Dix fo1lowed 

Oesterl ej. 57 He held that the Eucharist cannot be identified with a 

Passover meal, because of the existing discrepancy between the Synoptic 

and Johannine datings bf th~ passion. 58 

With Oesterley,59 Dix decided in favour of the Johannine c~ro­

nology. In his opinion, the Eucharist was probably an evening meal, 

which took place twenty-four hours before the Passover. 60 ItÔ is evident 

tha t _ the l..as t- Sapper was a typ1 ca 1 Jewfsh meaT ,-Which---a-tx preferred ta 

-- i-denti fy with the forma 1 supper of a haburah. 61 

While critics were unable to establish the historicity of the 

c~and to repeat the rite, Dix was qufck ta point out that there ;s 

anly. one reasoli for the 'existence of this cOll11land of Jesus, namely, to 
~ 
;:-

invest a universal Jewish custom with a new and peculfar meaning for 
, \ 

his company of frfends. This new meaning, which was attached to the 
-----------o~-

two corporateacts, had a spec1ah,c~the atoning death of 

Jesus, viewed in the light of Isaiah 53. 62 

According to Dix, the words "Do this for the recal1in9'of mell .. 
in l Corinth1ans 11:24 e1ther have a historical basis, or they represent 

an accidental elaborat1on 'in good faith. 63 He excludes the latter v1ew. 

Dix a150 d1sm1sses the theory of deliberate invention, bêêause it would 
1 

be ~bsurd ta argue that any fabrication would have pass;d by the critical 

judgment ofa Peter- an_d those other ten witnesses. 64 /. 

DJx's ~r1tic1sm of LietJmann's hypothesis is p rticularly 
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• di'rected aga;ns't the .idea that the brea~ing of bread is to be "con­

sidered as an essential feature of the Eucharist, whil~ the sacra-

mental use of the cup is but a Pauline cre~tian under Hellenistic 

. fl 65 ln uence. In other words. Dix insisted that tflere iS -na scrap of 

evidence for Lietzmann's hypathesis of the bread and water'Eucharists 

within the New Testament.66 

The short Lucan text, which Lietzmann holds "to be the only 
\ 

authentic account o(what had happened at the Last Supper. does not 

at all present a complete.picture of this occàsion. 67 

S;nce the last meal was a haburah meal, it wou]d never have 

been cansid,ered as such without the II CUp of blessing," which normally 

formed the ~onclus;on of that meal. G8 

lietzmann~s theory that the "breaking of bread" in Acts repre· 

sents a designation for the eucharistie rite in the Jerusalem churc~, 

'ïs untenable~ In ... pix's opinion, lie~zmann's argumentation ;s abso­

lutely paradoxical, because the identical phrase "breaking of bread," 
., > 

which has been referred to in Act! 2:42.~ 46, is a150 being used in 

Acts 20:11, where, accordipg tn an eyewitness report, Paul celeprates 

the Eucharist. Thus. it would be ab5urd ta assume that the iden­

ti~àl phrase. hal/ing been used in both instances, would exclude the 

cup et Jerusalem but inc1ude it in the practice of Paul. 69 

Dix admits. however. t that our 1mowledge {)f the pre-Pauline 

Eucharists at Jerusalem 1s l1m1ted. The information fram Paul, on the 

ot~~r hand, 15 cons1der;ble. 70 / 

Wh11e L1etzmann,71 who was followed by Cullmann.72 had ac­

coun~d for the Pauline conception of the Eucharist in terms of the 

vision theory, Dix mainta1ns that such a theory falls short if judged 

o 
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by the of seientific seholarship.73 
, , 

In his opinion, the first group of the Galilean disciples had 

been in contac with this tradition. Sinee Paul ~ad associated with 

sdme eyewitness St ~ is only reaSO~ab1e to assume that he wo~ld have 

assured,himse1f f tne veracity of the whole story. Paul 's story as 

told in 1 Corinthl ns 11 cannot be an invention. In defense of the 

historicity o~ the Pauline tradition of the Eueharist, Dix appea1ed 

especia11y to Paul's integrity, and to the opposition party at Corinth. 

In his opinion, the historiea1.truth of the Pauline tradition rests 

primarily on Pete~ and al1 those who ~ere eyewitnesses of the Last 

Supper. 74 ~ 

As. ta the meartiog75 of the Euchar1st, Dix poin'ted out that . 
Jesu~ ascribed to h1s persan a mess1anic, redeeming and sacrifieial 

. 
sign1fieanee. This meaning was fu11y understood by the church. During 

the, Last Supper, Jesus had foeussed his attention on something totally 

beyond time, but,which would some dey break into time, namely, the 
, " 

Kingdom of God. The Kingdom, according to D1x's own deffnition, rep-

resents the state of affairs~ere men w1ll acknowledge the rulership 
\ 

of God. On the other hand. Jesus, who is,acquainted with the nature 

of the kingly rule, has assumed the' role of the ",a~ 8eôü. As such, 

he 1s concerned to make the'disciples his copartners. 

A~ to the development76 o'·the eucharistie rite with1n the' 

early church, Dix outl1nld the various stages IS f~llows: 

1. In 1 Corinth11ns 11 \he Eucharist wei still connected with the ~. 

2. In Matthew and Mark, the comb1nltion of Euchlr1st and Supper WlS 

cons1dered to be e1the~ an account of the past or 1$ of no 1nterest to 
, r . 

Christiant any longer. In both wr1t1ngs occurs a change of the cup-word 
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from "This cup is the New Covenant i·n my blood" to "This ;s my blood 

of the -New Covenant. Il 

r This changé has been made for stylistic reasons. 

3. 1 n J'ude 12 and 2 Peter 2: 13, the word ~ has al ready become 

a terminus technicus. in order to disçribe the Supper apart from the 
('\ 

Eucha ri s t. 

4. In the following generation, the word is being used in order to 

describ~ an Dbse~vance of the Supper in complete independence,of the 

liturgical Eucharist. 

5. At the time of Ignatius (ca. 115 A.D.), the Greek term ~ has 

become an accepted translation of the term haberah. The Eucharistia, 

on the other hand, ;s the berakah. independent of the haburah supper. 

6. Justin makes reference to the Eucharist, but he remains silent w;th 
; 

regard to the ~. 

7. At the time of Tertullian, the word ~ des(gnated a religious 

supper in complete independence of the Eucharist. 

3. Critical Appraisal 
-, 

Several scholars, who could not aeeept the Passover theory as 

an explanation of the historieal circumstances of the last Supper, 

were convineed that th1s occasion CQuld best be understood in terms 
~ 

ci f the forma 1 'supper of a haburah. 77 , -, 

lietzmann,78 for instance, followed ~y F. Cirlot,79 G. Dix,80 

K~ G. Goetz81 and R. Otto,82 had pointed to those Jewish meals which 

were invested'with religious solemnity.~ Lietzmann83 mainta1ned that 
r' et; 

these meals m1ght be held by a company of fr1ends wh~never they felt 

the need. This assertion, however, 

n~1evidence for such a practice,84 

" can tardly be correct, 
'\ 

} 

for there ;s 
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In his description of the haburah customs, Oesterley pOlnted 

out that among the Jews of the post-exil i c peri od, i t wâ's eus tomary to 

arrange for Friday afternoon meetings. Friends would meet in someone's 

home for the purpose of discussing religious matters and to partake of 
< 

a meal. These weekly gatherings were arranged by s-ocieties of friends. 

which were called haburoth (haburah, s;ng.). The term is der;ved fram 

the word chaber, which means a comrade. companion or friend. The social 
\ 

meal began rather early in the afternoon and was exten~ed until the 

commencement of the Sabbath. 85 

In his study of the Last Supper in The Kingdom of God and the 

Son of Man, R. Otto86 argued that th~ Last Supper belongs to the categ~ry 

1- of the religious, festive mea1s of a heber or haburah, with sacramental 

character and with ritualistlc peculiarities. He quo tes verbatim the 

following sentence from A. Gei~:87 "All meals, which were held in 

fellowship were meritorious and consecrated by a religious cha"Y'acter." 

In Jeremias' opinion, however, this statement 1s erroneous because Sanh. 

8:2, the passage referred to by Geiger. is not concerned with meals in 

general. but rather with a haburot miswah. On account of this erroneous 
, i 

statement, the consequences which Otto draws from it are a150 wrong. 88 

In The Early Eucharist. Cirlot had declared rather boldly that 

the inter~etation of the last Supper in terms of the haburah meal 1s 

both~easy and obvious. 89 'But~ 1s the identification of the La5t Supper 

with the haburah meal real1y al1 that easy and obvious? Cirlot himself 

';has rather uncritically adopted Oesterley's90 theory concerning these 

quasi-rel1gious meals. and has made "{t the foundation of his own theory . 

. Therefore. when he tries to establish the correct meaning of the tenm 

haburah~ he relies entire1y upon Oesterley's definitfon of the ward. 

• 
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The 1attér maintained that the word haburah is to be defined in terms of 

fe11ows~ip and love. 91 

Oesterley, however, did not derive this particular meaning from 

the word haburah. He rather interpreted it in the light of John 13:34. 

Prior to thlS, he had suggested that the circle of friends formed by 

Christ and the apostles canstituted a haburah. After all. in John 15:14 

Jesus refers to this ln the words, "Ye are my friends. if ye do the things 

which l cOlMland you." Furthennore, Oesterley was a1most persuaded that 

the words of John 13:34, Iva étrcrtr~r(: ét»'~'\ouç can be taken as an allusion 

to the word haburah, which means fellowship or even love. 92 Oesterl'ey's 
~ theory, however, is unconvincing, because he was unable ta present any 

definite evidence in support of his view that Jesus and his disciples had 

constituted a haburah. Instead of presenting proof that the Johannine 

references are to be understoad as references ta a haburah, he appeals te 

them in ~uppert of his awn theory. From a methodological point of view, 

this appears to be a seriousmistake. 

In the lt~ht of our examination of Oesterley's theory, we have 

discovered that there 1s hardly any basis for his thesis that Jesus and' 

his disciples had constituted a haburah. His definition of the term in 

the sense of love 1s hardly more than an ad hoc conjecture. 

Cirlot, who uncritical1y fol1owed in the foots teps of his prede­

cessor has also made the mfstake of reading into the ward haburah a 

meaning wh1eh he has der1ved from New Testament references~ rather than 

from the Jewish sources. There seems ta be no basis for his cla1m that 

these haburoth had as their raison d'@tre aets of p1ety.and lQve, as indeed 

is implied 'by' ~he name haburah. 93 

~ Dix was al$o intr1gued 'by the haburah theory. popularized by 
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Oesterley. He, too, was convinced that Jesus and his disciples had 

formed a haburah. 94 According to Dugmore, a haburah was lia voluntary 

associat10n of those who pledged themselves ta separate their tithes ln 

accordance with the ~Torah." They were also cornmitted to uphold the laws 

-of cl ean and uncl ean 1 ai d down in the Torah. 95 

In view of Jesus' attitude to tithing (Matt. 23:23) and the 

practice of the disciples regarding the washing of hands before eating 

(Mark 7:2), a basic requirement towards membership of a haburah, it is 

highly questionable that Jesus and his disciples would ever have been 

admitted as haberim. for these reasons it is doubtful that the term 

haburah could be applied ta Jesus and his disciples. 

The concept of a haburah appears to be evident only in connection 

with the so-called dut y meals. 96 In other words, on the basis of Sanh. 

8:2, Pesach 3:7, b Pesach 101 b (14), b Pesach 113 b it can be shawn that 

these dut y mea1s were held on1y on special ocaasions such as betrothals; 

weddings, circumcisions, funerals and the Passover. Those who are present 

at any such festive meals, form a naburah. 97 

Strictly speaking, on the basis of the available ev1dence, the 

term haburah, in the s'ense of a table-fellowship, can on1y be applied to 
. 

the Passover meal. On1y in a broader sense does the word become a terminus 

technicus for an association. 98 

According to bugmore. t~ere 1s no real evidence that these asso-
... 

ciations followèd the custom of holding meals. except on Sabbaths and 

special feast days.99 He pointed out that Dix himself had expressed 

doubts on the subject. 100 For thts reason Dix had invited the disbeliev-

1ng reader to omit the word fram this chapter and to accept the regula­

tions cited as governing any rather formal evening me~l tn a pious Jewish 
'. 
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househo1d. In Dugmore's opinion, Dix is wrong in regarding the regula­

tions recorded in Berakoth as referring to the fonma1 supper of a haburah. 

But while Dix was rather doubtfu1 with regard to the haburah theory, hè 

asserted: "That the Last Supper 'lias a haburah meeting seems to arise 

straight out of the New Testament evidence." 101 

While there may be points of resemblance between the Last Supper 

and the meals of Jewish confraternities, we must rea1ize that the paral1el 

cannot b'e pushed too far. 102 In our opinion, it would be much safer to 

assume that the Last Supper conformed ta a regular Jewish meal. 

The Last Supper--a Kiddush Meal? 

At the turn of the century, several scholars held the view that 

, the Sabbath-kiddush may have served as a mod~ for the eucha.ristic rite 

instituted by Jesus. 103 This theory was ~ularized by F. Spitta104 in 

Germany. With FoxleylOS and Box,106 it made its appearance in England 

where it was widely accepted. But in their attempt to identify the 

eucharistie rite with a Sabbath-kiddush, they eneountered some serious 

problems, because a Sabha,th meal could take place only on Friday nighL 

On the other hand, according to the Synoptics and John,' the last Supper 

had taken place on a Thursday night. 107. 

Box 108 obviously had no d1fficulty in solving this problem. He 

assumed that the celebration of the kiddush gradua1ly emancipated itself 

fram its format connect1on with the weekly Sabbath. Nisan 14th. the 

preparation day.of the Passover was treated as a Passover. and the kiddush 

ceremony was put back fram Friday to Thursday.l09 

Burkitt. 110 however. found th1s solution unacceptable. t He 

, 1"1 ._.., ....... ~~. 
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pOlnted out that the kiddush immediately precedes the actual celebration 

of the day. Thus. a k1ddush for the Sabbath lS done on Friday night. not 

twenty-four hours earlier. The Passover kiddush. on the other hand. re-

1-

presents the open1 ng of the Passover mea 1. 1 t was pronounced over the 

first of the four Passover cups. In connection w1th Burkitt's observation, 

Jeremlas raised hlS voice in protest against the who1ly illusory Passover 

kiddush on the eve of the feast. lll Burkitt's warning, however, went 

unheeded and scholars still found this theory to be quite attractive. 

R. Otto,1l2 for instance, was first attracted by the kiddu~h theory. Then 

he began to look out for some other simi1ar r1te~. In Jeremias 1 opinion, 

these kiddush-like rites are nothing e1se but Ottols own invention. 113 

The Sabbath-kiddush theory was further refined by Oesterley,ll4 

who had appealed to the Passover kiddush. a ritual sanctification of 

the feast, which is supp6sed to have taken place the night before the 

feast. This view was already advanced by Kennett. 115 He pointed out 

that it was a Jewish custom for friends to gather late ;n the afternoon 

on the day before the Sabbath, or on a high feast day. These gatherings 

\'Ere religious and social in nature. When the Passover day began, while 

the meal was still in process, the president would in~errUPt the meal, 

lifting a cup filled with wine. He then pronounced the blessing in 
. 

order to sanctify the day. The meal would continue until late at night. 

According to Oesterley,116 the wine blessing may have been followed by 
" 

a bread blessing. But it appears that the bread blessing was only pro­

nounced, in the case where pove~ty prevented the mea 1 parti ci pants of 

partaking in wine. 117 On the bas1s of these considerations Oesterley 

concluded that the group of disciples formed a hàburah which had gathered 

for a weekly social me'a1 on Thursday, rather than on Friday.118 
, ' 1 ., 

'" .~ .. ~ .• < 
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The theory of a Passover kiddush was widely accepted in England. 

Besides Kennett l19 and Oesterley,120 Macgregor,12l Maxfield122 and 

Gavin 123 became adherents of this hypothesis. In Germany it found ac­

ceptance with Huber124 and M. Dibelius. 125 Since the se scholars are in. 

favour of the Johannine chronology, they are in the same predicament as 

those who had adopted the Sabbath-kiddush theory, because they must also 

account for a time difference of twenty-four hours. 126 Therefore, they 

had to postulate the celebration of an opening meal, which Jesus had 

eaten the night before the Passover. According to Jeremias, however; 

there is no evidence for such an opening meal. In Jeremias' opinlon, 

the theory of the Passover kiddush is nothing more than pure fantasy.127 

_ According to LOhmeyer,128 the kiddush theory does contain an . . 
important aspect of ,truth. In his discussion of the Eucharist, Burkitt 

,has pointed this out. He interpreted Luke 22:15f in the sehse that 

}esus was hoping to eat the Passover with his disciples. But the unfa-

vourable circumstances prevented him frqm doing this. Therefore, the ,~ 

last meal of Jesus can hardly be considered to be more festive than the 

meal at Bethany in the house of Simon the leper (Mark 14:3f). If Jesus 

wanted to honour the last meal by a solemn aet he had to rely upon exist-

1ng table rites. Therefore. his institution of the Eueharist took on the 

form of a kiddush. This observation 1s further supported by the fact 

that a s1ngle eup was handed to al1 the meal participants. 129 
~ 

ln the 11ght of thi! consideration, we must seek for a proper 

def1nit1on of the terme From Jeremias' discussion of the k1ddush theory, 
. 

i~ has bec~ apparent that there was a real confusion among scholars as 

to the actual meaning of the wdrd Ik1ddush".l~O Conseq.uently. on the basis 

of the kiddush theory one could hardly expect ta gain a better under-
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standing of the Eucharist. According to Jeremias. the kiddush is to be 

defined in terms of a simple blessing. 13l Dunbitz 132 defines it as a 

ceremony and prayer by which the holiness of the Sabbath or of a festival 

;5 proclaimed. In other words, the advent of the Sabbath was marked by a 

"sanctification" kiddush, which set the day apart from the week-day which 

preceded it. At table, the head of the house, surrounded by his friends 

and guests, would take a cup full of wine and pronounce over it the usual 

blessing: "Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord, our God, King of the world, who 

createst the fruit of the vine and the blessing of the day." Then, he and 

after him al1 other meal participants drank from t~e "eup of blessing. Il 

After the blessing ·over the wine, followed the blessing over the bread. 133 

It was customary to place two loaves of bread before the head of the house. 

These loaves of bread symbolized the douQle portion of the manna on the 

Sabbath. After the bread b1essing, the mea1 proceeded. 134 This pattern of 

the ritual, connected with the cup of wine and the breaking of the bread, 

ref1ects a practi~ of a later period (200 A.D.), and not that Of the time 

of Jesus. 135 

In view of the definition of the kiddush, in terms of a simple 

blessing or as a ceremony and prayer whereby the Sabbath was set apart from 

the preced1ng work d~. we must conclude that the Euchar1st cannot be iden­

t1fied with a k1ddush. Only the meal practice wbiGh was connected with the 

kiddush miY show some resemb14nce to the Last Supper. These meal customs, 

however, are independent and are not nece~sar11y confined to the kiddush . 

.. 
The Last Supper--a Passover Meal? 

Thus far Mew restament scholarsh1p has been unable to prese~t 

- , 
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convlncing arguments in support of the Passover theory. The discrepant 

datings of the Last Suppèr found in the Synoptic Gospels and in the Gos­

pel of John, for instance, pose a serious problem. In spite of the lack 

of any definite evidence, Jeremias has defended the Passover theory at 

great length. Since he is one of the main representatives of thlS theory 

it will be necessary to present an exposition of his thesis. 

1. Jeremias' Passover theory 

Jerem~as' monograph. Die Abendmahlsworte Jesu, must be con­

sidered as an epoch-making attempt to unravel thé eucharistie problems 

of the New Testament. For more than two decades this erudite study 

has dominated the eucharistie discussion in Germany.136 

Contrary to BUltmann,137 who had defined the Eucharist in terms 

.of a cult-legend originating in a Hellenistic milieu, Jeremias was pri­

marily conc,erned to defenEi its historicity.138 In facto it is quite char­

acteristic of Jeremias to always ~flect upon the historical question 

throughout his minute invèstigation. 139 Thèrefore. ft is hardly sur­

prising when he ~egins his study of the eucharistie words with the his­

torical question concerning the Passove~. The answer to this question 

'does not only serve to solve the chronologieal question of the life of 

Jesus. Jeremias 1s much more concerned with the recovering of the 

ipsissima verba of Jesus. He a150 views the Eucharist as a yital link 

in the scheme of salvat;on-history.140 , 

For Jeremias. ·theological interpretat10n must have a finn hiS-. 

torical basis. Thus t he 15 conv1nced th~t we must find our way baek to 

the historiea1 Jesus and h1s me5sage: 141 ' 

We cannat bypass him. Quite apart fram all theological con-
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siderations, there are two circumstances which compel us to make 
the attempt to ascertain the character of the gospel as Jesus 
proclaimed it. First of all, it is the sources which forbid us 
to confine ourselves to the kerygma of the primitive church and 
which force us ever and again to raise the question of the his­
torical Jesus and his message. Every verse of the gospels tells 
us that the origin of Christianity lies not in the kerygma, not 
in the resurrection experiences of the disciples, not in a "Christ­
idea, Il Every verse tells us, rather, that the origin 'of Christian-

';ty lies in the appearance of the man who was crucified under 
Pontius Pilate, Jesus of Nazareth, and in his message, ... Over 
and over again we'come across words which unmistakably imply a 
situation prior to Easter. Only occasionally do we meet with 
traces here and there of christological overlay; and even if every­
thing were overlaid with Christology, the study of the historical 
Jesus would still remain an imperative task, since the absence of 
primary sources should not constitute a reason for abandoning 

"historical research. 142 

According to Jeremias, the identification of the Last Supper 

with a Passover meal has profound theological implications, for he holds 

that our understanding of the eucharistie words depends upon it,143 In 

his attempt to prove that the last Supper was a Passo,ver meal. Jeremias 

had to come to grips with a serious chronological problem. namely the 

discrepant datings of the death of Jesus,144 The chronological problem 

may be briefly summarized as follows: All the evangelists agree that 

Jesus was execlIIted on a Friday,145 Therefore t the Last Supper was he l d 

on Thursday night. Ta,be more specifie. the Supper must have taken place 

during the first haurs of Friday. beg~in9 at sunset.146 

In this connection. the question arises: "W~s this Friday the 

first day of the Passover feast1" In other words. did the Last Supper 

take place et the beginning of Hisan 15 or a day before1 147 'On this 

question the Synoptists and John are divided. 148 According to the for­

mer the Last Supper WIS a Passov~r meal. All the events fram the,Last 

Supper to the burial take place during the night of Hisan 14)15 and 

Hisan 15. 149 -John. on the other hand. who does not report the 1nsti-

" 
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tutian of the Eucharist, seems to consider Nisan 14 as the day of exe-

cution for, according ta John 18:28, the Jews do not go ta the judgment 

hall. Consequent1y, the eating of the Passover meal had not taken place, 

150 as yet. 

In Mark 14:12151 there is a contradiction between the first 

• ha1f and the second ha1f of the time reference. According to the unusua1 
- , c." ~ ~ r , 152 ' 

reckoning, the phrase'n"rtù~ 1féfU TùJVCH .. Ut4tJV points to Nisan-15. 

But there is evidence that occasiona1ly this phrase referred to the pre-
c' 'III l " 1\ 

ceding day. The second ha1.f of the time reference,oTé-n 1P'QtSP é'C1UOV, 

definite1y refers ta Nisan 14: 153 Therefore, only this day can be 

intended. 

~Which possible solution can be found in arder ta remove the dis­

crepancies? The f,ollowing attempts mus,t be made in order to solve the 

complex chronologica1 prob1em: 

1 J !. h t b l' d th b . f h St' t 154 . Orin as 0 e exp alne on e aS1S 0 t e ynop 1$ s. 

2. The Synoptists have ta be explained on the basis of Jahn. 155 

3. The two statements must be harmonized in the sense that the differ­

ent datings can be explained. 156 

. 
Jeremias. who may be considered as the champion of the Synoptic 

chronOlogy.157 had accÙffiulated a series of ;ncidental data, which in h;s 

opinion w9uld lend ~efi~iie su~port to his thes;s that the last Supper 

158 • was a ~assover mea1. We will brief1y refer to sorne of the'most im-

portant incidents mentioned by Jeremias: 

1. On the basis of the unan;mous testimony of the Synoptics (Mark 14:13 

par.; 14:26 par.;) and of John (18:1), the Last Sup~er took place 

in Jerusalem and not in Betnany.159 While it wa'S impossible for aÙ 

the pi1grims to stay over night w1thin the precincts'of the Ho1y City~ 
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as it was expressly demanded by Deuteronomy 16:7, the Passover lamb had 

ta be eaten within the gates of the city.160 
, 

2. Accardihg to 1 Corinthians 11 :23 and John 13:30, the last Supper was 

he1d at night. 161 In Jeremias' opinion, this is quite unusua1, for 
9 

nowhere in the gospels do we find any reference that a regular meal was 

eaten at night. The on1y exception to this ru1e is Matthew 14:15 with 

its refe-rence' ta the miracu10us feedi~g of the five thousand. SinCe it 

was not customary to ho1d a mea1 in the evening, the textua1 references 

must point to a Passover meal. 162 

3. The Synoptists (Mark 14:18, Matt. 26:20. luke 22:14) and John (13:12. 

~. 25. 28) are in agreement on the point that Jesus and the disçiples 

celebrated the Eucharist while reclining at table. 163 Only for the 

celebration of a special mea1 was it customary to rec1ine at table. 164 

The Passov~r meal, of course, was part of such a special meal ce1~­

br~tion. 165 The objection that Exodus 12:11 speaks against the rec1ining 

at table during the Passover celebration, is simp1y dismissed with the 

remark that this rule was valid only in connection with the actua1 

exodus .166 

4. The drinking of wine at the Last Supper (r1ark 14:23, 25 par.) char-

acterizes the mea1 as a festive occasion, ~ecause in everyday life water 
'167 ' 

~as drunk. Matthew 11:16-19 and John 2:1-11 are the on1y other ref-

erences in the go,spe1s which indicate that Jesus drank wine. 168 The 

idea th~t Jes~~~,~n) his {j1scip1es used wine with their daily'meals is 

simp1y unfounded. 169 ln Jeremias· opini~n, the drink1ng of wine at the 

Last- Supper 15 an indication ,that th1s 'occasion wu a Passover feas't. 170 

A(co ding to rabbinic regulations" eaeh participant had ta have four 

cups of wine. 171 

1 , , -
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5 A h S h 11 1 172 Th . f h . fter t e La s t upper a a e was sung. 1 S S 1 ng1 ng 0 a ymn 

~ 1S mentlOned rather 1ncidentally in Mark 14:26 and in Matthew 26:30. It 

lS a further lndication that the Last Supper was a Passoller mea1. 173 

6. -The last argument 15 the weightiest one in support of the Passover 

theory. The manner of Jesus' announcement of the pass10n becomes intel­

ligible only withln the setting of a Passover mea1. l74 Jesus spoke words 

of interpretation olier bread and W1ne, which is a flxed part of the Pass­

over ritua1. 175 According to Jeremias, they primarily concern the frame-

work and the substance of the narrative. Therefore. they cannot be con-

sidered in terms of later embel1ishments for the purpose of glving a 

paschal character to the Last Supper.176 

. 
Jeremias! attempt ta strengthen his position with regard to the 

Synoptic tradition on the basis of new materials was very saon met with 

strong opposition. Kaesemann.177 who did not believe in tn~ paschal 

character of the Eucharist. objected to Jeremias' presentation of the 

new materials. In his opinion, these data are nat fully convincing. They 

simply serve to underline the fact that the Synoptic tradition does speak 

of a Passover mea l .178 

In Schweizer's opinion, -the arguments collected by Jeremias in 

support of the Passover character ot"the last meal t and those against HI 
't'-:-;_ .... '" 

seem tu counterbalance one another. As positive evidence t he accepted. 

the following arguments: (l) Jesus eats in the city and not in the sub­

urbs; {2) he eats at night, ~nd not in the late afternoon; (3) his dis­

ciples s1ng a hymn of pra1se at the end of the meal (Mark 14:26a). 

But, he pointed out that the arguments against the Passover theory . 
seem to he .more persuasive than those cHed in its 'Support. In' his opin-

ion, there is a distinct difference between the Passover and the lord's 

1 

'1 
1 
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Supper. The former was hardly celebrated only once a year in the earl1est 

church. Schweizer holds the v;ew that in Acts 20:6 and the "Ep'istle of 

the Apostles 15(26)," and among the Quartodecimans, the Passover had,} 

nothing ta do with the Lord's Supper. Red w;ne, for instance, was not 

only used at a Passover celebration, but was drunk on other festive oc­

casions and special meals"also. The argument concerning the reclining 

position at the table does nat praye anything, because it is frequently 

mentioned in all four gospels. The disciples' lingering within the con-, , 

fines of ,the city does not stand out as anything unusual in John 18:2, 

Luke 21:37 and 22:39, while John 13:29 is simply used as a literary de­

vice by the evangelist. Hence, 'it does not point to a special night on 

whi ch the poor are ta be found on the s treets. In the li ght of these 

arguments, $chweizer seems to imply that a good case could be made out 

against ·the Passover theory. Most particularly, th~ lack of any r~er-
ence ta the Passover in Mark and Paul, which may be considered as the 

olqest passages, seems to lend support to this view. 179 

From a theological point of view, Schweizer arglJ~d, th;s 'question 

is unimportant~ because a meal held on the eve of the Passover could have 

taken up the fdeas of the impend1ng celebration. 180 But if the questio~ 
1 

.is of no theological- significance, we can hardly understand why Sch'(leizer 

;s 50 anx1ou~ to point out that even a meal held in the atmosphere of 

the Passover would have been influenced by paschal ideas. 

, W1th regard to ~remias' presentation of. the new mater1als in 

support of the Passov~r theory, ~ugmor:e181 ,has particularly objected 

to Jeremias' argument th~t it was customary at ordinary meals 1n.Jesus' 

t1me ta eat sitting, rather than reclining. He pornted out that of the 

two passag~.s which Jeremias cites "from the Rabbinic literature lt (j. Ber. 
~ < , , . 
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VII, llb, 62, 11e, 42 and 48), the first mentions reelining at mea"\.s, 

while the second makes no reference either to rec1ining or sitting. 

He a1so pOlnted out that neither Ber. VI nor b. Sanh. 38a warrants the 

s tatement in hl s text. 182 Furthermore, the ~rrJnprI Greek words for "to 

sitl! Kde;(w , I<rx()[(Of~' and l<~e7t'0({ are constantl y, uSèd in t~e 
gospe1~: For instance, when Jesus hea1ed the sick of the palsy, "there 

were certain of the scribes sltting there U1ark 2·6) .,,183 Actording to 

Dugmore, whenever the gospels mention a meal at which Jesus was present--

inc1uding the feeding of the multitude (Mark 6:39; Luke 9:14; clohn 6:11;) 

and the meal at Enrnaus (luke 24:3J)--they emp10y words 1ike én~I<€:Î69l:(, 

etc., all of whleh lnean "to fall back. to rec1ine." Thus, Jeremias 1 

argument that beeause Jesus and his disciples recllned at the Last Sup-

per, it must have been a Passover meal~ Falls to be convincing. Dugmore 

passes a simi lar judgment on other arguments presented by Jeremias in 

184 support of the Synoptic chrono1ogy. He conc1udes that Jeremias has 

made it less impossible to bel ;eve that the Last Supper was ,a Passover ~ 

meal, but he is far from having proved that it was. 185 
• 

Without engaging in a detailed analysis of e~ch single point of r 
\ 

the new materia1. which Jeremias presented in support of the Synoptic 

chrono1ogy. we must agree with Dugmore. Kaesemann and Schweizer that 
r 

Jeremias has failed to convince us that the Last Supper was a Passover 

mea 1. l8€? 

From a discussion ~f the various points in support of the Pass­

over theory, Jeremias turned to an exami'nation of eleven major objections 
, 

ta the Synoptic assertion that th~ la~t Supper was a ~assover meal. In 

his' treatmel'lt of the se objections. we nO'tic~d that yeremias has simply .. ~ 

tried to explain them away. -Furthermore, he tends ta make exceptions 

,- _. ,. ;.,..... ,~ ....... ~ .. ..,. ... ..:'f~, 
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the rule for his exp1anation.
187 

This can best be illustrated on the 

baS1S of his rather inadequate exp1anation of the Sanhedrin's meeting 

and condemnatlon of Jesus on Nisan 15. which was actually forbidden by 

Jewish law. Accordlng to the Mlshnah, "none may sit in judgment ... 

on a-feast day.1I
188 

In the light of this mishnaic statement, the ques­

tion comes into focus: "Was this 1aw already enforced at the time of 

Jesus?" In Jeremias' opinion, Blinzler hàs conclusively demonstrated 

_that the rabbinic-mishnaic cnminal law was not yet in force at the 

time of Jesus.
189 

In support of his thesis, Jeremias appea1ed to a statement by 
1 

Rabbi Akiba, who died after 135 A.D. According ta this statement, a 

convict was ta be braught ta Jerusalem and kept in prison until the feast, 

fat:' it is said: "And al1 the people shall hear H, sa that they may fear 

. dl' ,,190 Ad' h T h th 1t an not act presumptuous y aga1n. ccor lng ta t e ora. e 

exception on a feast day was ru1ed out. But by ref9rring to Rabbi Akiba, 

Jeremias indicated that Jesus' case was a legal exception to the law of 

no judging on feast da~s, and conc1uded that Jesus had ta be tried and 

executed at once. The argument fails to be convincing, since we have 

no evidence for such a legal exception at the time of Jesus. Further­

more, there is no conclusive proof that it was 'more than a preliminary 

inquiry with a view to making recOIlIœndations to the Roman procurator, 

who would pass legal judgment himself .191 The Jews admi tted that they 

were un'able to put a man to death (John 18:31). They waited for. Pilate 

- 192 ta issue an effective sentence. 

193 9 
In Gaugler's opinion. the Sanhedrints meeting during the Pass-

over night, the trial and execution on the first day of the feast, still .,. 

pose a serious prob1em wh1~h cannat easily be solved. Preiss,194 in 

, 
,1 ~ ....., 

~I:.r. ~~.:~:__ ~ '~." 
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bas i c agreement with Gaugler, al 50 expressed ~rong doubts about Jeremi as' 

claim that Jesus should have been judged, condemned and crucified in the 

midst of the feast. That wou1d have bee" contrary to the prescriptions of 

the law. It is impossible ta understand that the disciples should be anned 

in Mark 14:47, and why Simon of Cyrene in Mark 15:21 should be returning 

from the field at noon at the height of the feast. According to Preiss, one 

can understand very well why Simon should return at noon on the eve of the 

Passover, for there is evidence that people were allowed to work in the 
. 

fields until noon of that particular day. ln his opinion, this detail of 

the Marcan tradition strengthens the Johannine data. 195 Thus. the San-

hedrin's meeting, the disciples' bearing of anns. and Simon's return fonn 

the flelds at noon still represents a considerable problem for the date of 

Nisan 15. 

2. T~ chronologieal problem 

In the course of his defense of the historicity of the Synopti c chro­

nol091, Jeremias had refuted a11 a~temPts196 seeking to hanmonize the dis-
" 

crepant chronologies of John ang,.the Synoptics. He a150 refuted the rather 

ingenious study by 'Mll~ A. Jaubert. 197 In connection with K. HoHs 1 critical t 

observations,198 Jeremias argued that the "s trange 'passfon week chrono1 0gy" 

which occurs in .the D1dascalia for th~ first time. represents a secondary 

development which had 1ts or1gin in the fasting pract1ce of the church. 199 

a) Attempts at hannon1zation 

Si nce Jaubert 1 s hypothes 15 was cons 1 dered by severa 1 s cha 1 a rs 

as â possible solution to thé puzz1in9'~chronological problem, in the 

sense that 1t respects the 1ntegrity of both the Synoptic and Johannine 
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chronology, it will be necessary to briefly discuss lt. 
r, 

Jaubert's book La Date de ia Cêne200 is divided into three sec-

tions. In the first part201 the author discusses the solar calendar, 

which is represented by the Book of Jubilee.s, the "Astronomical Book'" in 

Eth; opi an Enoch and 1 n the Qumran texts (CDC XVI: 1-5; II 1: 13-15; COC 

VI:18-19f and IQS1:14-15; IQS X:5-7). While there is no need to enter 

lnto a discussion of the technica1itles concerning this ca1endar, we 

must briefly state the,following data: (1) The year was a solar year 

of exactly 364 days. It was divided up into exact1y 52 weeks, which 

means that the days of the week were fi xed days. ln other words, l f 

the year wou1d begin on a certain day, the next year would begin pre­

cisely 52 weeks 1ater on the same day. Furthermore. the year was di­

vided into four parts: Each part consisted of two months of thirty 

days eàch. pl us one month of th; rty-one days .. On the bas i s of sorne 

,compl i cated calcul at ions i t has been worked out that the year, accord­

ing to this solar calendar, began on a Wednesday, and that the Passover 

a ho fe 11 on that day. 

What ;s the history of this calendar? It can alread~ be found 
\ 

in the Old Testarœnt, namely in the Hexateuch and in Chronicles. This 

calendâr a1so exerted its infl uence upon the " iturgi cal practice of the , 

early church. The first indications of liturgical dates appear in the , 

D1dache. c From, this document i t appears that the Christi ans had chosen 

Sunday. Wednesdayand Friday as 'fast days. Since, in the milieu of 

Jesus and the disciples. the calendar with fixed days was used, the 

question arises: "How could Jesus have ce1ebrated the Passover on any 

other day but Tuesday night1" 

In the second part202 of\~her work. Jaubert concerned herself 
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with the patri5tic tradition. The most important texts attesting a Tue5~ 

day night Passover can be found in the Didascalia (21) and in Epiphanius. 203 

The traditlon was, of course, more widespread than our present documenta-

tian reveals. Victorinus of Pettau. for instance. who died in 304, ac-

cepted the same tradition in his De Fabrica Mundi, without showing any 

dependence upon the Didascalia. The important thing to notice here i5, 

that this tradition could not have arisen from a reading of the gospel 

texts. According to the tradition found in the Didascalia Jesus was . 
arrested during the niqht from Tuesday to Wednesday. He was crucified 

on Fri day. 204 • 

In the final part205 of her book, the author connected the primi-

the church's tradition of the three-day passion with the solar calendar. 

According to this calendar Jesus had celebrated the Last $upper on Tues­

day night and he was crucified on Friday, Nisan 14. This was in harmony 

with the official Jewish ca1endar. Therefore. the Johannine dating seems 

to be justified. 

On the assumption that Jesus had celebrated the Passover on Tues-

day night. it is h;ghly improbable that the priests would ,have pennitted 

the killing of lambs in the temple. The official day for the slaught~r 
',.. , < 1 ,.. 

.... was
Q 

Nhan 14. Therefore, the Marcan phrase 1<0'1 rn TT'FT!J ~~éf~ Ttc.>V 
:JI ( '/ >!f) 
a~uf4tJ~ ore I1HTadxœ ~UOV, (Mark 14: 12), appears to be a secondary 

glass, because the glossator probably no longer understood which Pass-, 
Over celebration he was referr;ng to, the priestly one or the one of the 

official calendar. 

The double calendar has a1so affected Othe dat1ng of cert~in 

feasts in the early churcK. The Quartodec1mans of Asia M1nor,' for in­

stance, celebrated Easter according to' the off;c1.1 Jew1sh calendar on . 
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Nl san 14. Rome and the res t of the churches, seem to have fo 11 owed the 

priest1y calendar, because they have chosen a certain day of the week, 

name1y Sunday, as their date for Easter. 

Jaubert's hypothesis seems to offer a far better solution to 

the puzzling passion chrono1ogy than a~y other one suggested thus far. 

It was favourably received by a number of scholars such as Allegro, 

Carmignac, Cross, Walther and .others. 206 In Johnston's207 opinion, 
, 

Jaubert's hypothesis does not depend upon a~y arbitrary alteration of 

the date of the Pasch by either Jesus or the Jewish authorities. More-

over, it is based upon the evidence of a calendar we know did exist. 

But in spite of the attractiveness of her theory it has failed to be 

fully convincing. Therefore, scholars such as Blinzler,208 Burrows, 
20Çj . 210 

Schubert and Jerem1as have found it unacceptab1e. Johnston. for 

instance. raised the question whether Jesus ever fo11owed the Qumran 
211 

calendar. Secondl~. the problem of intercalation ca11s for further 

jnvestigations. Kuhn,2l2 for instance. pointed out that the Qumran cal-
... 

endar could on1y have functioned proper1y for a longer period of time, 

if authentic proof for an intercalation of the ca1endar were availab1e. 

Unfortunately, there 1s no shred of evidence that the solar ca1endar has 

ever been intercalated. According to KUhn,213 Ethiopian Enoch 80:2-8 

is ta be considered as an example that the solar calendar did not function 

at a11, because 1t was not intercalated. In Ethiopian Enoch 74:13-14, , 

for instance, an attempt was made ta calcu1ate'the days of an eight 

year per10d on the bas1$ of a 364 day year, resulting in 2912 days. This 

example clearly indicates that the necessary intercalation of ten days 

was not made. In the light of these, considerations, Kuhn concluded that 

Jaubert's ~hes1s- of a Tues'day night Passover could be accepted on1y if 
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the following two conditions were met: (1) proof would be needed that 

Jesus'himself followed the Essene calendar, and (2) evidence would need 

to be provided that the solar calendar was actually intercalated for 

the purpose of adjusting it to the solar year. Such proof, however, is 
, 214 

not·available . 

Blinzler also obJected to Jaubert's Tuesday Passover theory, be­

cause the following considerations seem ta militate against sùch a' view: 

How could Jesus have celebrated the Passover on a Tuesday night without 

a Passover lamb, which had to be killed and prepared in the temple with 

the assistance of the priests and according to their specifications? 

Since the temple priests, who were the representatives of offlcial 

Judaism, celebrated the Passover on a Friday night, lt is to be assumed 

that for the s~aughter of the lambs, the priests werë available only on 

Friday afternoon, ratfter than on Tuesday afternoon, which'would have 

r been Ni san 11. Therefore, if Jesus ate the 1 amb on Tuesday ni ght, it 

cannat strictly be designated as a Passover lamb, because it was not 
215 killed and prepared at the appropriate time and place. Furthermore, 

on the basis of this consideration, thè Last Supper could not be speci­

f1ed in terms of a ritual pesach meal of sacrifice of the 01d Covenant. 216 

We can hardly enter into a detailed discussion of Jaubert's book. 

8ltt while Jaubert f s thesis prOmi ses to fi t the facts in a rather impres­

sive way, it ;s ta be admitted that<there are certain problem areas such 

,as the intercalation of ~he calendar217 and the Tuesd'ay Passover 'theOry,218 
. \ 

which stand in need of further research. Therefore, her thesis, which 

has been favourably received by several sCholars, is still far from be­

in9 conclusive. 

In this connection, it should be pointed out, that several scftol-

~) , . .1'i 
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ars were not at all persuaded by Jeremias 1 extraordinary, learned argu-

ments in support of the Synoptic dating. In his essay "Are Both Synop­

tics and John Correct About the Date of Je~us 1 Oeath?" Shepherd 219 

suggested that the problem of the discrepant datings could best be 

solved on the basis that two different ways of reckoning the Passover 

h . t d 220 may ave eX1S e . 

John, for instance, who was following a Palestinian tradition 

based upon the Palestinian reckoning of the day of the Passover, re­

corded the true d~te.221 The year when Jesus d;ed~ the Passover coin­

cided w; th the Sabbath. Therefore, Jesus died On ,the Eve of the Pass-

over. Mark, on the other hand, who was followed by Matthew and Luke. 

wrote from the vantage point of one who followed the calendar of 

Diaspora Judaism. whose tradition recalled that in the year Jesus died, 

the Passover fe 11 on a Friday. 222 

This hypothesis seems to provide a rather simple solution to a 

complex problem. It is so convenient as to arouse the suspicion that -i t may have been invented for the purpose of solv;ng the rather complex 

problem on hand. 

b) Defense of the Johann1ne chronology 

While Jeremias dèfended the h:lstoricity of the Synoptic dating 
1 • 
, < 

of 'the Last Supper. SOIe scholars were conv1nced that the Johannine chro-

no 1 o~ i s. t~ correct one ~,~23, 

Accord1ng to Bfa~scomb.224 the ev1denc~ strongly supports the 

Johann1ne pre~entat1oon that Jesus was cruci"fied before the Passover 

feast bagan. He presented the following ",asons for hf's conclusion: 

),~ Markls dating 15 not consistent. There are indications that 

~"",,""".L.~'''. ____________________________ ~_ 
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he has combined portion$ of two different traditions. 

2. Sorne episodes of the Passover narrative seem very unlikely on the 

night of the Passover and the first day of unleavened bread. 

3. The evidence of Paul supports the Johannine dating; 1 Corinthians 

shows a strong influence of paschal ideas (1 Cor. 5:6-8). This statement 

becomes very pointed if Paul believed that the crucifixion coincided with 

the slaughter of the paschal lambs, as John affirms. Secondly, if Paul 

had understood that the meal had taken place on a Passover night one would 

expect to find a reference to 1t in the description of the Lord's Supper in 

1 Corinthians 11:23ff. 

4. The Quartodecimans were convinced that the crucifixion was on 

Nisan 14th. 2~5 

In Branscomb's opinion, only two features suggest that the last 

Supper was a Passover meal: The Passover meal had to be eaten within the 

city limits and the singing of a hymn is mentioned at the conclusion of 

the meal. 226 

In his essay "Der Temin des rodes Jesu," Strobe1 227 also in-

s,isted that preference should be given to the Johann;ne chronology. In 

his opinion, B. lohse, who had attempted to interpret the Quartodeciman 
j 

practice in terms of ~ direct continuation of the last Passover of Jesus 

on Hisan 14th. had made a m1stake. Since Lohse was primarily concerned 

w1th estab11sh1ng the age of the celebration, he had failed ta notice 

that the special content of this celebration was responsible for the 

discrepancy of twenty-four hours, as compated w1th the historica1 date 

of the Last Supper. 

According to Str6bel. the Quartod~c1man-aposto11c celebration 

was characterized by astrong emphas1s upon the eschatolog;cal expecta-
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tion. T~is particular aspect of the celebration had connected itself 

with the midnight hour of the Passover. 228 In the l;ght of th;s con­

side~;on, lt is high1y probable that the Synoptic presentation of the 

last mea1 reflects the common practice of the primitive Christian com­

munity.229 Therefore, the Johannine chronology, withwNisan 13 as the 

date for the Last Supper and Nisan 14 as the day of Jesus· crucifixior, 

is to be preferred. 230 

Strobel found further support for his thesis 00 the bas;s of a 

source-critical analysis of the chronological framework of the Marcan 

account. The time reference of Mark 14:1 is to be interpreted in the 

senSe that Jesus' Last Supper was not understood as a Passover meal. 

On the basis of this reference, it appears that Jesus was already ar-

rested during the night from Nisan 13th to Nisan 14th. He was cruci­

fied before the feast, during the afternoon of the day of preparation. 

Therefore. these developments coincide with the JOhannine chrono1ogy.231 

His basic assumption. that the meal account could be considered 

as a factor which has introduced disorder into the Synoptic chrono10gy 

of the passion, can a1so be supported on the basis of Mark 15:42, where 
-, 

the day of crucifixion is deslgnated as paraskeue, but with the addi-

tiona1- phrase "that 15 the day of preparation for the Sabbath.,,232 

While we must admit that these are weight~ arguments in favour of the' 

Johannine chronology, Strobel's attempt ta explain the cause of the , 
d1screpancy 1s ùnconv1nc1ng. 

• 233 Recently, P. Benoit stated his view concerning the Johannine 

problem as follows: "The issue' 1s not settled as yet. For our theme 

it 1s of no decisive importance. Jesus~ farewel1 meal may ~ave ta ken 

place on the eve before the P~over. or even earlier. At any rate, it 

.. f 
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was submerged in the atmosphere of the Jewish feast. Il 

. 234 . b . h . tt In another artlcle,. Benolt, 0 servlng t e varlOUS a empts 

to solve the chronological problem, made a recommendation. In his opin­

ion, it would be most reasonable to assume that Jesus was fully aware of 

the fact that at the moment of the s laughter of the Passover lamb. he 

himself would die. Therefore, he antedated the Passover celebration . 
by one day. At the celebratlon of his last meal, Jesus had clearly re-

called the Passover ritual, so that he was able to build his own rite, 

which was to be the Passover rite of the New Testament. upon thlS very 

foundation. Accord,ng ,to Benoit. this solution certainly respects the 

Johannine as well as the Synoptic datings. 235 

1 

Benoi~ was fully aware of the fact that there is no easy solu-

tion to the cQmplex chronological problem. Since he was unable to es­
\ 

tablish the historicity of either the JGhannine or of the Synoptlc 

datings. he decided to make a compromise. In other words, for Benoit 

the qu~stion of the historicity of either dating seems to be no longer 

of any fundamenta1 importance as 19n9 as one can be certain that the Là'st 

Supper took place in the atmosphere of the Passover. 236 In this way he 
) 

\ 

can find at least sorne basis for his theologica1 interpretation. Benoit's 
, , 

solution. ,however, can hardly sat1sfy. 

Accor~1ng to Preiss,237 the chronological discrepancy was created 

by the mistaken,Màrcan chrono1ogy. He argued that Mark 14:1-2 IINow after. 
'" 

two days was the feast of the Pas~over and of unlea'vened bread . . . not 
238 during the feast, Il presupposes the Johannine chronology. 

Preiss was particularly concerned to find a solution to the rather 

complex problem whether Jesus' last meal was a Passover mea1 or not. In 

h1s opinion, the 1ast meal of Jesus with the disciples was not an antici-
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pation of the paschal meal, but rather an anticipation of paschal 

motifs.
239 

The eschatological p .... pect, for instance, may be c'on­

sidered as proof that the Last Supper was an anticipation of the 

Kingdom.
240 

On the baSis of his examination of the Johannine and 

the Pauline traditions. Preiss concluded that only from a theological, 

rather than from a chronological point of view, does the Last Supper 

241 
appear as a Passover meal. 

The r;se and spread of the mistaken Marcan chronology, which ' 

was also adopted by Matthew and Luke, seems to be the result of a 

theological development which was responsible for the transformation 

242 
of a simple meal with a Passover theme into a paschal meal. ln the 

course of this development, only the editorial framework of the Marcan 

narrative was affected, while its substance remained uninfluenced by 

h ' d 243 t 1 S tren . 

~ 

c) Attempts of Jewish scholarship 

In this connection. it should be pointed out that sorne Jewish 
, 

scholars have a1so been sharp)y divided over the qlJe_~tion coneerning 

the correct chronology of the Last Supper and the cruc1 fixion of Jesus., 
, 244 

Torrey. for instance, had attempted to dispose of the d15crepancy 
, '\ 1 

bY,1nterpret1ng the worè:t trQ rx~~'1 in the Fourth Gos~l as a refer-
- l ' 

ence not to the eve of the Passover, but rather to the Frtday of the. , 
Passover week. In Torrey's opinion. the word rrotrOf6l<EV? in John 19:14 

1s not :the ,colourless Greek word preparation. but a Jew1sh techn1cal , 

term.245 

- In disagreeme.nt wi th Torrey t Zei tl in246 pointed out that the 
, , 

word 1rQt~6Kf(), 15 not a Jew1sh technical term equiva1ent ta the eve 
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of the Sabba th. { 
247 

Heawood al so attempted to reconcile the contradiction between 

the Synontic and non-Synoptic Gospels. He maintained that. in biblical ..... . '\,.. 

times the Passover was distiAct from the Festival of Unleavened B~ad. 

The Passover lamb was sacrific~d on the l4th day of Nisan. white the 

Festival ai Unleavened Bread began on the 15th. In later days, the word 

Passover was.used to cover the whole of the seven days of the festival. , 
In Zeitlin's248 opinion, Heawood's ,facts are correct, but his 

conclusions are incorrect. On the basis of a careful examination of 

the chronologica1 data, Zeitlin conc1uded with certainty that there is 

a discrepancy between the Synoptic Gospels and the Fourth -Gospel. This 

existing discrepancy, however, is in regard to the date of the month. 

not the day of the week. As far as lei tl i n i s eoncerned, the gospels 

. "1 bl a49 Th t d' ti b t th St' d are lrreconel a e. e con ra lC on e ween e ynop les an 

non-Synoptie Gospels is not a historical, but rather an ideological 

problem, "~oes. Jesus persan; fy the Paschal Lamb or the Passover?"250 

This disagreement among Jewish scholars may serve as a further 

illustrat10n that there 1s'"no simple solution to the chron01ogical prob­

lem. As ~ have"already po1nted out there 15 no justification for 
" . 

Jeremi 4s 1 1 ns 1 s tence upon the hfs tori ci ty of the S1ftopt1 c chrono 1 ogy. 

In our opinion,. there are some we1ghty arguments in favour of the 

Johannine, chronology. But thus far. 1t 15 to be_ admitted that we have 
1 

no conclusive ev1dence in support of e1tber the Johannine'or thè Syn-
, . 

optic dat1ngs. 

The List Supper--not « Pissover Meal! 

Apart fran any chronolog1cal co~stderations, Bornkamm,Z51 Hahn.252 
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Preiss 253 and others have pointed out tha,t there are other basie con­

siderations which hard1y permit us to ldentify the Last Supper with a 

passover'meal. 

1. Objections te the Passover theory 

Contrary to Jeremias, Hahn 254 contended that the question whether 

the Last Supper was a Passover meal or not eou1d not be ~eCided on a his­

torieal basis. From a methodical point of v;ew Hahn saw the yo11owing 

two possibi1ities: (1) si~ee the lord's Supper was celebrated regularly, 
J • ... 

the ~assover motifs were omitted. (2) the reference te the Passover is 

to be explained as an addition whieh was theologically motivated. 255 

In Hahn's opinion. on the basîs of historieal and traditio­

historical consideratfons, it is very unlikely thQt Jesus' Last Supper 

was a Passover me~1,256 Referring to Mark 14:25, Hahn ind1cate~hat in 

thi s text. we canriot recognize any connections wi.th a Passover meal. 
, . 

He was quick to point out, however, that there ;s a defini~e link be-

tween the de~th of Jesus, his farewell meal and the Passover celebra-
. 
ti~n. This, in turn, gave r1se to inte,retations such as 1 Corinthians 

, 257 .• 
5:7 ,and John 19:36.· , , 

In ~ornkalllllis opinion, Jeremias l, presentat10n that th~ Last Sup- ( 

per was a Passover meal. fails to be convincing. At the most, Jeremias 

has presented praof that the Synoptics have placèd the List Sup~r w1th-
~ ~. 

in the f~amewprk of a Passover meal. The accounts of institution have 

very'little, or no connectionl~t all, with the pas~~~r.2~8 
Bornkamm, who was e~én more crit1cal 'than'Hahn, po1nted to a 

number of fac~ors, wh1ch in his opinibn·speak decidedly' against any con- ~ 

nections between the List SUPPer and à Passover meal: ,(1) The consti- . 

o 
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'\ 

tutive elements of \he Passover meal. such as the Passover roast, the 

matzoth and bitter herbs, are not mentioned at all. (2) In no way 
• 

can the words of interpretation be considered in terms of a Passover 

Haggadah. t3) Against Jeremias, Bornkarrm argued that the constitutive 

words and actions of the Lord's Supper cao hard1y be fitted into the 

fra~work of a Passover 1iturgy. (4) In th~ aç"counts of the Lord's 
( 

Supper, there are no inberpretative words tor the lamb, the matzoth 

and bitter herbs.' (5) The bread- and cup-words are also without any 
'. . 

analogy ta the Jewish celebration of the passover. 259 

With regard to the Pauline account of the Last Supper Bornkarrm 

poi nted out tha t the absence of any reference to the Passover from the 

words of interpretation is rather striking, because Paul does show fa­

mil i arity with concepts s'uch as ctffi st i ~our Passover Lamb. On the 
. 

basis of his examin~t1on of pertinent New Testament passages, Bornkanrn 

concluded ·that there was no justification for the assumption of a 

possible relationship between the Last S~ppèr and the P~ssover.260 On 

this point. Bornkamm is in 'disagreement with Hahn.26l who maintained that 
.. 

cthere was a connection between the Last Supper and the Passover meal. In 

Bornkamm's opinion. the textual situation is such that wherever refer-

ence 15 made to the Lord'~ Supper. there is no indication of a Passover 

1amb. On the oth~r hand, wherever the 1amb 1s referred to. no mention 

i s made of ~he Lord 1 s Supper. 262 
, 

In the 11ght of these considerations, Bornkamm concluded that 

the theses of G. Walther263 and J. Jeremias264 were untenable. Thus, 

Bornkamm could not find any basis in the texts for their conception that 

Jesus, as the Passover Lamb of the New Covenant. should be the central 

i dea of the Lord 1 5 Supper,.265 
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Kuemmel was a1so unable to find a textual basis for the pa~al 

interpretation of the Last Supper. He pointed out that according to 
, 266 

Mark 14:12, the l~st Supper was a Passover meal. Matthew and Luke. 

on the other hand, have simp1y adopted.the Marcan dating. The Marcan 

and Pauline accounts of the Last $upper do not make reference to any­

thing which is pecu1iar to the Passover. The lack of any reference to 

1 b . . 11 t' k . 267 a am lS espec1a y 5 r1 lng. 

According to Lohmeyer, there can be no doubt that Mark has in­

serted his account of the Last Supper into the ritual of a Passover 

meal. Consequently. he wants to have it understood as a Passover meal. 

While there are numerous possib11ities in understanding the Last Supper 

on the basis of the ritual of a Passover meal, one cannot overlook the 

fact that the account of the Last Supper itself does not allude to a 

Passover meal at a11. Therefore, in Lohmeyer's opinion, it is neces-
268 sary ta explain it without any reference ta the Passover meal. 

ti ons. 

Exegetes have obviously been puzzled by these conflicting tradi-
269 Th; sin turn has give'n ri se to numerous hypotheses. Oul ton, 

for instance, thought it possible that the Lord had intended to hold 

a farewell meal 1nstead of a Passover meal. 

In his opinion, H wo.uld be easy to suppose that, lJater on in 

the m1nds of the Christian disciples. the farewell meal would be'regarded 
270 as having taken place on the actual day of the feast. 

We have already stated Preiss' basic thesis and discovere4 that 
.. 

for him the question whether Jesus' last meal was a Passover meal or 

not has no bearing upon the issues involved. In his opinion, we are ta 

realize that the various traditions of the Last Supper have been shaped 

by the theôlogical interest of the primitive Christian conmunity.271 

" ,~ , 
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Fr.om a chtonological point of view, with the exception of the mistaken 
272 Marcan chronology, the last Supper was not a Passover meal. Theo-

273 logically speaking, however, the last meal was a Passover meal. It 

was 50 as the result of the death of Jesus. In the Jewish economy;~ the 

Passover was the central point of all the events of the Exodus. Now, 

the Passover serves as an enormous symbol, WhlCh is realized in Christ. 

On the assumptlon that Preiss' basic presuppositions are correct, all 

attempts which seek ta prOve that the last Supper was a Passover meal 

become superfluous. The important point to remember is that Jesus 1n-

stituted the last Supper by the whole of his life and especially by his 

death and resurrection. This meal will be fully accomplished at the time ~ 

of the .... pa_r_o_u_s_i_a, in the, great conmunion of the Kingdom. 274 

In Branscomb's opinion. the question why the early Christians 

wished ta identify the last-meal, at which the Eucharist was instituted 

with the Jewish Passover, can easily be answered. 275 The first Christians 

were mostly Jews, or they were Gentiles who had Jewish leaders. Thus, it 

is ta be assumed that the Jewish Passover was still considered to be one 

of the dominant events of the annual calendar. 276 The Passover. of 

course. was characterized by two primary ideas: on one hand, it was a 

memorial of Israel 's deliverance in the past; on th~ other hand, it 
~ ~ 

pointed forward to a future deliverance. These ideas also characterize 

the Eucharist, whieh, as a result of the death of Jesus, serves as a me­

marial of the deliverance of God's people~ . It is also a promise of a 

future salvation. Thus t it i5 on1y natural -that the Christian eucha­

ristie meal came ta be thought of as a Christian substitute for the 

Jewish Passover. 277 This substitution resulted from an opposition to 

Judaism and its rites. Su ch an idea would find support by the general 

.• ! .j'.:' 
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Christian knowledge that the institution of the Eucharist and the 

death of Christ occurred at the Passover season. 278 

Branscomb's contention that the Eucharist was a substitute 

for the Jewish Passover is to be questioned on the grounds that. 

at the beginning of the Christian movement. both rites may have 

been observed by the Christians. 279 

In the light of the above considerations. we canclude that 

Jeremias' insistence upon the historicity of the Synoptic dating. 

and the identiflcation of the Last Supper with a Pas'sover me}.l .• is 

unfounded. While the chranological problem is still far fram being 

solved. it is ta be admitted that a strong case eould be made out 

in support of the Johannine chranology of the Last Supper and the 

crucifixion of Jesus. 

Furthermore. the eucharistie accounts themselves contain 

no features peculiar ta a Passaver meal. For these basic reasons, the 

exegete will not be able ta interpret them in terms of a Passover 

meal. On the other hand. 1t can hardly be denied that the early 
\ 

Christians did associate the Eucharist wfth a Passover meal. This 
. 

identification was theologically motivated. The Passover. as the 

central ~spect of the events of the rxodus. pravided a suitable back­

ground for an understanding of the Christ event. It did n~t only . . 
prov1de a backward look to the redemptive death of Jes~st but also 

the prospect 6f 1 future deliverance in the Kingdom of God . 
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A Critical Appraisal of Jeremias' 
Interpretation Of the 

Eucharistie Words 

For Jeremias, the identification of the Last Supper with a 

Passover meal has profound theological implications. Since his exe-

getical construction is firmly based upon the assumption that Jesus' 

Last Supper was a Passover meal, it will be necessary to briefly ex-

amine the main aspects of his presentation: (1) Jesus' avowal of ab-

stinence; (2) Jesus, the Passover Lamb; (3) the 'anamnesis corrmand, and 

(4) Jesus died as the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53. 

1. Jesus' avowal of abstinence 

In this section Jeremias deve10ps the thesis that Jesus assumed 

the role of an intercessor for his deluded people. 280 In arder to im-

press his disciples with a spirit of complete se1f-surrender, he en­

gages in a fas t for hi s persecutors (Di d. 1: 3) .281 In other words, 

Jesus begins the last Passover mea1 as the Servant of God, who according 

ta Isaiah 53:12, makes intercession for the transgressors. 282 At this 

point the question arises, "What is Jeremias' basis for this rather im-

pressive construction?" 

In the 1ight of Luke 22:15, Jeremias, in agreement with 

F. C. Burkitt and A. E. BroOke,283 argu~d that the text shou1d be trans-

1ated: ,,( wou1d very gladly have eaten this Passover 1amb with you be­

fore my death." The reason why for Jesus tllis wish was not fu1fi11ed 

is given in verse 16: "for 1 tell you 1 shall not eat it until it 

is fulfi lled jn th~ Kingdom of God. 1I284 In Jeremias' opinion, the 

eschatological prospect of verses 16 and 18 cannot be interpreted as a 
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prediction of'death, but rather in the sense of a careful declaration of 
285 intent. almost in terms of an oath,. 

Further support for the hypothesis that Jesus abstained complete­

ly from food and drink can be found in the words of interpretation, be­

cause it would be hard to imagine that Jesus would have partaken of bread 
286 and wine, which he described in terms of his body and blood. 

Jeremias a1so appealed to the Quartodeciman practice in support 

of his theS1S. These Christians of Asia r~inor, who were living towards 

the end of the first century, celebrated the Passover at the same time 

the Jews dld. Instead of eating the ceremonial meal like the Jews, these 

Christians would engage in a fast for the Jews. which culminated in the 

celebration of the Eucharist at the time of the cOck_crow. 287 

A survey of source material from late Judaism indicates that re­

nunciations played an important part in its life. 288 In most cases they 

were an expression of an irrevocable resolution. of dedication of oneself 

to God and the mortification of the flesh in arder to strengthen persis­

tence in prayer. 289 In Jeremias' opinion, the se considerations are help­

ful towards a better understanding of Jesus' attitude 1n abstaining from 

food and drink. 290 

. Jeremias' exegetica1 construction may be very impressive. But it 

causes us to raise the question whether i t has a sound textual bas1 s. In 
. . 

other words, does Luke 22:15-18 Wàrrant Jeremfas' portrayal of Jesus' in-

tervention on behalf of his deluded people of Israel? Can we possibly 

understand these verses in the sense that Jesus, in an attempt to impress 

the urgency of hii intercess10n upon his disciples, underscores th1s with . 
a renunciation of the festival celebration and f~f the wine? Is there Any 

textual basis for Jeremias' contention that at the Last $apper Jesus 
)' 

" 
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engaged in a fast? 

With this question in mind, we must briefly examine the Marcan­

Matthaean tràdition of the last Supper, in order ta find out whether 

there is any indication of Jesus' renunciation with regard ta the mea1. 

In the light of Mark 14:18-20,.it appears that Jesus and his disciples 

were eating. Furthermore, the phrase a~rO mv'c.J Kef/YOV ~t' rfI f.>~61).é:1~ 
roü eéOll (Mark ]4:25); rr;iW ft.r)' ûrWV Ka/VOV év rf1 ~a6/,À.~r~ roi) 

. , . 
~rpoc. flOU (t~att. 26:"29) seems ta lend support ta the idea that 

Jesus had partaken of the cup, sinee he will drink it anew in the 

Kingdom of Gad. On the basis of these considerations we must conclude 

that the idea of Jesus' fasting cannat be derived from either Mark or 

Matthew. This means that we must faeus aur attention solely upon luke 

22:15-18. E 
With regard to the interpretation of verse 15, it should be 

• pointed out that there is no unanimity.among exegetes. Sorne have inter-

preted it in the sense that Jesus ,. desire was actual1y fulfflfed. They 

hold that Jesus did not only express his des ire to eat the Passover meal 

with his disciples. but he indeed ate 1t. 291 

Jeremias, on the other hand. argued that verse 15 is ta be under­

stood in terms of an unfulfi1led wiSh. 292 In thts connectian, he pointed 

out that the use of ~tr'{}Uf1E:Îv "to desire, Il with an infinitive. 1S a 

favourite construction in Luke's spe~ial source. In luke 17:22 it cle~r1y 

expresses an unfu1fi11ed desire. 293 

In criticism of Jeremias' position, du To1t294 has pointed out 

that there se~s to be a.contrad1tt10n between verses 15 and 16. On the 

basis of Luk~ 22:15-18 one wQuld have to assume that on one'hand Jesus 

was 10ng1ng te eat the P~ssover meal w1th h1s disciples. On the other 

. \. 
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hand, Jesus seems te have voluntarily withdrawn from the meal celebra~ 

tion. One could only account for this contradiction on the basis of 

some special reason which compelled Jesus ta give up his desire to eat 

the Passover meal. 295 Jeremias suggested that Jesus' intention ta ab­

stain from any food was motivated by his great concern for his deluded 

people. 296 This argument, as impressive as lt may be, fails to be con­

vincing, because there is no textual basis for it. 297 In arder ta 

give sorne added strength to his argumentation, Jeremias appealed to the 

Quartodeciman practice. which in his opinion can be traced back to the 

earliest community and ultimately te the practice of Jesus himself. 298 

But even this attempt ta project a second century practice back to the 

practice of Jesus must be considered with great caution. 299 Accordîng 

ta du Toit,300 Jeremias' argument cou1d easi1y be reversed. He thinks 

lt would be possible ta argue that a redactor of Luke 22:15ff wanted to 

pre je ct the practice known to hi m, back into the last meal. In connec­

tien with this last observation. it should be pointed out that in his 

description of the events at the Last Supper, Jeremias has treated 

Luke 22:'15-18 as sound evidence. In other words, he has failed to take 

into consideration that this text has passed through several stages of 

development which may have lef~ thefr traces upon it. The Semitism of 
~ , 6' 

verse 15, Errl6vJ4'~ Ere ?~, for instance, may be an indication 

of Lucan.redaetion. 301 ,If 50, Jeremias' argument that verse 15 expresses 
" 

an unfulfilled'wish becomes untenable. 

,In the 1 ight of these considerations we must conel ude that 

Jeremias' interpretat10n of Luke 22:15-18 fa11s to be convinc1ng. 
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2. Jesus, the Passover Lamb 

Accarding ta Jeremias, Jesus understaod himself in terms of the 

eschatological Passover Lamb. 302 Therefore, he represents the fulfil1mént 

of al1 that of which the Egyptian paschal 1amb and all the subsequent 

sacrificial lambs were the prototype. 303 He presents the following argu-

ments in support of h;s thesis: 

The words of interpretation were spoken within the context of a 

Passover meal. 304 During the Passover devotions, Jesus had already given 

an interpretation of tne unleavened bread and probably a1so of the wine. 305 

But to the great amazement of the disciples, he added further words after 
306 the two graces. Because this was contrary to the prevaillng custom, 

Jesus' action must have been as unexpected by the disciples as his avowal 

of abstinence at the beginning. 307 Jesus' words of interpretation, however, 

did not concern the actions of breaking the bread or pouring out the wine. 

but rather the elements themselves. 308 This argument can be supported on 

the following basis: (1) the interpretation of the special e1ements in the 

Jewish Passover rite is not coneerned with any actions. but with the compo­

nents of the mea l themse 1 ves. and (2) the early church unders tood the rWro 

as referring to the bread and wine. 309 ... 
The terminology used ~or the interpretation of the elements con-

sists of the double conet'pt bAsar wadam or bBra udema. 310 The meaning 

of this concept is twofold.~ll The second one deserves special con5idera-
,. 

tian in connection with Jesu;' referenee to "hi5 fles and blood.,,3l2 

Jesus is applYlng to himse1f terms from the 1 uage of sacrifice. Just as • 
./' >, ~ 

the parti ci pl e ~I<KUt'VD}'M" eonveys ~âcr1fi ci al aspect 1 50 do the two 

nouns ~ and aTfa .313 On the basis of these considerations. Jeremias 

concluded that Jesus had referred to h1mself in terms of a sacrifice. 3l4 
1 
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References ta Jesus as a Passaver Lamb can be found in the 

pre-Pauline Passover Haggadah, which is preserved in l Corinthians 

5:7, ln early,Christian literature as well as in extra-biblical 
315 

sources. The very great age of thlS comparlson of Jesus with a 
316 

sacrificia1 lamb is evidenced by the pre-Pauline phrase "his blooâ." 

Since the crucifixion was a bloodless form of execution, the phrase' 
317 

must come from the language of sacrifice. 

With the words den bi sri, "thi sis my flesh," and den idim, 

"this is my b1ood," Jesus probably designated nimself as the eschato-
318 10gica1 paschal Lamb. The tertium comparationis in the case of the 

bread ;s the fact that it was broken, and in the case of the wine, the 
319 

red colour. According to Jeremias, bread and wine represent a double 

simile. The broken bread is a simile of the. fate of Jesus 1 body, while 

the blood of the grapes is to be considered as a simile of his outpoured 
320 

blood. Therefore, Jesus is sayitlg, III go to death as the true Pass-

over s.acrifice. 1I321 Jesus did speak of the nature of his death, but 

he gave no details of its manner. In view of the simi1e and the parti-
, 

cip1e €f\XUVVOfI:NOV , one can be certain that Jesus must have expected 

a violent death. 322 In Mark 14:25, the indication is given that Jesus 

was convinced that God would vindicate his death. 323 

Jesus. who compared himself with the escnatological paschal Lamb, 
, 324 

designated his 4eath as a saving death. For Jeremias, the paral1el 
325 between th~ Egyptian paschal lamb is obvious. The blood of the lambs 

which were kilJed at the time of the Exodus fram Egypt had redemptive 

power. When the blo0d was applied to the doorposts, God displayed his 
, 

, 

mercy towards Israel for he did not execute the death sentence. Similar-

ly, the' vicarious death of Jesus br1ngs about the final deliverance of 
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Jeremias also saw a very close connection between the phrase 

-r~ ÉI(XÙVV~féVOV~dWv and the passage re1atlng to the Suffer-
327 1 

ing ServaF-lt of Isaiah 53:12. The word noMol marks it as an 

• Isaianic concept, for it almost f~nctions 1ike a Leitmotiv in the 

Servant Song. Isaiah 52:13 - 53:12. 328 The "for many" 1s a Semitic 

manner of speak1ng in an inclusive sense. 329 Therefore. the full 

meanfng of the phrase ,-rD GKxUVV~r~ov ~ 1fOM.~i • should be 

translated: "which will be shed for the peoples of the world."330 

The eucharistie words of Jesus are more than parable and instruction. 331 

Their primary purpose was to make clear to the disciples that by partak­

ing of the elements. they would receive a share in the redemptlve work 

of Jesus, their Saviour. 332 Thus they would be the recipients of Jesus' 

best and greatest g1ft, the forgiveness of sins, and become the represen­

tatives of the new people Of God: the redeemed community.333 

Jeremias' contention that the words attributed to Jesus can 

beSt be understood Trom the perspective of the Passover theology. appears 

, to be totally unfounded. The fact that we have found no evjdence in 

support of his view that the Last Supper was a Passover meal appears .. 
to be a good reason for refuting his thesis that Jesus considered him-

self as the eschatological Passover Lamb. In addition to this, there 

seems to be no evidence at al1 that Jesus considered hi~self in these 

terms, and t~at he ascribed to his death as a Passover Lamb a saving 

function. 

On close examination of the eucharistie texts i~ the New Testa-
i 

ment, we must conclude that the words attributed to Jes~s cannot be in-

terpreted---tn---t~e 11gllt of the Passo~er theology. 

,"' .... 

.. 

} \ 
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If we must assume that these words are to be understoad in the 

sense that the body and blood represent the body and b100d of ~he new 

Passover Lamb t then it is puzz1ing why this is not explicitly stated in 

the texts. The total absence of any reference to Jesus as the Passover 

Lamb of the New Covenant is difficult to understand, especially in view 

of the fact that' the primitive Christian conmunity must have been quite 

familiar with such concepts as "Christ, our Passover Lamb" (l Cor. 5:7; 

. . . ) 334 John 1.29. 1 Peter 1.19 . 

With regard ta the blood of the Passover lambs, it should be 

pointed out that a different role was ascribed ta it, as compared with 

the eucharistie wine, which was interpreted in terms of b1ood. Origi­

nally, the blood of the Passover lambs was applied ta the doorposts. but 

it was not drunk. 335 

In the light of Jeremias' argument that Jesus considered.him­

self as the eschatological Passover Lamb. it is extremely difficult ta 

understand how Jesus. in the presence of the roasted lamb which was eut 

up into pieces and ready to be eaten, could have seen in it an analogy 

to his approaching fate. 336 

Furthenmore r 1t 1s also 1nconcefvable that the two elements of 

bread and wine should have poi,nted ta Jesus as the sacrfficial lamb. 337 

Finally. we must also object to Jeremias' combination of the 

Passover with the Servant th~ology. which are two essentfal1y d1fferent 

theolog1cal aspects. 338 

., 
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3. The anamnesis command 
, , , 

In Palestinian usage the construction ~4 aratt'?61V designates' 

a presentation before God intended to induce God to act. 339 

The hi s tori ci ty of the cOllllland to repeat "the rite cou 1 d be cha 1-

lenged on the basis of its close affinity w)th the formulae used for the 

foundation of ancient ceremonies' in commemoration of the dead. 340 

H. Leclerq.341 for instance.considered the early Christian meal cele­

bration in terms of "un véritable banquet funêbre ... 342 

This idea was perpetuated by H. lietzmann, who stated the final 

result of his investigation in 1931. 343 At that time he had suggested 

that the fonnula "in remembrancé of mell had experienced a complete trans-

formation under Hellenistic influences. The daily table-fellowship with 

Jesus had turned into a festival which was held in commemoration of the 

dead. The Pauline Supper was the result of this process. 344 lietzmann's 
.. 

position was criticized by Jeremias on the following basis: 345 

~ 

While theftv,7t'f1-motif plays an important role in antiquity, it 
1 # .. 

is important to notice that the construction eu; ON~V761; is completely 
346 ) absent. Furthermore. in none of the instances of an endowment ~C; 

f~t7v Q!.f"v1,.u?~?rv 'is the~e any indication of a memorial ~eal~347 
The commemorative meals of cultic fellowships were not held daily 

or even weekly as the early Christian Euchar1st was. They were, rather, 

held annually as birthday celebrations in honour of the dead. 348 

The increasfng wor1dlfness of the memorial feasts makes it hard 

to~understand that the command for repetftion should be considered as 

having any connectfon with these meals for the dead. 349 
~ , . 

The fOmlula et; OIVClI"~ and 1ts variants were. used 1n Judaism 
, ;a l , 

at the time of Jesus as follows: (1) E«;MOf'V761t1 15 said for the 

" 

&ES. _ , 
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most part in reference to Gad, and (2) it then designates without any 

exception, ~ presentation before God intended to induce God to act. 350 

According to Jeremias, the command ta repeat the rite may be 

unders tood in the sense: "Th; s do, that Gad may remember me. Il God re-

members th~ Messiah in that he causes the king'CIam to break in by th'e 

parousia. 351 This interp~etation is based upon Jeremias' exegetical 

cons i derati on of the two phrases: 7DVTO 1TO/6:ÎTé' . and è~ ryv ~1\1 
cXVctfiV?6/V . 352 c; 

In the light of several Old Testament references, the phrase 

~n, ~léT~ appears ta be an established expression for the repeti-

. ~ h . 353 Th' 1 l' . h Q t t 154 tlon o~ t e.rlte.· . lS usage a sa lves on ln te umran ex s. 

It specifically refers to the rite of grace at table. 355 Furthermore, 

the expression "to break bread" as, a technical term is probably due to 

the command for tepetition. 356 

\ • \ " 357 
"The e~ression ~~ '"l'V ~ft7V ctv<Y/,V76'" is rather arflblguous. 

According to Jeremias. the~1v represents an objective genitive. 358 

Thus, the phrase should be translated: "that l be remembered." . But who 

shau1d remember Jesus? Was Jesus afra1d that the disciples would forget 

_him?359 

According to Jeremias. this is not the most obvious interpreta-. ' 
: ~ tion. Therefore. he referred ta the. paralle1 construction ~~C; /'4V71U)6VrOV 

which 15 found-, in Mark 14:9 (par. Matt. 20:13) and Acts 10:4. lias a \ 
" ..... ~ ..... 

memorial before GOd. II360 ln Acts'10:4, God is referred ta as the sub-

ject of the remember.ing, and Mark 14:9 seems to relate to the,merciful 

remembr~nce Of God: "that Gad ma}' (mercHul1y) remember her.at the last 

j udgment ... 361 
) , \ 'L l , , 

Whi le -the cOIlIIland 1Oûto 1r016ire Èu; ryv Gf?V aVa;J1 Y76'V i s . . 

,. 
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11ngu1st1cally clear, and as a command has a clear-cut mean1ng,362 
) , :J' , ;' 

Jereml as conc l uded tha t GIÇ 1"J V éf'?V avct;"v76'V 1 n 1 Cori nthl ans 

11:24ff and Luke 22:19 is to be understood in the sense that God 

lS beiflg besought to "re~mber his Messiah. ,,363 
3 :> \ 

According to R1chardson, 64 Jeremias' interpretation of élC;Tt}V 
~ , , 1 365 
Ef~VQlrcrV16IV is doubtless correct as fflr as lt goes.' He pOlnted 

out that the anamnes;s 15 pnmarily a dlVlne remembering. But its 

366 mean1ng lS not at al1 exhausted here. He critlc1zed Jones, who ln 

his oplnion does not entertain the posslb11ity that a p~rase such as 
l , 1 \ ) 1 

Be, TfJ Il €f~ V Q'VcrfV~6'1/ may contain not merely one meaning but sev-

l 
' 367 era meanlngs. 

368 Jones, however, was more critlcal of Jeremias' position than 

R1chardson. He held that if one is to assume with Jeremias that the 

Passover context is indeed as dominating as Jeremias argues, one would 

expect that every as,Sociation would conspire to make the remembrance 

which Jesus commanded comparable to the remembrance inherent in the 

Passover rlte, and not the contrast of it, as Jeremias' theslS requires. 

In the Passover, the worshipper looked back and remembered. The same 

h~lds true as regards the Eucharist. 369 

ACEording to ~osmala,370 if Jeremias~s right and the sentence 

should be understood in the sense of "do this, that God may remertber 

" me," this could have Be.e.Q expressed in an appropriate manner. It could 

be done. for example, with a final clause where God is the subject, or 

371 
with'the,help of an adverbial phrase. 

He al so pOinted. out that the "remembrance of Jesus" in the primi­

tive czr stian conmunity never finds expression in terms of "tiod's re-
. ,,372 

membra ce Of the Mess1ah. Thus, it is more than probable that the 

MU 2 
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part1cipants at the Last Supper dld not understand 1t this way. 

Ligier 373 was also puzzled by Jeremias' interpretation of the 
f 

commando He was unable to see how in the Christian economy the Fathe,t' 
. r 

;s able to remember the passion for the sole benefit of his Christ. 

Has he Ilot already brought him to life again and glorified him? In 

h;s oplnlOn, however, it cannot be ruled out that he lS still able to 

remember h1m and hi s suffen ngs for the good of mankind and of the 
374 

church. 

Wh1le L1gier and Richardson were able to accept at least one 
.1 

aspect of Jeremias' interpretation of the cOl11Tland to repeat the rite, 

;n the light of Jones' and Kosmala's examination of the cOIlIl1and, this 

lnterpretation must be questioned. 

4. Jesus, the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53 

In connection with hi s interpretation of the words attributed 

to Jesus, Jeremias attempted to show that Jesus had considered himself 

in terms of the Suffering Servant of Yahweh in the light of Isaiah 53. 

As a Servant. Jesus was willing ta give his life~ his blood, for the 

h . 375' 
many. t e natlons. '" 

This unique theological statement may be very impressive. It 

also seems to blend in very well with Jeremias' basic conception of 
- \" 

Heilsgeschichte. But will this staterœnt stand the test of a critical 

examination? In the context of th1s study we can hardly unfold the 
-~ 1 

numerous problems wh1ch are con"lcted w1th it. Thus, we will focus 

our attention on the question: "Oid Jesus cons1der h1mself in -terms of 

the Suffer1ng Servant of Isaiah- 53?" 

For the present purpose', 1t will be necessary (1) te briefly 
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summarize the arguments presented by sorne exponents of the traditional 

376 377 378 
Vlew such as V. Taylor, R. Otto and H. W. Wolff, and (2) ta 

compare these views wi th sorne of the recent attempts to solve th; s 

comp1ex problem. 

1 h b k J d H S . f . 379 T 1 d h' Tf n l s 00 es us an l s acrl 1 ce ay or concerne l mse 

wlth the problem of the influence of the Servant concept upon the pas-slon-

sayi ngs. He was convinced that the Marcan references. such as Mark 9: 12b; 

8.·31; 9:31; 10:33-34 and Mark 10:45 as well as 14:24; had been influenced 
, 380 

by Isaiah 53. 

Wi th regard to Luke 22: 37. Taylor was convinced that thi s passage 

; s an express ~itation from Isaiah 53.
381 

Its presence in the Lucan tra-, 

dition confi rms the view that Jesus had deeply pondered the description 

of the Suffering Servant, and saw it as a foreshadowing of his own expe-

382 
rience of suffering and death. In Tay1or's opinion. it would be in-

credible that Jesus should have considered his own sufferfng in the light 

of this sublime poem. while ignoring the representative and vicarious 

----,. aspects of the Servant's sufferings.383 

384 . ' 
Rudolf Otto. in the Kingdomllif God and the Son of Man. argued 

that Mark 9~~2 represents a definite proof that Jesus considered himse1f 

1.. in tenns of t~ ~-Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53.
385 

Referring to Mark 

10:45, he stated: "Here again we have a ci~ar synthesis of the Son of 

Nan 'and Isaiah's Servant of God."386 On the basis of this identifica-

.. 

tion. Otto interpreted the meaning of the death of Jesus. 

387 
H. W. Wolff had a1so made a careful study of the Servant- , 

Song and its influence upon sayings such as Luke 22:37..; Mark 10:45; 14:24 

and 9:l2b.
388 

He held that the answer to the question. whether Isaiah 53 
. , 

appears in the word of Jesus 15 not necessar11y an answer to the second ' 
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question, whether Isalah 53 p1ayed an important role ln the conscious­

ness of Jesus. 389 Wolff defended the traditional Vlewon the basis of 

the fol1owing two observatlons: (1) Jesus made fréquent reference to 

Isaiah 53, and (2) 'Jesus occupled hlmself with the fate of John and 
r 1 390 

the martyrdom of the prophets. Thus, he conc1uded, it is high1y im-
391 . 

probable that Jesus shou1d have ,ignored this important chapter. 

On the basis of his examination of Luke 22:37. Wolff pointed 

out that Luke knew Jesus as one who referred to hi s own death as fo-11ows: 

392 "And he was reckoned with transgressors," Wolff he1d that Mark 10:45 

must be consldered as an important witness to the re1ationship of Jesus 

ta Isaiah 53.
393 

Here. as w~l as in Mark 14:24, the significance of 

the death of Jesus is expressed in the 1ight of the 01d Testament chap­
\ 

ter.
394 

The authenticity of Mark 9:12b may be doubted. 39S In Bultmann's 

opinion, this text represents a secondary, redactiona1 gloss.396 W~lff 

argued, however, that the imprecision of the citation is an indication 

of Jesus' manner of speaking. In agreeme~ with Otto, he defended the 

v;ew that these words can hardly be a theological construction of the 
397 

primitive Christian cortlTlunity. In the light o.f these considerations. 

he concluded that Isaiah 53 exerted an in'~u~pee upon the thought of 
..... 

Jesus with regard to his death. 398 
, ~~ * 

While these scholars were çonvinced of the definite influence 

of Isaiah S3 upon the passion- sayings, Jeremias admitted that many of . 
these passages are wholly or in part the work of the community.399 He 

was convinced, however, that not all references of Jesus to the ebed ê!re 

inauthentic. 400 If Jesus had weighed the possibility of a violent death, 

and there are definite indications that he did so, then in view of the 

\ , 
\ 

\ 
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extraordinary importance of te' concept of the aton1ng power ln late 

Judalsm, it must be assurned that Jesus had given thought to the mean­

ing and purpose of his death. 401 In support of his su~position, 

Jeremias 402 pointed to the fo11owing conslderatlons: 

\ 1. We are dealing with a pre-Hellenistlc tradition, for none of the 
\ 

passages, with the exceptlon of Luke 22:37, shows ~nf1uence of the 
403 

LXX. Su ch an 1nfluence 1S comp1etely out of the question for passages 
404 such as Mat:~ 9:12;' 10:45; 14:8, 24, Luke 23:3A and John 10:11; 15:17. 

Sorne of these references presuppose either a Hebrew or an Aramaic 
405 

background. 

2. Since severa1 of the intimations of the passion are 50 general, 

they cannot be consldered as an invent~n ex eventu. 406 In Jeremlas' 

opinion, the core of the predict10ns of the passion and of the glorifi­

cation are part of the pre-Easter tradition, which still shows no influ­

ence of the course of events. 407 

3. Jeremias pointed to certain sayings which are firmly rooted in their 

context. !hey form an es~entia1 part of the pericope. 408 

4. The use of the passive form JTarotd,'doro<l in Mark 9:31 ;s firm1y 

rooted in the tradition, and recurs in other passages such as Mark 10:33; 

14:21 and Matthew 26. 409 In connection with God"s action, it points to an 

antique Jew1sh mOde4~speaking, but 

the words of ~s. In Jeremias' 
. ~ 411 tlon of Jesus' persona1 style. .. , , 

it ;s very frequently emp10yed in 

opinio~, this is a c1ear indica-
( 

/ 

5. The urrEF' phrase in Mark 14:24, the 0}dest and soundest tradition, 

represents a defin1te reference to Isaiah 53.412 This view cc\n be sub­

s)fRtia;ed on the bas~s of traditio-historical c~nsiderations.4l3 

Jeremias held that Pa~l had received his version of the EuCharist pos-

, 
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slbly after 40 A.D. ln the city of Ant10ch. Since he 1S convinced that 

the Synopt1c versions are older because of their Semitic features, they 

could have arlsen in the thirties.
414 

In the llght of these considera-

tlOns Jeremias conc1uded that "here we have the bedrock of the 

d
. ,,415 

tra 1t1on. ' / 
He.,.admitted, however, that there are on1y a few passages where 

416 
Jesus applles sayings from Isaiah S3 to himself. There are none 

417 
at all in the mater;a1 peculiar to Matthew and Luke. This scarclty 

of references to the 01d Testament chapter on the part of Jesus can 
~'"' 

best be exp1alned on the bas;s that Jesus never declared himself in 
418 

pub11C as the Servant of God. Only to his disciples dld he disc10se 

the mystery of his sacrificial death on beha1f of the many, the nations. 4l9 

420 In h1S book The Mission and Achievement of Jesus, R. H. Fuller 

still he1d the position that the Servant concept can be traced back to 

Jesus himself. He had ana1yzed the Marcan passion predictions (Mark 

8:31, 9: 12, 9:31, 10:33ff and 10:45) with the purpose of separating the 

d . ff' f h d" 421 1 erent strata 0 t e tra ltlon. Thus, he distinguished between 
, 

"an original substratum in wh;ch Jesus speaks of his sufferings in the 

light of Isaiah 53, and the residue as a series of vaticinia ex eventu.
422 

In the meantime, H. E. Toedt has ana1yzed a number of a11eged 

d . . f 423 envatlons rom Isaiah 53. He conc1uded that these references must 

stem from other sources, with the exception of Mark 10:~5b" and 14:24. 
424 

In these two texts Toedt has found allusions to Isaiah 53:11 (MT). 
425 

In Fuller's opinion, the researches of Toedt and Miss Hooker 

have complete1y demolished the thesis defended by the exponents of the 

t traditional view, according to ~iCh Jesus thought of himse1f in tenTlS 

of the Servant of the Lord. Far less d1d he understand himself as the 

, 

.. 
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426 427 
suffering. atoning Servant of Isaiah 53. Since Hooker's theslS 

15 of real lmportancE'. it will tie necessuy to-briefly sUrTITlarize her 

baslc arguments: 

She distingulshes between two different groups of texts in the 

Synoptlc gospels. WhlCh are consldered as proof for the lnfluence of the 

Servant concept upon the mind of Jesus:
428 

(1) those texts which have 

429 
sorne 11nguistic affinlty ta one of the Servant Songs, and (2) those 
~ . . .30 
~ich express the necesslty for Jesus to undergo sufferlng. Some 

431 
of the passages m~y be asslgned to both groups. With regard to the 

flrst group of passages. Hooker had e5tab1ished two basic criteria of 
432 

judgment: 

1. Pr60f that the reference was exclusïvely to Deutero-Isaiah. 

2. The applicatlon of the Servant's suf~\ings to Jesus. 

On the basi s of a minute examinatlon of these passages, Hooker 

concluded that a considerable number of texts fulfilled the first of 

. 0 1 11 . 43 3 , the two condltions. n y Luke 22:37 fulfi ed both requHements. 

For the remaining passages of the first group, which speaks of 
, 

suffering, it was impossible to find any proof of their dependence upon 
434 

the Servant Songs. Furthermore. in those passages which belong to 

the passion narratives, there was no indication of an alteration by the 

authors~ in order to establish the identity of Jesus with the Servant.
435 

In a11 pass4jJes, whieh belong to the second group, '\here is no 

indication that the Jdeas conceorning Jesus' approaehing suffering and 

death eou1d only be der1ved from the relevant passages in Oeutero-Isaiah. 436 

In the light of her analysis of the pertinent passages, Hooker concluded 

that in none of them 'oes Jesus make.a specifie reference to Deutero-
437 

Isaiah. He rather speaks in a general way of the fact that his death 

) 
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was foretold in the proPhets:438 Thus, it will be difficult to uphold 

the Vlew that Jesus identlfied his mlss;-on wlth that of the Servant of 

the Songs. 439 Haaker indicated that the search must be continued in the 

rest of the New Testament, in the hope of flnding sorne evidence to show 

that lt was ln the pnmitive Chnstian cORlTlunity where the identifica­

tion of Jesus with the Servant was f;rst made.
440 

An examinatlOn of 

the remalning, relevant New Testament passages led to the following 

conclusions: In Acts 8, the fourth Servant Song lS associated with the 

sufferings of Chnst. This reference, therefore, must be considered as 

definite proof that at an early date, the passlon of Jesus was seen in 

441 connection with the fourth Servant Song. This connection, however, 

was not expounded. There is no indication that Philip made this passage 

the basis of his sermon about Jesus' sufferings and the forgiveness of 

sin. 442 While ta Paul, John and the author of Hebrews the identifica­• 
tian of Jesus with the Servant seemed to be of minor importance, the 

situation is different in 1 Peter, where thè significance of the applica-

443 
tian of the fourth Song to Jesus is expounded. 

" 
The second chapter of 1 Peter mus t lbe setn as the earl ;est, def-

inite evidence for the identification of Jesus with the Servant. 444 In 

the light of these considerations, Hooker concluded that the Synoptic 

gospels do not offer any definite evidence that Jesus considered himself 
. 445 ; 

in terms of the Servant. This concept was not even of any significance 

to the early church. Those who defend the trad1tional view must therefore 

be able to give an explanation for the lack of evidence that Jesus inter­

preted his death in terms of the vicar1ous'y Suffering Servant. 446 They 

must also give an account as to the churcht's apparent failure to attri­

bute any s-ignifit!ance to those passages which Jesus cons1dered as the 
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k h · . 447 ey to 1S passlon. 

While Hooker has thus exposed the weaknesses of the traditional 

position, she did not exclude the possibllity that Jesus saw in the 

oracles of Deutero-Isalah a forecast of Israel's sufferings, of which 
448 

hlS own were but a part. 

In his critlcism of Hooker's thesis, Hahn449 pointed out that 

she is right in refuting a recognizable after-effect of Isaiah 53 and 

a messianic understanding of this chapter in late Judaism. 450 On the 

other hand, she has completely misjudged the significance of the motif 

of atonement within the conception of suffering of late Judaism and of 

primitive Christianity.451 Furthermore, she has overlooked the impor­

tant book by E. Lohse, ~aertyrer und Gottesknecht. 452 With regard to 

her treatment of the Synoptic texts, Hahn pointed out that Hooker has 

nct considered the individual logia from a traditio-historical point of 

view.
453 

His criticism, however. hardly affected the final results of 

her research, for he .himself concluded that there is indeed very little 

in the $ynoptics to support the traditional view that Jesus identified 
454 his mission with that of the Servant of the 50ngs. In agreement with 

455 456 457 . Fuller. and opposing Barrett and Hookeri' Hahn malntained that 

an\nfluence of Isaiah 53 upon Mark 10:45 an1 14:24 can hardly be 
, 458 

disputed. 

These two texts, Mark 10:45 and 14:24 are the only two texts in 

the tradition accord1ng to wh1ch Jesus attr1buted an qf0ning s19nif1-
- 459 ... 

canee to his death. Their authenticity js still disputed. 

In Bulbmann's opinion, for instance. Jesus has not spoken of 
. 460 

his death and resurrection and o(their signif1cance for salvation. 

In the gospels, such words were put inta his mouth, but they have their 

.a. a.& 
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. . t 461 B 1 t Sltz im Leben in the faith of the Çhristlan communl y. u mann, , . 
however, does not attribute them to the primitive thristian community, 

but rather to Hel1enistic Christianity.462 

We can hardly be certain of ~e authenticity of these words. 

The main reason for this uncertainty is the fact that in the whole tra­

dition, .there are only two such references. 463 Thus, one may tend to 

agree with Bultmann and~others who hold that Mark 10:45 and 14:24 be­

long to the kerygma of the primltive Christian cOlT11lunity. If so, it 

appears that Hooker has successful1y demonstrated that there is no ev­

~~ the traditional view that Jesus thought of himself ln terms 

of the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53. 

Jeremias' exegetical sections, which are primarily based on the 

assumption that the Last Supper was a Passover meal appear to be weak. 

There lS hardly any basis for his claim that Jesus considered himself 

in terms of the Passover Lamb and as the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53. 

Thus, we conclude that Jeremias' attempt ta solve the eucharist9c prob­

lems on a historical and theologic~l basis fails to be convincing. 

Th~ Last Supper--a Qumran Meal? 

.' 
With the discovery of the Qumran documents, the historical prob-

lems-of the date and the'identity of the last Supper became once more 
464 

the focal points of a widespread scholarly debate. Thus, scholar-
~ 

ship was particularJy çoncerned to determine the relationship between 
465 the Eucharist and the Qumran meals. Furthermore, sorne scholars were 

l '''" 

convinced that the date of the last Supper cou1.P be established with 
466 the help of the Qumran ca.1endar. This aspect of the debate was 
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closely associated with the name of Mlle A. Jaubert. 467 Since we have 

already referred to Jaubert's hypothesls, it will not be necessary to 
468 deal with it again in the present context. We must focus our atten-

tion, however. on the question of a possible relationship between the 

Qumran meals and the Chrlstian Eucharist. 

While we can hardly deal with the ndividual arguments of the 

debate, it should be pointad out that scho arship is still sharply di­

vlded on the questlon of the meaning of th Qumran meals. 469 Is it 

possible ta consider them as cOllll1on meals'lwh~ch are accompanied by 

prayer and where the speei al emphasis i s p!eed upon ritua 1 purity?470 

Some scholars have argued that the Qumran ~rals are to be consldered in 

... terms of the "sacramental focus" of thefEssene worship service. 47l 

Cullmann 472 has particularly 

meals. while Daniélou473 has 

j 

underlin~d\the sacral character of these 

sought ,ta ~mpnasize the religious, rather 
, 

than the cultic meaning of the Qumran meals. In his opinion, there was 

a close relationship between these community meals and the Christian 

EuchJrist. Other scholars, such as Betz,474 have argued that these meals 

are to be understood as sacrificial meal~. Kosmala,475 on the other 

hand. was greatly disturbed by the fact that some have seen a close 
Il 

parallel between the Qumran meals and the Christian Eucharist. He was 

convinèed that the Eucharist could only be understoad within the con­

text of..p Passover meal. 

Without attempting ta present a cr1tical appraisal of each in­

dividual theory about the meaning of the Qumran meals, 1t will be neces­

sary to cons1der the texts themselves. Besides the two pertinent pas­

sagés in the Qumran documents, where W8 find a desdriptiOQ of the sacred 

meal, IQS VI:1-6 and IQSaiI:ll-22,476 we a150 find a rather detailed 
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account of the Essene meals in Josephus: 

Before the sun is up they utter no word on mundane matters, but 
offer to him certain prayers, which have beén handed down from 
their forefathers, as though entreating him to rise. They are 
then dismissed by their superiors to the various crafts in which 
they are severally proficient and are strenuously employed until 
the fifth hour, when they again assemble in one place and after 
girding their loins with linen clothes, bathe their bodies in 
cold water. After this purification, they assemble in a private 
apartment, which none of the uninitiated is permitted ta enter; 
pure now themselves, they repair ta the refectory, as ta sorne 
sacred shrine. When they have taken their seats in silence, the 
baker serves out the loaves to them in arder, and the cook sets 
before each one plate with a single course. Before meat the 
priest says a grace; and none may partake until after the prayer. 
When breakfast is ended he'pronounces a further grace; thus at the 
beginning and at the close they do homage ta God as the bountiful 
giver of life. Then they lay aside their raiment, as holy vest­
ments, they again betake themselves to their labours until evening. 
On thei r return they sup in li ke manner, and any gues ts who may 
have arrived sit down with them. 477 

" " In the light of this rather brief description ~ Josephus, we 

are still able ~ discern certain f~~~ures which seem ta indicate that 

the Essene meal was more than merely a meal of satiation. Josephus' 

meal account opens with a remark about the religious practice5 Of the 
t 

Essenes. Before sunrise they enga.ge in prayer. In this way'they seem 
,. ~ 

ta entreat the sun to rise. After this period of devotion, they pursue 

their daily work until the fifth hour. At that time they assemble them­

selves the second time for the comman meal. which i5 preceded by special 

preparations. Here, the emphasis is particularly placed upon tne ritual 

pur~ ty of each meal parti-cipant. It is possible ta see some connections 
" 

betweén the ritual wash1ngs of the temple priests and the washings of 

the Essenes. 478 While the temple priests of Jerusalem were required ta 

wash only their hands and their feet before serving at the altar, the , 
Essenes bathed their ,hole ~ody. According ta Deuteronomy 23:12f this 

was a requirement in preparation for the HOlY War. 479 

( 
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The aspect of the community's devotional life, its emphasis upon 

ritua1 purity as well as the pronouncement of the .blessings before and 
, 

after the mea1, seem ta underline the religious nature of the Essene 

meal. ~~ the other hand, the blessings before and after the meal were 

typieal of evfJl'Y Jewish mea1. 

mea 1 was a re li gi ous mea l .480 

It should be pointed out that every Jewish 

" ',1( 

ln IQS VI:2-8 we a1so diseover severa1 r~ulations governing a 

eOlllTlun; ty lTlèa 1 : 
~ 

They shall eat together, and worship [lit. blessJ,t~gethert 
and take Counsel together. In every place where there are 
ten men of the couneil of the eommunity, there shall not 
fail from among them a priest. Eaeh according to his 
appainted rank, shall sit before him and in that order they 
shall be asked for their counsel with regard ta every matter. 
Whenever the table is set out for eating, or the wine for 
drinking, the priest shall first stretch~out his haod~ to 
b 1 ess the chai ce porti on of the bread and the wi ne. 481 

The information t~ be gained from ~his account is rather limited. 

All we may safely deduce from it is the faet that a minimum of ten men 

was required, in order to constitute a meal fellowship. The meal 

itself consisted of bread and wl1'n .482 Scholarship, however, is 

still divided on the question, whether wine or grape-juice ~ intended 
483 here. 

According to the text, the priest pronounced the blessing over 

bread and wine as an introduction tô the whole meal. This is obviously 
1 

a dev1ation fram the existing Jew1sh/custom, where the bJessing over 

the bread precedes the meal, while the b1essing over the wine follows 

after the meal. 484 Furthermore. the text a1so indicates that the bless-
... . 

1ng 15 to be pronounced over the n IJI X1 • the choicé portion. 485 This 
\ 

concept obviously belongs to the sacr1ficial language and seems to point ... 
. to the re1ationship between the meals of the E~nes and the meals of 

" 

., .. 
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h l . t 486 t e temp e prles s. Bread and t/J 11'n come lnto focus as a priestly 

meal. But there lS no indication that this meal mediates salvation. 

As we compare the meal aceount IQSa 2:17-22 with IQS VI:2-4, 
• 

t# 
we diseover sorne basic agreements. The meal referred to in IQSa 2:17-22, 

however, is eharacterized by the presence of the Messiah of Israel. and 

a high priest taking precedenee over the Messiah of Israel. 487 This 

high priest seems to repr~sent the eschatologie!l high priest, the 

Messiah Aaron. 488 While we ean hardly pursue the messianic problem 

any further. we mùst raise the question concerning the meaning of the 

messianic meal. Black, for instance, pointed out that,~he second account 

resembles the messianic Banquet of the Apoca1ypses. 489 In view of this, 
~ 

some scholars ha~e ascribed an eschato10gical significance to the s~cred 
\ 

mea1. 1,hus, it is interpreted as an anticipation of the mess;an;c Ban-

quet or as a meal which is eaten\in expectation of this consummation. 

Accord;ng to Black, this assumption ;s mere1y a conjecture.490 On ac-
. . \ 

count of the strong agreements of the messian;c meal referred to in 

IQSa II:11-22, with the meal of IQS VI:2-8, it appears that both refer-

ences point to one and the same mea1. But the meal referred to in . ~ 

IQSa II:11-22 ;s characterized by the presence of the Messiah of Israel, 

" "and a priest, who 15 functioning be·fore h1m.49l 

- , 
At this pOint the question regarding the meaning of' the me~,r-

anic me(l cornes into focuS. Gnilka has raised the question regarding 

,.fthe relationsh1p of the meal 'account to the c10Sin9 ,remark. On the 
~ ., 

basis of tiJis remark men in' groups of ten are rèqùested to perfonn a 
, 492 • 

rite in accordance with the mea1 account. . IJ'1 the l1ght of .. the few 

reft!r'ences in Josephus and IQS VI, we have di..scovered th~t the conmu-.. '.; '.. ' 

nit y meal of Qumran was nà mereiy a meal Q.f satiation. ItJ.àlso t'ra'n-" 

" 
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scended the baslc religious nature of every other Jewish meal, because 

lts main purpose was to substltute for the sacrlficial service of the 

l . h f' dt' 493 temp e dunng t e tlme 0 lts esecra lon. 
fi 

It should be pointed out that a number of authors once held that 

there is an anal ogy between the Qumran meals and the Christian Eucha-

rlst. 494 The situation has been changlng. According to Braun, in the ... . 
course of time, scholars have become very cautious in pronouncing judg-

ments with regard to this relationship.495 While it is to be admitted 

that there are striking similarities between the Qumran meals 'and the 

Eucharist, there are also some basic differences between these two meal 

types, which cannot simply be ignored. 496 

Scholars have particularly pointed to the importance of Jesus 

as regards the Eucharist. Without any reference to him, the Lord's Sup­

per would be unthinkable. 497 

Sorne have arg~that the words attributed to Jesus are unknown 

to the Qumran texts. 498 On the other hand, these words are also missing 

in the short text of Luke, in Acts and in the Didaehe. 

~f the many seholars who have eoneerned themselves with deter-
"- -

mining the relationship between the Qumran' meals and the Eueharist, 

K. G. Kuhn is known as one who has engaged in the most thorough investi· 

g~t1on of~e problem. 499 Aceord1ng to Braun, Kuhn 1s to be considered 

as the initiator of the whole debate. 5OO Therefore, we will briefly 
f 

present the basie..results of hji.....resea~- ~ . 
. / 

On the basis of h s eomparison of the Essene meal as de5cr1bed 

by Josephus with 

the cane 1'tJ1..UuL 

onnltion faund in IQS 6:1-6, Kuhn was led ta 

there 15 a genera1 agreement between Josephus and 

IQS VI 1n the sense that th~ mea1s of the Order were. held in conmon and 

/ . 
1,- _ 

• 



". 

- 74 -

t~at they also had a cultic character. 501 

In his further discussion, Kuhn a1so brlngs IQSa 2:17-22 and the 

New Testament texts into focus. But nelther of the two Qumran passages 

furnishes any information about the re11gious significance of the meal. 

Such an understand1ng of the sign1ficance of a Jewish mea1, however, 

15 found in the Egyptian-Jewish ~legend Joseph and Asenath. 502 Kuhn was 

quick to.suggest ~at the sacramental understanding of the 'me a 1 ln Joseph 

and Asenath should not be transferred to the cOlllllunity meal of the Essenes, 

r9 since the Qumran texts themselves do not make reference to anything of 

h. 503 t 15 sort. 
A 

.... ln the (~ght of the new comparative mater1al, Kuhn a1so pointl 

out that there is a basic difference between the cu1t-meal of Judaism and 

the Eucharist of the Christian community.504 Thp difference cannot be 

ignored in spite of the striking paral1els one may discover. ~From the 

very beginning, the Eucharist is the meal of the Lord Jesus Christ. Thus, 

it is a decidedly Christian meal, which is clearly to, be d1stinguished 

from the cult-meals of sectarian Judaism. 505 
l, 

1 
With regard to the Marcan cult-formula, Mark 14:22-24, Kuhn is 

in basic agree~nt with Jeremias. He tao is COnvinced that the great 

number of Semitisms point to its Palestinian provenance. 506 He is a1so 

convinced that the Marcan formula or1g1nated with Jesus himself. 507 On 

the other hand, Kuhn parted company with' Jeremias when he argued that 

the Marcan text does not pr~suppose a Passover setting. 50a Accord1ng 
1 

~ to Kuhn. it seems to be futile to appeal to the Passov~rc t~eor~, because 

it leaves several features in the Marcan formula unexpla1ned.509 On the 

basis of the Essene meal pract1ce 1· hOWéver , these d1fficulties can be .. 
explained. FrQm the Qumran texts, for instance. we learn that only men 1 

) 

1 
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were allowed to partic1pate in the meal celebratlon. The on~presidlng 

over the meal is not to '6e identified with the paterfamil1as. He rather 

as!>umes the role of the properly appointed leader of the cOfMlunity.51O 

Wh,le Kuhn had appealed to the cult-meal of the Essenes in order to find 

an explanatlon for certa1n features in the Marcan account, he did not go 

50 far as to postulate a direct dependence of the Last Supper upon the 
511 Qumran meal. He only dttef'lpted to show that the form and prax1s of 

the Lord's Supper 15 analogous to that of the Essene cult-meal. 512 

Kuhn also saw in the new material an aid towards a better under-· 

standing of the daily meals of the Palestinian community (Acts 2:42, 46).513 , 
Towards the conclusion of his investigation, Kuhn presents once 

more a portrayal of the two primitive Christian meal-types. The daily 

meals of the Pa/estinian comm~ity are simply a continuation of the meal 

fellowship with the histortcal Jesus. 514 These meals are characterized 

by an eschatological expectation of the parousia. 515 

The Marcan formula. Mark 14:22-24, on the other hand, répresents 

an account about the Last Supper of Jesus. 516 But in this ac'count, one 

cannat find any indication that it was continued in the Palestinian--
. 

ch'urch. On1y on Hellenistic sail did this type turn into a cult-meal 

with words of institution. 517 

Having made a clear di~tinction between the various mea1 tradi­

tions in the New Testament, Kuhn pointed out that the reference to the 

person of Jesus as well as the non-esoteric and non-priestly elements 

of,his ministry represent the major d1fferences betwèen the meal 'prac­

tices of the Qumran community and the Christian Eucharist. 518 

As the result of our atte~t to follow th~fbasic course of the 
'. 

debate conc~rning the relationsh1p between the Qumran meals and the 
-~-

, <: • 

.~ _.~ , 

-. 
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Chrlstian Eueharlst, the following considerations have come lntd :ocus: 

Whlle the Essene meal practlce may be consldered as an important criterlon 

for a differentlatlon between the var;ous strands of the eucharlstlc tra-

dltlon, Kuhn was unable to discover any dependence of the Eucharist upon 
• 

the meal pract;ee of the Essenes. 519 Marxsen,520 however, has argued 

that the Qumran meal may have exerted an influence upon the literary 

meal'description of the eucharistie accounts in the New Testament, a 
4l. 

view which H. Braun 521 found unacceptable. In Braun's opinion, the omis-

sion of the command to repeat the rite, as found in the Pauline formula, 

can hardly be attributed to Qumran 'influence, for the eOll1llunity meals 

'at tumran were a daily affair. In spite of the strikinfJ similarities 
'" 
" . 

between the meals at Qumran and the Christian Eueharist, there is hardly 

any evidence or-a direct influence of the Essene meal praetice upon Jesus 

or the Eucharist. Therefore, we must conclude th~t with regard to the 

Eucharist the Qumran documents present us with valuable information whieh 

can be utilized for the purpose of comparison. This,,1n tur", may allow 

us to view the eucharistie traditions in the New Testament in their prop-
, 

er perspective. On the other hand. this new material has no immediate 

bear1ng upon the pfablem of eucharistie origins. 

! 
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CHAPTER II 

T~EOLOGICAL APPROACHES 

Lietzmann's monograph Messe und Herren~hl. which was publis~ed 
Jo 

in 1926, represents the first scientific approach to the prob1em of 

eucharistie origins. 1 While he appear~ to be the best-known represen­

tative of the two-type hypothesis~ it should be pointed out that Friedrich 

Spitta2 was the first exponent of the theory of the double origin of the 

Eucharist. "'An exposition of this theory appeared in his book Zur 

Geschichte und Litteratur des Urchristentums, which was published in 

1893. Thus we will beg1n our examination of the variQus theological 

approaches with an expos i tian of Spitta 1 s theory. 

The Development from Spitta to Marxsen 

1. Friedri ch Spi tta 

At first, Spitta held that the Synoptic accounts of the Eucha­

rist. which were supplemented by information from the Pauline writings, 

could be considered as a reliabl~ starting point for his investigation. 3 

In the light of this information Spittl concluded that Jesus had trans­

fonmed'I Pissover meal into 1 cult1c let designed for the primitive 

Christian eOlllllUn1ty. 1his let was to be ~peated once every yelr. As 

soon IS Chr1st1anity RIOved into 1 GantAle region. the eonnect1on of tbe 

Lord 1 s Suppér w1 th the agape expert .nced 1 change. 1 t WIS now repelted 

- 103 -

III 

.' 



., 

of 

'1 

us 

- 104 -

Il. • 4 
more frequently and to the action was glven a new meanlng. But.lon 

the basis of a critical evaluation of the given data, Spitta changed 

his position. With regard to the date of the Last Supper, he noticed 

that scholars such as Schuerer5 were very cautious in accepting the 
, 

Synoptic dating of the Last Supper. Therefore, he took sides with 

Holtzmann,6 who strongly defended the Johannine chronology. In connec­

tion with his acceptance of the Johannine dating, according to which 

the Last Supper cdincided with Nisan 13, the day before the Passover 
o 7 

feast, Spitta now argues that the Last Supper was not a Passover meal. 

He finds support for this view on the basis of an examination of John 

13:17.8 Spitta concluded that 1n the e1aborate speeches of Jesus, found 

in these chapters, there is no allusion to a Passover mea1. 9 On the 

basis of John 19:36, however, it may be inferred that the idea of the 

fate of Jesus and his work in connection with the Passover feast, was 

not foreign to the author of the gospel. 10 The 'situation may be dif­

ferent with regard to Jesus' speech at Capernaum, John 6:26-58. But 

even in this passage, only verses 51-59 seem t~ al1ude to a Passover 

feast. This passage, however, is obviously a recension of a speech of 

Jesus g1ven at Capernaum, in which the original thought was transfohmed 

by the church' S 'p'ract i ce of the Euchari $ t. 11 

There are other considerat,1ons wh1ch a1so speak aga1nst the 

"\ Passover theory: 12 

1. The Synopt1c accounts concern1ng the preparation for the Passover 

meal, such as Mark 14:12-16;'Matthew 26:17-19. Luka 22:7-13 are units, 

wh1ch were inserted It 1 liter stage of development. 13 

2. On the bas1s of h1s exam1nat10n of the accounts of the Last Supper, 
{ 
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Spitta concluded that in the Marcan-Matthaean tradition one cannot 

find any characteristics of a Pas$over meal. 14 These accounts rather 

give the impression that the Last Supper was a regular meal. On this 

occasion, Jesus spoke important words in connection with bread and 

wine. The Pauline-Lucan tradition, on the other hand, speaks of an 

institution by Jesus, which took pl~ce within the context of a Jewish 

Passover mea 1,15 In these two tradi tions, however, one" can di sc~r 

certain features which are absolute1y foreign to any Passover 

s Hua t ion, 16 

With regard to the early Christian 1iturgy of the Eucharist, 

Spi tta pointed out tnat it would be a fatal error if 0'le shoul d sub- . 

seri be to the vi ew tha t the 1 iturgy for the ce 1 ebra ti on of the E ucha­

rist was essentially detennined by the historical development of the 
, 17 

situation, during which Jesus spoke those meaningful words. It 

wou1d a1so be a methodo10gical mistake, if one simp1y read the features 

of the li turgy back into this historiea1 event. 18 If t before one en­

gaged in any investigation, it eould be established that during the 

last night before his death, Jesus 1 aet10n resul ted in an institution 

wh1ch the fo11owing generat~ons were to repeat in remembranee of him 
"" 

and of the events dur1ng the n1ght ~f hi s betrayal, then one might 

,cons1der and utilize the l1turgy as a historieal account of these 

events ;19 But as certain as it mày be that the apostle Paul had such 
) , 

a conception of th1ngs--l Corinthians 11:24f 1OD1O 1FO.BTE:&:Ic.1t]v 
» , ), E/A1V Cl'fO!t',,6IV--. 1t 15 Just as questionab1e whether he actual1y 

does justice to'the idea of Jesus and to the orig1na1 conception of the 

cOIIIIMJn1 ty. 20 In the l1ght of thi s argl.lllenUt1on. we di scover that Sp1 tta 

dist1nguishes between two d1fferent types of the Euchar1st: 21 (1) The , 

. '~, 

.,. 
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first type corresponds to' the idea of Jesus and to the original con­

Jception of the primitive Christian cOl1lTlunity. (2) The second or the 

Pauline type is characterized as a memoria1 meal. 

In his search·for the original meaning of the eucharistie cel­

ebration, Spitta engaged in an investigation of the oldest fonn of the 
. . 

Chri st i an li turgy of the Euchari st . In thi s connection, two accounts 

... are of basic importance. the information about the celebration of the 

Eucharist by Paul in 1 Corinthians 10 and 11. and the eucharistie 

prayers of the O;dache. 2Z A comparison of l Cor;nthians 10 and 11 with 

Oidaehe 9 and 10 clearly indieates tha,t there is a strong resemblance 

between these two eucharistie fonns. The fact that in the Oidache , ., 
reference is made to a real meal, which is also referred to in 

1 Co~inthians 11. points to 1ts ear1Y-Or1g1ns. 23 , In Spittais opinion. 

there is a elose re1ationship between these meals and the fraternal 

meals of Jude 12 a~d 2 Peter 2:13. 24 The t.xrrrrxl of Acts t:42, 46 

occur as an established custom of the Jerusalem church. A eomparison 

of Aets 20:7-11 w1th Didache 14:1 shows that th~re is no difference 

between these meals and the cJt:i~()V k()F/<\'KOV. Otherwise. one would 

have to assume that in the primfti ve Chri sthn cOfllllun1ty. the ~ 

and the Lord's Su~er we~e considered as two different institutions,. 

existing side by side. 25 They would have been united at the time of 

Paul and separated again during the middle of the second century. 26 

ne pr1m1~1ve Christian ~t however. d1d not const1tute a Christian 

Passover celebration. 27 The follow1ng considerations seem to speak 

aga1nst such a v1ew: (1) The agape was repeated frequently, whi1e the 

Euchar1st conn~cted ",1 th the Passover would require on1y an annua1 
, , 

. repet1t1on. (2) Thare 15 no single feature in these ~f'Cr1 t 
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which shows any resemb1ance to a Passover meal. In Spittais opinion 

the âra'fTTXI are c1ose1y related to the regular Jewish meal.
28 

According to Spitta. the Marcan account of institution is the 

; most reliable one with regard to the time and occa,sion of the Last 

2'9 Supper. In Mark, the two activns have close1y moved togethe,r. The 

, basic conception of the Marcan account of institution, however, is that 

of a meal. 30 The conception of the time of the everlasting covenant of 

God wfth Israel, i.e., the Messianic consunmation, connects itself 

with the idea of the great mea1 of God, which has found its classica1 

expression in Isaiah 25:6_8. 31 Since that time, this concept occurs 

in the apocalyptic and rabbinical descriptions. 32 

This tradition of the Eucharist, which is characterized by the 

eschatological perspective, 1s to be distinguished from the Eucharist 

~s a memorial meal. 33 According to Spitta, those interpretations, which 

seek to recover the original meaning of the words of institution by 

starting with the concepts 6w,uC1 and ~tOl. Xrt<sroû, relating them 

to the death of Ch ri st. prove to be of a secondary nature. 34 Thi s 

kind of interpretat10n 1s al.ready man1fest in the apostolic age. But 

DUS consequences. 35 
ft 1s_ obviously a misunderstand1ng of the original meaning, with seri-

'-\ 

In connect1on w1th the or1gin of the, memorial meal. Spitta 

po1nted out that the first Eucharist was not only to be repeated. it 

was necessary that new elements were ta be added. thus 1ntroduc1ng a 

process. whereby the -Lord 1 s Supper wu turned 1 nto a Chri s t1 an Pass-

.over meal. a proclamation of the death of Jesus.~6 The causes for this , 

developrllEmt must be seen in a èustom which may be clescr1bed in tertnS of 

a postponed Passover celebrat'on. 37 th1s custom was required by the 
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Mosaic Law. According to Numbers 9:10ff, uncleanness result1ng from 

touching a corpse or from a long journey lS glven as the main reason 

for such a postponed Passover celebration. 38 Spitta a1so pointed ta 

2 Chronicles 30:2ff, where a Passover celebration of Hezekiah is recorded, 

as further evidence for his hypothesis. 39 The disciples, he argued, 

did not observe the Passover at the appointed time, the year Jesus was 

crucified. They celebrated it a month later. 40 Spitta a1so held that 

this postponed Passover celebration is to be considered as the Sltz im 

Leben of the confe~sion rD ~"X~ ?f',~V €n5~ Xf'6TOt. (1 Cor.S:7). 

This Passover meal, which was nOw fil1ed with a new content, must have 

appea1ed to the disciples as a new institution. Psalms 116 and 118 must 
; 

now have been considered as a fu1fillment of prophecy concerning the 

de~th and resurrection of Jesus. Israe1's deliverance from Egypt by 

Mo~s was now seen as a type of the final de1iverance by the Messiah 

Jesus. 41 

Spitta obviously recognized the hypothetica1 nature of his 

argument. Therefore, he attempte~ to find further support for it by 

. suggesting that during this postpon.ed Passover celebrati'on, the Risen 
l 

Lord had appêared to his disciples. He also assumed that in the spu­

r'ious ending of Mark and Acts 1:4, reference is made to this Passover 
f 

meal. 42 In the light of this consideration, Spitta discerned a paral-
., 

lel between this last mea1 of the Risen Lord and his disciples, and 

the last meal before hiS death. 43 In both cases, after the meal was 

ended, Jesus led the disciples to the Mount of Olives., Both tjmes he 

was taken away from them. The first time he' was captured by his ene~ 

mies, who. led him to hi s death. The s.econd time, he "NIas separated from 

them by the shadows of the n1§ht and the darkness of a cloud, in which 
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he disappeared, in order not ta reveal himself to them again. In the 

li~ht of this argument Spitta concluded that this farewell rneal was 

indeed a Passover meal. 44 

On the basis of his critical examination of his former posi-

tion, Spltta concluded that the Last Supper could not be identified 

with a Passover meal. Without engaging in a detailed analysis of his 

arguments against the Passover theory, it is important ta note that 

accarding ta Spitta the primitive Christian community celebrated thê 

Passover in a specifically Christian way. This basic thesis was re-

cently developed in detail by B. Lohse in Das Passafest der Quarta~ 

decimaner. 45 Spittais theory, however, was based upon mere speculation, 

for he contended that the first Christian Passover celebration coincided 

with the postponed Passover celebration. In support of this view he 

had appealed to sorne obscure Jewish regulations concerning the obser-

vance of the Passover, in case one was unable to participate in the 

celebration of the feast at the appointed time. 46 
f 

Since this theory of the postponed Passover celebration fails 

to be convincing, his basic distinction between the two different types 

of the words of interpretation becomes untenable also. 

According to Spitta" one tradition of the words of interpreta­

tion spoken by Jesus at the Last Supper reflects the historical situa­

tion of that occasion. But there are a150 those words which must be 

understood as a further development of thr two concepts d(d~ and 
_ i ' 
~/~~. These words represent a later interpretation of the death of 

Jesus on the basis of the Passover analogy. \ In other words, the post­

poned Passover celebration 15 responsib1e for the connect10n of the 

words of~interpretation w1th the concept of the lO~IS death. This 

! , 
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thesis, however, is untenable because his theQry of the postponed Pass­

over celebration is merely hypothetical. Furthermore, in the 'J..ight of 

recent traditio-historical considerations, his view that the interpreta­

tive words were spoken by Jesus, must be questioned. 

2. Hans lietzmann , 

In his famous monograph Messe und Herrenmahl, lietzmann clearly 

distinguished between a Jerusalem and a Paul ine type of the Eucharist. 47 
1 

Just as his predecessor F. Spitta had, lietzmann nad discovered two 

different strands of the tradition in the New Testament, and in the 

liturgical material. 48 He attempted to trace these traditions back to 

the historical Jesus for the purpose of establishing not only their 

historical trustworthiness, but also their theologica1 value. 

1 

a) The Jerusalem 'type of the Eucharist 

As' the resu 1 t of hi s mi nute recons tructi on of both the 1 itur­

g1ca1 ~nd the New Testament mater1a1s, lietzmann portrayed the fo11ow-

1n9 deYe10pment of the lord's Supper: 

The Jerusalem type orig1nated 1n the table-fellowsh1p of Jesus 

w1th his d1sc1Ples. 49 ln the days of their journeys in Ga111ee. the 

d1sè1ples had formed w1th the1r'Master a company of friends, a haburah. 50 
\ 

While Jesus was still 1n the flesh. he had presided at the table. In 
\ 

other words. ,before the mea 1 began. he pronou,nced the b 1 es'S 1 n9 over the 

bread. then he broke 1t and d1str1buted it to tbe disciples. 51 

As soôn as the disciples learned that Jesus was not dead bût 

a1lye, thèy renewed the d~tly table-fellowshlp to which they had becorne 

, accustomed. 52 ln one rèspect. this meal celebration had exper1enced a· 

J" 
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chlhge~ for Jesus was no longer àmong his disciples in person, He was 

DOW with them "in the spirit," accor,ding ta his promise in Matthew 18:20. 

Thus, the daily-table-fellowship of the disciples with their Master, had 

been superseded by the I<OIVl()Vr~ with the risen Lord. 53 

The pattern of the meal celebration remained basically the 

same. One of the group would pronounce the blessing over the bread, 

then break it and distribute it to the others. This act was fol10wed 

by a simple meal. 54 The disciples drank water rather than wine, because 

on those journeyings through the land they had learnt from the; r Master 

to be temperate and 'ta be content wi th 1 ittle. 55 Not even tbe II CUp of 

b less ing, Il an essenti al part of every haburah mea 1, was passed rpund 

at the conclusion of the meal. The meal was not celebrated in a dè-

pressed mood, but rather "wi th gladness ll and in ans,wer to the maranatha 

the liCorne, Lord Jesus," of their leader, every meal participant would 

hail the longed for Lord with shouts of hosannas. 56 While after the 

resurrection, the lord was with his ~isciples in the Spirit, soon the 

conmunity came to believe that he wou1d return in the clouds of heaven 

like Daniel 's Son of Man, in order to-establish his Messianic Kingdom 

upon the earth. 57 

Thts meal celebration soon took on a different forrn. 58 Ta the 

rather simple nucleus, ideas were .added which had their origin in 

Hel1enistic thOUQht. 59 In other words. those added concepts were On­

known to the religion of the Old Testament and the Talmud. 60 On 

Hellenistic soi1 the meal was conceived of in terms of a sacrifieial 

~al,6l ln tQis procéss of transfonmation. other concepts were ab­

sorbed as well. , Atoning power, for instance. was ascribed to the sac~ 

rif1ce. '. Tfte elements Were no longer considered as simple food, but IS 
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sacred food of a spiritual type. In them dwelt the name, the power of 

the Lord. As soon as these e1ements were eaten. they presumab-ly ef­

fected in the participant incorruptibility, ilTlllortality and eterna1 

, . f 62 
1 e. 

b) The Pauline type of the Eucnarist 

Besides the Jerusalem type of the Eucharist, there also existed 

the Pauline type. The latter dates back to about 50 A.D., and can be 

traced back to an older traditi~n, which~lready appears in the Gospel 

of Mark. 63 The Pauline type is different from the Jerusa1em type, be­

cause here, the supper is not ..the continuation of the daily table­

fel10wship of the disCiples with the risen and exalted Lord, but ;s 

directly connected with the la'st one of the daily meals. This meal 

alone was repeated by the community as a memorial of the death of Jesus. 

It is characterized as a memorial of the death of Jesus, because it was 

during the last night that Jesus referred to the elements of bread and 

wine as symbo1s of his body to be broken in death, and his b100d to be 

poured out. 64 His dea th was a sacri fi ci al dea th for the peop 1 e : On 

this basis. he would seal t~e New Covenant, which was already foretold 

by the prophet.65 Whenever the commuriity,re-enacted this meal, it re­

membered the prophecy of Jesus' death and its fulfillment. It a1so gave 

wi'tness' ta the death. resurrection and th~~speedY return of their Master .,66 

. The further deve10pnlent of this meal type began at a very early 
, 

stage, for i,t WIS 500n considered as an analogue to those meals which 

were he1d as memorials of great men, founders of religious communities. 

It was a1so considered in tenms of a sacrificiel meal. where.elements 
r 

are 1nvested w1th divine power and could.determ1ne either a ~nls salva-

î 
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tlon or his condemnation. 67 By partaking of these elements, a new . , 

union between ~he Lord and the fellow be.iever was formed. This in 

turn resulted in a corpus ~sticum of the church. Thus, the trans­

formation of a simple table-fellowship of primitive times into the 
'" 

mystical t<OlVcovld. was effected. 
68 ","-

The Pauline type of the Eucharist cou1d be labelled as an 

etiological cult legend, if the rnetaphor "This is my body" could be 

explained in terms of a liturgical development. This cannot be done. 

The metaphor cannot simply be denied to Jesus. Thus, Lietzmann held 
'. 
that it would be impossible to see a connection between the Jerusalem 

type and the Pauline type of the Eucharist. 69 The tradition of Jesus' 

last meal and of the metaphor of his death, used by him on that occa­

sion is to t recognized as a historically reliable tradition. 70 But 

whence cornes this second type which deviates from the Jerusa1em type? 

Contrary to K1ttel ,71 who argued that Paul is here simp1y fo11owing 

the tradition, and with Hirsch,72 Lietzmann maintained that Paul is the 

genius who gave a new meaning to 'the sacred supper of the church at 

Jerusa1em. The idea, however, came to the apostle llby revelation. ,,73 

In other words,.the risen Lord himse1f has revea1ed ft to Paul. In 

this eonnectfon, Lietzmann pointed out that even though one is engaged 

in a historieal investigation. ft 1s possible to take the apost~t 

his word. The basic story of the LIst Supper was known to the apost1e 

~om thelchureh's tradition, but the special understanding as to the 

/ function of this rite in the church, came to him'by' revelation. 74 
\. ~ ~ \ 

At· this point. the question ari ses: "How did L1etzmann reach 

such conel usions? Il 

He .held that if it should turn out that the numerous liturgieal 

~ 
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forms cou1d be traced ta certain primitive types. then lt would be 

possible to work back to their roots. As one compares these roots 

w;th the contemporary literary records it may be possible to penetrate 

ta the liturgical practice of the Aposto1ic Age and of the Jerusalem 

. t of d' . l 75 commun 1 y 0 lSClp es. 

Therefore, Lietzmann started his investigation with the great 

wealth of the liturg;cal material. in order ta recover their aldest 

strata. 76 On the basis of his minute analysis of the great authorita­

tive branches of the Eastern and Western liturgies. 77 he was able' to 

determine their two basic archetypes: (1) the Hippolytan-Roman. and 

(2) h E . 78 t e gyptlan . 
. , 

Consequently, the starting point for his further enquiry was 

the extant text of Hippolytus or, a1ternatively, its Greek r~construc-
, ....... '\ . 79 

tion. and on the other hand, the oldest form of the Egyptian liturgy. 

The Anaphora of Sarapion80 is the oldest document of the Egyptian 11-

turgy. From thfs basis, Lietzmann attempted to reach back to the 

Apostolic Age. He S8W a direct connection between Sarapion, the Oidache 

a~d the Jerusa1em type of the Eucharist. 81 The latter type. Lietzmann 

po1nted out, represents the s1mpler form of the two meal types. 82 

(1) The Hippolytan l1turgy 
. 

On the blsis of h1s exam1nat1on of the Hippolytan liturgy, . . 
L1etzmann 'eoncTuded that thfs liturgieal fom could be traced back to 

a more pr1mrttive form, one wh1ch was already'found in the pract1ce of 

the Pauline churches. 83 In support of h1s v1ew, l1etzmann'po1nted 
, 

espeeially ta the narrative of institution in the H1ppolytan liturgy. 

wh1ch characteriles the celebration of the lord's Supper as a memorial 
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of the death of Jesus. 84 On the basis of these considerations, 

Lietzmann had no difficulty in seeing a close connection between 

the Hippolytan liturgy, 1and the Pauline type of the Eucharist. 85 

Since we have already discussed the Pauline type, it will be neces­

sary to turn to Lietzmann's reconstruction of the Jerusalem type 

of the Eucharist. 

(2) The Anaphora of Sarapion 

Lietzmann began his reconstruction of the Jerusalem type of 

the Eucharist with an analysis of the Anaphora of Sarapion, the oldest 

document of the Egyptian liturgy.86 According to lietzmann, Sarapion's 

liturgy does not rep'tesent one unifonn liturgical type. It;5 rather 

to be considered as the result of a gradual mingling of different ele­

ments. S7 The narrative of institution even appears as a foreign ele­

ment. S8 The original type of this lfturgy did not know of such a nar­

rative at all. In other words, this lfturgy dfd not connect the Supper 

wfth those' conceptions which are characteristic of the Pauline type of 

the Eucharist, such as the memor1al of the death and the remembrance 

of Jesus' Last Supper. l1etzmann found further support for his thesis 

on the' basis of the om1tted anamnesis. This idea wes added at a later 

time. It had arisen on another 5011 and had the sanction of Pauline 

~uthori ty . 89 

In Lietzmann's opinion, the Egypt1an l1turgy is rooted in the 
9n ,. 

D1dache.'~ There can be no doubt about the pre~ence of the Eucharist 

in the D1dache.9l The\ch01c~ of èxpressions as well as the position-cf 
~-

ttM! sect10n 1n the whole, land strOng support to th1s. The/~EÛéhar1s~" 
" ./"/ . " 

as ,referred ,to in D1dact! XlV 15 1~nt1ca'1 W1~ of D1dache IX 

./" 

:/ 
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and x. 92 The course of the ceremony begins with a short prayer over 

the cup. A longer prayer fo11ows over the broken bread. After this 
"? 

ceremony fo11ows a regu1ar meal for the satisfaction of the peoplels 

physical ne~ds of hunger apd thirst. At the conclusion of the meal 
. \ , ~ e - 93 

(,U€::Tri.TOéfrr. ~ ïVC(/) a prayer of thanksgiving was offered. A 

comparison of this rite with the Pauline rite, brings the fol10wing, 

rather striking characteristics into focus: 94 

1. Tr~nsfer of the II CUp of blessing ll from the end to the beginning of 

the meal. Thus it is being placed before the bread, rather than after 
. t 95 , . 
2. No reference was made to the memorial of the death of Jesus, of his 

body and blood of 'the covenant or of a remembrance of the Last Supper 

on the night of his betrayal. 96 

The meal type as evidenced in the 01dache and in Sarap10n is 

a150 ref1ected in the Acts of the APostles,97 where the eucharistic 
, " 

service of the church is simply called Ki\~6rt; "100 Q'fTOU , "the break-

ing of the bread" (Acts 2:42, 46; 20:11). 

Lietzmann found further evidence for this me.l type in writings 

such as' the Apocr'yphal Acts of peter,98 John99 and Thomas. 100 He a-1so 

p01n,ted out that only where this form of the rite had been pract1cèd, 

could the prototype of the E,uchar1st be found in the miraculous feeding, 

where bread was the central feature of the meal. In th1s connection, 

L1etzmann cal1ed attention to the Rqman p1ctures of the catacombs from 

the beginn1ng of the second century,lOl and to the position of John 

6:27-58. in connection w1th the feed1ng of the five thousand. 102 

Besides certain meal types. where the "break1ng of bread" was the 

central fe~ture. there .xisted others where milk or even hOney could 
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serve as a substitute for ~ine.103 While this seems to point to Pauline 

influence upon this meal celebration, the Pauline conception of the re­

membrance of the Lord's death. however. was foreign to ,it,l04 

., . 

The phrase Hthe breaking of ~read" in Acts, according to Lietzmann, 

is not an a parte potiore description. 1t rather indicates that on this 

occasion only bread was broken. This view can also be supported on the 

basis of Acts 20:11 and Luke 24:30 (cf. vs. 35).105 These facts are in 

complete agreement with the facts described in the shorter Lucan text. 

From this, ;t fol10ws that Luke describes a Eucharist which is charac­

terized byeschatological hopes and where bread is the essential feature. 106 

Thus, Lietzmann has found sufficient evidence in support of his hypothesis 

of a Jerusalem type, which may be defined as the continuation of the daily 

table-fellowship of the disciples with their Lord. 10? This type of the 
fi" 

Eucharist is characterized by the breaking of ~bread at the beginning 

of the meal and by its total detachment from the last meal of Jesus. 

'-

c) The "breaking. of bread ll 

In support of his two-type hypothesis, Lietzmann had'appealed 

ta luke
o
24:30 (cf. verse 35); Acts 2:42, 46 and 20:7-11 in arder ysv­

.}prove that the expression "break1ng of bread" 1s to be understood in the 

sense that at the eucharistic celebrations of the primitive Chri~tian 

cOI1IIÜn1ty. on1y bread wa's eaten' and no wine wàs drunk. 108 \ • 

This hypothes1s must now be exam1ned in d~tail. As to the 

orig1n of the tenn "breaking of bread." MIlrxsenl09 had pointed out that 

it stems fram Jew1sh table-customs. Each Jew1sh meal began with grace' 
~. ) , 

(SJAo(,~ ~ 8J,fr'6JlOC t grk. ) • After the pronouncement of g~ce. 
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the paterfami lias would break the loaf of bread and distribute it to 

h .. th h' 110 t ose eatlng Wl lm. 

What did this particular term.designate? Is it possible to .. 
equate "the breaking of bread" in Acts with the Eucharist? According 

to J. MunCk,llt there is no evidence for such an equat1on. In his 

opinion, the Jerusalem church invested these common meals with a.quasi­

sacramental meaning as a manifèstation of unity. 

In the opinion of Betz,'12 Bultmann '13 and others, the designa­

tion "breaking of bread ll refers ta the whole meal. Betz,l14 for in­

stance, maintains that in Judaism this phrase was understood in terms 

of the introductory rite to the meal. In the Christian community, how­

ever, the expression experienced a change of meaning. Here it was ap-

pl ied to the total meal. From the -very beginning the term "breaking 

of bread ll had the tendency to develop into a terminus technicus for the 

actual Eucharist. Therefore. it fs quite certain that the phrase 

~A~614 roii&fn'v has a 'eucharistie note. llS 

In Bultmann's opinion, ft is very doubtful whether "the break-

1ng of bread ll (Acts 2:42) or,lIto break bread" (Acts 2:46; 20:7,11;) 

was ever used as a technical designat10n for thé lordls Supper. So far 

.. as the Lord's Supper was a- mea1 t "break1ng of b~adll could be used of - . 
1t. even though the phrase 1tself d1d not denote the sacramental meaT 

(1 Cor. 10:16; D~dache 14:1). 8y waj of definition, the phrase IIbreak­

ijlg ~f bread" means, s1mp~y. a meal. The cOlllMtn1ty meals of Acts 2:42, 

__ ~ show a remarkable outward resemblance ta the Jewish'meals. The lat­

ter began with an aet of bread-break1ng and the aeeompanyin9 blessing. 

These two parts of ~e rite belong. t~gether.'16 In d1sagree~nt with 

l1etzmann,117 Bultmann1.18 -aÙows for the ~use of wine at su~h a, mea1, 
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pro,vided that it was available. Wine. however. had no cultic s1gnif1-

c!lnce,1l9 otherwise the meal could not have been -called simply "the 

breaking of bread." As to the origin of these meals, Bultmann pointed 

to the table-fellowship which Jesus had with h;s disciples. Like 

Lietzmann, he saw no relationship between the community meals in Acts 

and the Last Supper of Jesus. 120 His argument. however, that the meals 

in Acts were called "the breaking of bread," because wine had no cultic 

significance, hardly makes sense. 

According to Otto,12l the phrase "breaking of bread" unquestion­

ably signifies the meal of a fe1lowship of re1igious brethren. 

In Marxsen l s122 opinion, however, the whole dispute, whether 
.1 '" " 

/(~~\" ~rov designates the whole meal, or just the introductory rite, 
,.. ) { 

1s ta be sétt1ed on a different level. He argued that KÀCW Cf'fTOV 

cannot simply be equated with having a meal. The expression lJ 117 lJ1~ 
does not 1itera11y mean "breaking of bread. 11 It a1so refers to the meal 

to fo110w. 123 On the basis of an examination of the pre-Easter accounts 

Matthew 14:19 (par. Mark 6:41 and Luke 9:16, l(orTO{ KÀcXlJ) , Matthew 15:36 

and the pericopes of institution, he conc1uded that with the exception 
, t',_ 

of Mark 8:19, we can c1early distinguish between the fo110wing tonsti-
) , , -" 

tutive e1ements of a meal.: (1) the G(J~f/6nQ' ; (2) the KÀClV ~V 

In al1 these cases the break-and (3) a brief sketc~ of the meal itself. , 

1ng Qf bread des1gnates the introductory rite, or the t;ble-prayer. 124 , 
.... , . ,. . . 

In an attempt to determine the mean1ng of the exeressiôn in the 

post-Easter,accounts. Marxsen look Acts 27:35 as his point of depar­

ture. 125 In h)s opinion. this text as compared w1th the pre-Easter 

accounts. shows the least d1fference. 126 The text features a simple' 

meal. As a prisoner. the apostle Paul urged the,sol~1ers and the sailors 
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to partake of ~ome food (/,u:rahf>é'l rpo~ryc.) so that they may be 
'" ~I '" ". 

strengthened. After that the account continues }..a()w'f aprov fUAcrrI6T7"J0éV 

~ 8fiiJ tvC;;rnOI/ rrQ-'lTWv Ker; KNX60(C, ~r~rxro ke/é/'l. Then a11 of them 

were encoutaged and ate sorne food themselves (I<QI oNroÎ 11f06~NX(30Vro 
rpOf1") . 127 

On the basis of the6e statements, Nielen concluded that the 

expression l'<Aâra,rov and r€7TX).r.xr~tV 1fot7C. are synonyms. 128 

In other words, the phrase ~cX61C, mû &rou . cannot mean anythi ng 

else, but having a meal. 129 In Marxsen'~ opinion, this conclusion proves 

te be false once it is r~cognized that fu::rr:;t,~rxf~'~/V r.ro4>1C. corresponds 

to èoe/é,lv. This wou1d rnean that E:tJ,fl'f'6TE:-ïv and the IdÔtv ~rrnv 

form the introductory rite to the meal, which in this case is indicated 

J ra'''' 130 
by~'t1IEJII. The view that the breaking of bread designates the 

eucharistie action as distinct from the mea1 of satiation, is held by 

. 131 132 B." ReTcke and Ph. H. Menoud. 

With regard ta Acts 2:42, 46 Jeremias had argued that the four 
lit 

1 

phrases faund in verse 42: (1) teaching, (2) f«)lVlùV/O(, (3) breaking of 

bread. and (4) prayers, are a description of the typical stages of a 
f 

primitive Christian service. On the assumption that the KOIVWV'O( in 

Acts 2:42 refers ta the ~, the breaking of bread must mean the sub­

sequent Eucharist. 133 

In Haenchen's 134 opinion. the opening .action ta the ritua1 meal 
• • f.. JI 

came to designate the whole meal. Therefore, the KÀ0<6/Ç TOU crrrov 

~must be considered as a designation f~r the Christian community meal. 

, 135 
According to Gaugler. there can be no doubt that,the breaking 

of bread in Acts 2:42 refers to the Eucharist. This argument can be sup-
... , ... "" 

ported on the basis that the k~0(61~ lDU OffTOu appears among the consti-
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tutive e1ements of the eommunity's life. The same phrase a1so oecurs in 

the writings of Ignatius (Eph. 2:20) and in the Didache (ch. 14). 

In Marxsen's oPinion,136 Gaugler has right1y observed that 
'JI 1 - '1 
1V\Q'61t; mv CfF appears among the constitutive e1ements of the commu-

nity's 1ife. He a1so argued that the term "breaking of bread" neither 
1 

refers ta the mere act of breaking. nor to the I<OI\)t.cJVIO( , which is con-

stituted at the mea1. 

Marxsen, however, made a distinction between verses 42 and 46 in 

the sense that in the former text. he finds a reference to a cult;c mea1, 

while in his opinion, verse 46 refers to a common meal. 137 The va1idity 

of this argument. however, must be questioned. for in verse 46 the cu1tic 

element is also emphasized in the sense that the Christians were ~-

I<CiprGpoÛvrec. ôrO{)t)fC(J~v év ri;> i~.138 
In Acts 20:7, 11 we probab1y ffnd the description of a cultfc 

" mea 1 • Bu l tmann doubts tha t the me a 1 on Il the fi rs t day of the week Il in 

Acts 20:7 is the Lord\s Supper. Bamabas.139 for instance, makes, refer­

ence to the celebration of the "eighth day." as the dey of Jesus 1 resur­

rection. But he does not mention the Eucharist. 140 

According to the text, ,the Chrfst1ans at TrOIS had gathered for 

the purpose of break1ng breid. On thfs occasion Paul, p'~l:!G1O ~ro;ç . 
lt i5 possible to assume that Paul preached a farewel1 sermon ta the 

, . 
Chr1stians at TrOIS. He extended 1t unt11 m1dn1ght. because he had in-, 

tended to depart the following day. Accord1ng to H1e1en. 141 verse 11 1s 

'to be understood in the sense that Paul h4d Just stoPped preach1{1g for l, 

IOIInt in order to rest and have a little refreshÎent. In Nielen's opin. 

ton. in verse 11 thé tenn II.breaking of bread" .1s, s1mply mentioned 'in 

passing. as thoughG' 'ft was on11 of little 1l11POrtance. He. argued that 1Î'1 
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this verse. probably a common mea1 was intended. 142 This view, however, 

is hardly convincing, because the real purpose of the gathering at Troas 

was the break-ing of bread. Furthermore, it is very unlikely that a com­

mon meal was he1d after midnight. Thus, lt wou1d be more reasonable to 

assume that Paul, after he had presented his farewe11 dis~ourse, climaxed 
'. 

it with the breaking of bflead, which is the Eucharist.1>43 
, 144 / - " 

ln Marxsen's opinion, the expression 1(~~614 mvQ'(TOU as 

found in Acts, has retained the same meaning which it had in the Old 

T l j h H h 145, dit J . 146 h estament. n agreement w t aenc en an aga ns erem1as. e 

contended that this expression does not point to the beginnings of the 

disciplina arcani. Oppos;ng Arnold. 147 Betz. 148 Bultmann149 and others 

who argued that the breaking of bread is ta be equated with having a 

meal, Marxsen insisted that this ex~ression is to be defined in terms of 

the introductory rite ta the mea1. Thus it could be equated with the 

table-prayer (Acts 27:35).150 

AS,~uming that the breaking of bread as the introductory rite is 

to be distinguished from the meal proper. we must remember that we can­

not consider 1t as an isolated entity which has no connections with the 

meal itself. Apart from the meal. the rite becomes abso1utely meaning­

less. especially where a living relat10nsh~ith Jewish customs at meals 

still ex1sted. 15l In Corinth. for instance, the Eucharist. which had de­

veloped into a cult1c celebration. was still connected w1th a meal. In 

the light of th1s observation, Less1g pQ1nted out that the designation 

"break1ng of bread" cannot be taken as evidence for a meal celebration. 

wbere only bread was used. While we agree,with LesSig152 that the break-
- , 

1ng of bread does not point to a meal celebration. where on1y bread was 

used. 1~ should be po1nted out thlt the Eucharht WIS a cultic celebration 
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from the beginning. 

How are we to interpret these cultic celebrations in Acts 2:42 

and 20:11? Is it possible to detect any eucharistic overtones in these 

references? In other words, is it conceivable that these primitive 

communities already celebrated the Eucharist with the two e1ements of 

bread and wine? Or must we agree with Lietzmann,153 who interpreted the 

kA46/~ rtiJ~F as a designation of a single act? 
154 In Marxsen's 

opinion, Lietzmann has rightly observed that in Acts 2:42 and 20:11; 

reference is made to eucharistic celebrations. although these Eucharists 

are of the Jerusa1em type. Lietzmann was a1so right in pointing out 

~I~ -~, that the IWA61~ Tr;1() -.1 ..... - i s not a des i gnation a parte potiori. He 

is wrong, however, in arguing that the term designates only one single 

act, name1y the breaking of bread. 155 

The two references, Luke 24:30-35 and Act~ 27:35 are to be ex­

cluded as evidence, because in neither one of the se- texts is mention 

made of a community mea1. ln luke 24:30, we simply find a description 

of the who1e introductory rite to the mea1. 156 While 1t is not c1ear 

. how the disciples were able to recognize their lord, it is quHe certain 
- 157 that they d1d not recognize Mm in connection wi'th the conmon meal. 

According to Kilmartin,15~ the detailed description of the 

common introductory rite of the meal of Emmaus points to the descrip­

tion found in the account of institution. The term "brealdryg of bread" 

(Luke 24:35) 1s to be understood as the earliest des1gnation of 

the Lord's Supper. Therefore, 1t cannot be eons1dered in tenns' of 

an isolated ~ion ~s Marxsen seems to hold. While the eucharistie 

cOlour1ng of this phrase has led same authors to equate th1s Easter meal 

(Luke 24: 30. 35) w1 th the ~uehar1st. Kl1.rt1n argued that such an 
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interpretation does not seem ta be well supparted. '59 r 
In defense of his thesis that the term "breaking of bread" is \ 

1 

to be interpreted in the sense that the mea1s of the primitive Christian 

cOlT111unity consisted of bread on-1y, Lietzmanrf had also appea1ed to the short 

text of Luke '60 and to Acts 20:7-11. 161 

Since we will examine the Lu-can text in detail later on, it will 

not be necessary to dea1 with these prob1ems here. 162 It is necessary, 

however, to point out that in our opinion, there are good reasons for 

giving preference to the longer reading, Luke 22:15-20. But even if we 

would,have to acknowledge the authenticity of the short text, it wou1d 
lJ ' 

hardly 1end any support ta Lietzmann's thesis of a Lord's Supper without 

. wine. In this connection, Schweizer '63 has pointed out that the Lucan 

account cannot be considered as evidence for a wineless Eucharist. 

\ 

With regard to Acts 20:7-11, we may raise the question: "Does 

this passage really tend any support ta the view that at Troas Paul has 

eaten bread on1y?" In the 1ight of this passage, Lietzmann's foun9ation 

for the two-type hypothesis appears to be rather Shaky.16~ First of a", 

we notice that it 1$ the apostle Paul himself who "broke bread ( KA&6Ci~ 
)1 

~f"'V. ) and ate. Il According to lietzmann, the apostle was al 50 the 

creator of the second type of the Eucharist. 

Dix 165 had al'ready become very indignant over Lietzmann J s argLlllen-

tation. In his OpirfO~, Paul, who is said ta have ~roken bread at· Troas t 

must have celebrated~th1s' r1te aecording to the pattern of l Corinthians 

11:23ff. In other wordS, he h~ld that theré was no bas1s for the assump­

tion that at Troas Paul ce1ebra~d the Euchar1st in the,Jerusalem style, 

whl1e at Corinth· he followed hi1 own pattern of the rite. 

In Richardson's 166 opin1on • however, Db 'hls s1mply overlooked 

j> ". 
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the conflicting evidence. His approach to the problem provides an out­

standing example of the presuppositions which para1yze theological 

research. The basic problem. which deserve~ our careful consideration, 

hàs to do with the relationship between Luke and Paul. 167 This relation 

between Luke and Paul constitutes a crux ~hich is far from being solved 

as far as the subject of eucharistie origins' is concerned. 168 

On the basis of his examination of the Lucan references ta the 

breaking of bread. Richardson conc1uded that the third evangelist puts 

the stress upon the breaking of bread. the fundamental rite of the Chris­

tian Supper. ~n high occasions this rite was preceded by the drinking 

of the cup.169 On the assumption that Luke was thinking.of the Pauline 

rite in l Corinthians 10:1-22. the problem of the relationship between 

Luke and Paul finds its solution. Unless Lukè had this Pauline rite of 

1 Corinthians 10:1-22 in mind the gu1f between L~k~ and Paul can never 

be bridged. 170 But since the inverted order cup-bread in 1 Corinthians lU 

could a1so be exp1ained differently, Richard~on's argument fails to be 

convi nci ng. 171 

On the other hand; the'tenn "breaking of bread" is fairly cORl11Qn 

in Jewi sh sources, i n the genera 1 sense of Il to have a mea 1 • Il Sl nce the 

ea~ly' Christians or'at least- their lead~rs were Jews. ft would seem to 

be natural, that the1r meal celebrations would follow the pattern of an 

ord1nary Jewish l11eal as ft was held when friends were present. Such a 

mel'1 w.s introduced by the break1ng and distribution of bread and the 

bless1ng Of, the cup of wine after the meal. If these commun1ty meals 

are seen against the1r Jewish background. We cln see no bas1s~o~ Lietz­

mannls argument that the primitive Christian commun1ty meals consiste4 

of bread oo1y.172 
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It should also be pointed out that the Eucharists of the Apocry-

phal Acts of the Apostles 173 can h"ard1y be considered as evidence for a 

Eucharist without wine. The exclusion of wine from the Eucharist is to 

be attributed to the encratite tendencies of these works. 174 

d) The theological emphases 

On the basis of his analysis of the meal traditions in Acts and 

in Corinthians 11, Liétzmann distinguished between two different theo­

logical emphases. 175 He pointed out that the meal celebrations in Acts 

2:42, 46 were characterized by an overflowing eschato1ogical joy 

(CYctM 1Q.6/C,), while the Pauline type of the Eucharist (l Corinthians 

11:23f) was essentially characterized by the concept of the death of 

Jesus. 176 In Lietzmann's opinion, these two distinct1y different theo~ 

10gica1 perspective~ lend strong support to the two-type hypothesis. 

In order tp find a solution to this problem it will be necessary 

to gain an understanding of the si.tuation in the primitive Christian 
. 177 . 

community. The early Christians always interpreted and thought 

about the death of Jesus 1n the Hght of Easter".178 Therefore, when in 

Aets 2:15ff Peter speaks about' the death of Jesus, he does so in the con­

text of the resurreet'on. 179 In the light of Easter~ the death of Jesus 

no longer appears as a cause for sadness. On the contrary, sinee Easter 

the ear1y Chrfstians o1nterpreted the death of Jesus in terms of a sav;ng 

\ 

'event. Thus 1t was a ~ause fo~ reJo1c1ng. In v1ew of this consideration, 

the apparent contrad1~t10n\between the emphas1s upon the death of Jesus 
--- - " 

on the one hand and on the aspect of g-ladness on the other, sirnply 

d1slppelrs. 
" 

1 

1 
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,3. Ernst Lohmeyer 

A little over a decade after the publication of Lietzmann's mono­

graph, Lohmeyer180 published a series of articles in which he discussed 

the recent deve10pments in eucharistie research. In his essay, "Das 

Abendmahl in der Urgemei nde, Il however. Lohmeyer succinct1y stated hi s 

position as to the problem of eucharistie origins and the development 

of the ri te ,181 

In reference to the actual purpose of his detailed account to 

the eurrent 1iteratyre, Lohmeyer points to the real need of a clear ori­

entation in matters pertaining ta eucharistie research. Thus he states: 

"It is necessary to stop and to look back on the road one has already 

walked, even if it does not seem ta be a very long one. in arder ta see 

whether one 15 not headed in the wrong direction and in arder to focus 

in more intensely on the goa1. 1I182 He points out that during the fifteen 

years previously, scholars have dealt with detailed questions which they 

had separated from the total complex. The problem of the Eucharist as a 

whole still awaits a solution. 183 

Lohmeyer, obviously impressed by the theory of the ~ouble origin 

of the Eucharist in the primitive community, presents another variant of 
/ 

this thesis. 1i1s method 15 different from that of Lietzmann, in that he 

restricted himself to the examinat10n of the New Testament e.vidence. His 

pr1mary concern was w1th the mea1:fe11owships of the earth1y Jesus. l84 

L1etzmann, on the other hand, haQ started his f'nvestigation with 

the great wealth of the l1turgical mater1al~ of a Jater age, attempting 

to trace the or1gin back to the f1r~tlcentury A.D. t85 In his analys1s of 
/ 

the meal customs of Jesus, lOhJneyer does not d1stinguish between the1'r 

historiea1 versus·the1r 1e~endary character. Furthermore, he 1s not con-

... 

" 'l<',_ 
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cerned to categonze them in terms of corrmunity sayings or as Jesus logia. 

His basic aim was to demonstrate what the primitive church had considered 

b h .. f' t l l b t' 186 to ete on gl n OlS mea ce e ra 1 on . / 
While LOhmeyer had accepted Lietzmann's basic thes;s of the 

double or;gin of the Eucharist, he modified it considerably. Lietzmann's 

Jerusalem type he connected with the nucleus of Galilean Christianity and 

the Pauline type with the church at Jerusalem. 187 According ta Lietzmann, 

the two meal types existed side by side as distinctly different and un­

related entiti-es. 188 Lohmeyer, on the other hand, was concerned to show 

h ~. l' h . l 89 Th 1 lb' f h .. t t eH lnterre atlons lp. e mea ce e ratlon D t e pnml lve com-

munfty hadp double origin--the model of the feeding of the multitude, and 

the Last Supper of Jesus with his disciples. 190 

In h1s criticism of Lietzrnann's hypothesis, Lohmeyer pointed 

out that his predecessor was not concerned with individual questions, but 

rather wi th a comprehensi ve investigation,19l As important as the results 

of Lietzmann's inv~st;gation may be, they do not represent a newavenue 

of rese.rc~. lietzmann's study is prlmarily co~cerned with the hlstor~ 
of the liturgy,192 The mater1al itself can hardly be considered as new 

and the problem had already been recognized by other scholars such as 

G, P. Wetter. 193 The new factor which lietzmann has introduced, however, 

1s the methodological sobriety which is characteristic of his work. and 

the many historical connections he had peinted out,194 .J 

Wi th regard to English scholarship.195 Lohmeyer dec1ares that it 

15 not satisf1ed only with determining the backgrounds of the Christian 

liturgy, i.e .. with the recognition of the existence of th~ various tra-

di ti ons. It does not deci de in favour of one 1 n order, to reject the ether. 

En91 i sh scholarshi p considers hardl,Y at all the possibi l ity that one or 

• 
, \ 

G 
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the other accyunt moly be an etio1ogica1 cu1t-1egend. On the basis of 

a11 the data in the New Testament, it rather seeks to define the one event, 

which, on account of its founder, is the sole reason of the Christian 

celebration. 196 This aspect comes ta the forefront. and because of itt 

the historical origins, whichever they may be, turn into Jewish back­

grounds. 197 All important. however. ;5 the unique action of Jesus, 

which cannet be explained in terms of religionsgeschichtliche analogies. 

German scholarship. according to Lohmeyer. has paid specia1 at-
198 tenti on to Jewi sh backgrounds. Its pri mary concern was to fi nd out 

whether the last meal can be identified with a Passover meal, a Sabbath 

kiddush or a haburah meal . .. 
In Lohmeyer's opinion, only a few characteristics of the Lord's 

Supper can find an exp1anation in the 1ight of these special meals. 199 

This leads .to jthe question: "What 15 the actual purpose of the search 

for these ba~grOundS?" If. for instance. bread- and cup-blessings as 

well as bread- and cup-words ocçurred with the daily. religious meal 

custom t what wou1d be the si gni fi canee of thi s custom for the content 

of the lord 1 s Supper? No matter whence we may dedve' the gestures and 
~ 

words of Jesus. it is a1ways presupposed that there exists a close rela-

tionship between the form and the content of that which ;5 reported. In 

other words t it bears the character of a sacred action.2~O 

According to Feneberg.201 Lohmeyer's concern for the specifical­

ly historfeal ferm of Jesus' meal is original with the English schoel. 

His concern with the Jewish baèkgrou.nds which m1ght help to clarify the 

meal conceptions of Jesus, 1s original to German scholarship.202 

The lord's Supp~r poses a problem of a literaty and theological 

nature. 203 It a1so brings into focus the question concern1ng its fonm. 204 
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a In his attempt to solve this problem, Lohmeyer attempted to establish '1, 

the meaning and customs of the Lord's $upper in the primitive Palestinian 

community. The starting point of his investigation, however, was the 

meal-conceptions and customs of Jesus. 20S 

In Lohmeyer's opinion, these meal-conceptions of Jesus encompass 

all aspects of the message of Jesus. 206 But the miraculous meal at the 

Sea of Galilee exhibits all the characteristics and confirms a11 ideas 
, 207 

which have been developed from the meal-words of Jesus. 

First of a11, this meal is a simple. daily meal, where Jesus 

functioned as hosto He had probably done this before in a similar manner at 

the meal with the tax-collectors. As a Jewish paterfamilias, Jesus feeds 

his guests according to the religious custom and with simple food, 50 ,that 

all will be satisfied. This is the purpose as well as the result of the 

meal. Its special feature, however, is"therniracle which Jesus perfonns 
, 

in connection with the feeding of the multitude. On this occasion his 

" power and dignity as the Son of Man is revealed, but it fs hidden at the 

same time. The miracle represents a sign of the eschatological nearness 

of the Kingdom of Gad and the presence of its Lord, who is still hidden. 

While healings can only save the individual, words ca~ only express a de­

mand or a promise. But this miracle represents a piece of the ~ality of 

the eschatological consummation t when Jesus wi11 eat and drink with his 

disciples at h1s table~ The aspect of the m1raculous characterizes the 

meal as an eschatological celebration. 20S 

The way the disciples and the crowd part1c1pa~~n ~ the meal leads 
~ 

to another impOrtant consideration. The ~are the ones feeding 
~ 

the crowd. They do 1t in an almost..œ1'êmon1ous, solemn manner. Expressed 
~ 

in later ~nnst one m1g~ that the disciples se,rve' at the table of the 

~/~ 
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Lord, Their service is characterized by the solemnlty of a sacred 

actlOn. 209 

The multitude con~;sts of the poor and the hungry. Jesus, how­

ever, does nct feed them solely in order to satisfy their hunger, but 

also because of the esehato1ogical significance of the miraculous meal. 

The multitude, though hidden. represents the eschatological community.21 Q 

After a brief discussion of the miraculous meal on the Sea of 

Gali1ee. Lohmeyer turns to an examination of the last meal of Jesus with 

his disciples. 211 Of the innumerable questions which are concerned with 

the theological content, of the Eucharist, he touches only on sorne points 

of real si~ificance regarding the celebration of the primitive community.212 
,~ 

In Lohmeyer's opinion, the meal which Jesus held with the dis,ciples seems 

to exhibit features which are identical ta those of the miraculous feed­

ing, or, Jesus' lIIeals with the tax-collectors: 213 

1. Jesus eats and drinks with his own and he will continue to do 50 in 

the Kingdom of Gad. In other wor6s, the eschato1ogica1 Lord eats and 

drinks with the disciples at the dawn of his life. 2l4 

2. Jesus appears as the paterfamilias, whp offers bread and wine to his 

disciples. They are his guests and possible future heirs of the Kingdom.: 15 

~. No special form of the last meal is known. 216 

4. The eup-word has more than'one rneaning. On one hand, it is directed 

against the people of the covenant, t~e Jewish nation. 217 On the other 

hand, it ; s di rected towards those, who sorne day soon Hill take ho 1 d of 

the diatheke.2l8 At the moment of the last Supper, however, it is con-' 

cerned with the sma11 circle of th! disciples, who are fellows of the pres­

ent and the eschatologica1 meà1, members of the Kingdom, heir~ of past 

covenan,ts and bearers of the co~enant of God wi th th~ many. 219 

. ,. 

_ ,-. ,.16 .; .. ~ .:.-.~"'. 
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The data about the celebration of the Lord's Supper in Acts were 

rather impenetrab1e. 220 Of the five references, Acts 20:7, 11 and 27:35 

be10ng to the latter part of the Pauline era and therefore cannot be 
, -

treated within the context of the present di scussion. The term "breaking 

of bread" cannot be used in a strict sense. 221 In Acts 27:35 it may re-

fer to the breakf~t which Paul had in order to gain physical strength. 

The passage Acts 20:7-12 seems, to refer to a mea1. But if this mea1 was 

the aim and purpose of the Sunday ~eting, it was cu1tic in nature. 222 

Since the breaking of bread takes place dai1y (Luke 24:29ff and Acts 20:1), 

early in the evening, at the time of the main meal, it ;s probable that 

the expression, just as in the Old Testament and in late Judaism, refers 

to a meal. 223 

Thé breaking of bread in the primitive Christian community is 

both. It is a dai1y meal which hard1y differs from the customary Jewish 

mea1s. At the same time. it 1s a meal. which is to be considered as the 

inner core of the true feast of the Jesus-believing community.224 The 

interre1ationship becomes c1ear in the light of Acts 6:1_6. 225 The dai1y 

mea1s of the primitive community. which are an eschato1ogica1 celebration, 

are a1so love-meals for the poor. 226 At this point the question arises: 

liOn which basis' are these threefold features related t:o one another?" 

In.Lohmeyer's opinion, there 1s on1y one decisive pattern for the serving 

at ta~le. namely the miraculous feeding (Mark ~:35_44).227 Therefore. 

Lohmeyer detects a close ~lationship'between the da11y meals of the 
t. ' 

primitive Christian community, wh1ch may be consider-ed as divine service. 

and ~, and the m1raculous feeding of Mark 6.228 The daily meals of 

the primi,tive Christian cOIIIIIInity do not t'lave the1r rO'?ts in the Last Sup­

per of JeSùs w1th his disciples~ but rather in Jesus' miraculous meal at 

" .. . * ' .... , 
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the Sea of Galilee. 229 The last Supper of Jesus fits into th~ line of 

the origin of later meal celebrations. Since jt emerged from the meal 

conception o~ Jesus in its general character, it is therefore linked 

with the me~l of the primitive Christian community.230 In support of 

his thesis, lohmeyer also appealed to the evidence in Paul, luke and 

John. 
c.. \. 

The addition of the Pauline utrEf- phrase, which appears in 

connection with the bread-word of l Corinthians 11:24 but is omitted 

ln Mar~ 14:22, seems to be the first indication of the influence of 

the meal custom of the primitive Christian community.231 In the prim­

itive community, this celebration is called the breaking of bread and 
, 

it is in the process of breaking of bread that the lord was recognized 
. 

(luke 24:30f). Therefore. 1s it not to be expected that the addition 

was made té the bread-wOrd?~32 
• 

An even,5tronger influence becomes apparent a~ we cons1der the 

• cup-word. Here, the phrase "poured out for many" i s left out. 2"33 Thi s 

omission effected a change in meaning. The lord's Supper is no longer , . 
for the many, i.e .• for the nations, but for the community which i5 gath­

ered for the meal. The bread-word. therefore, establishes a celebration, 

which 15 to be considered 1n,terms of the community's most inner sanctu-. . ~ 

ary and constant memorial. 234 With th1s understanding. however, we fi,nd 

ourselves in the wake of the Galileen tradition of the primitive commu-

nit y and the meal-custom, wh1ch 1s practised by the Jerusalem community.235 , , 

In'short. al1 the·deviat1ons of the Pauline version of the ac-
J 

count of the Lest Supper IS camplrad w1th the Marcan account teach us 

o~e 1mportant lesson: , the Pauline 'Iccount of the Lord's Supper d1splays 
\ 

Ga11leen features. 236 From a l1terary point of v1ew. the na~rat1ve of 
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the miracu10us meal and the aecount of the Lord's Supper haye inf1u­

enced each other. The Pauline aceount of the Lord's Supper helps ta 

cl arify th; s re 1 ati onsh; p. 237 

The results of the analysis of the PauHne account find a strong 

confirmation by the Lucan accounts. 238 In Luke 22:16 the mea1 is desig­

nated a~ a Passover meal. But while in this meal description, one can 

discover a hint to the meal in the Kingdom of God, this account is ta 

be understood as the institution of a special meal-fellowship dependent 

upon the Passover meal. 239 

The idea that the Passover meal represents the fi rst stage to­

wards the meal in the Kingdom of God is closely 1 inked to the JJ'6cl.ama­

tion of Jesus, though pale and vague in 1ingu1stic form. It ~pears as 

an altered. repetition of Luke 22:18. 240 The last meal of Jes begins 
• 

with a special cup-word and a special eup-action. Whi1e ~~ action 

may be rooted in the Passover ritual, 1t is clear that the eorrmand ta 

div1~ the cup goes beyond the framework of a Passover ritual. 241 

The institutton of a new meal fellowship dependent upon the Pass­

over meal 5ecomes meaningful on the basis of the following considerations: 
, 

The J'df introduces in a meaningful way the idea that Jesus himself w; 11 
no longer ha~e a part in this meal fel1owship. Therefore, the fellowsh1p 

of Jesus w1th the disciples. which 1s instituted now, is designed to help 
" 

the disciples bridge the dark 1nterval, which must last "un~i 1 the King­

dom comes." S1nce fn this meal celebration the relationship between-the 

disciples and their master 1s still indistinct. the Iction with the bread 
.,. 

and the bread-word, i s added. for in i t. reference 1 s made to the One. 
, 1 

Hance. the presence of the .. ster w1th his disciples 1s real1zed. From 

this ,point of v1ew the Iccount 15 in no ~ed of supplementation 1 for it 

• 
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establishes the lasting meal-fellowship of Jesus with his disciPles. 242 

That which is newly established fits into the scheme of devel­

opment. leading frorn the earlier to the future meals. In the days ta 

come. the master remains as giver of bread and wine. 243 But the meal 

fraternity of master and disciples supersedes the meal-fellowshiP.244 

Therefore. in Luke one is able ta discover the same ideas controlling 

the Galilean meal celebration. The peculiarities of the Lutan account 

present no problem as soon as it is recognized that it is part of the .. 
Galilean tradition. 245 According to this tradition. Jesus celebrated 

the Passover bodily with his disciples. Here. the cup-word which makes 

the death of Jesus the basis of the New Covenant is missing. 246 The 

meani n9 of the Lord 1 s Supper "for many" ; s no longer emphas i zed. These 

and other features allow us to assign to the Lucan account a special 

position in the history of the tradition. As happened in a different 

manner in Paul, so the Galilean tradition has transfonmed the Marcan 

account of the Jerusalem tradition and has adapted it according to its 

own presuPPositions. 247 

The last evidence 1n support'of the view of the connections 

sketched out thus far, can be seen 1n John 6 aoef .13. The close relation-
1 

shfp between John 6 and the miraculous feeding undoubtedly points to the 

Gal1lean tradition. John 13 shows a close affinity to that tradition 

a1so" because of its total silence about the insti tution of the Lordts 

Supper. Z48 

According to lohmeyer. the ev1dence found in the Gospel of Luke. 

the Gospel'of John and in the Pauline account of the Lord's Supper, con­

f1rms the thes1s of the double origin of the Eucharist in the primitive 

Christian cOMmun1ty.249 In his opinion. the meal celebration of the 

~ t .. -. ' ..... ". 
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primitive Christian community circles, just like an ellipse, around two foc;: 

the miraculous meal of Jesus at the Sea of Galilee and the last meal of Jesus 

in jerusalem. 250 From a literary point of view. it is possible ta distin­

guish between a Galilean and a Jerusalem tradition. But this duality has its 

basis in the "uniform meal conception of Jesus. From here, the meal cele­

bration,of the- primitive cOITInun1ty 1s detennined in three directions: It is 

a daily meal. a feeding of the poor and an eschatological meal. Vet, in its 

threefold r'elationship it is only the one. namely the meal of the Lord. 2
5-1 

a) Critical appra;sal 

Lohmeyer's hypothesis wa5 a150 subjected to severe criticisms. 

Conzelmann, for instance. was unable ta find more than one correct element in 

Lohmeyer's thesis. In his opinion. Lohmeyer had rightly poihted out that the 
" 

"sacramental interpretation was already in existente at a pre-Pauline stage. 252 

On the other hand, Lohmeyer was probably the first scholar who has 

made an attempt towards a theological evaluation of tne total meal tradition 

. in the New Testament. 253 Unfortunately, he ha~ not always made a distinction 

between Jesus and the post-Easter community. From a theolog1cal point of 
. 

view. th1s creates a problem 1n that it becomes diffjcult to distinguish be-

tween° the teaching of Jesus and the statements of faith of the primitive 

COI'IIIIun 1 ty • 

ln Marxsen's opinion. the fact that the early Christ1ans enjoyed 

regular fellowships (Acts 2:46, 6: 1-6). does not warrant the conclusion .. 
that these cornnon meals have had a separate existence besides the Lord"'s 

supper. 254 On the other hand. Marxsen was very certain that as a 

rule, the Eucharfst w1th the words a~ibuted to Jesus was celebrated 1n 

association with a meal. The cond1t1on\ et Corinth confirm this v1ew. 

t' 

.. 
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Marxsen agreed w;th Lohmeyer that the disciples only gradually arrived 

at a fuller understanding of the meaning of the Lord's Supper. Hence . 

it is possible to assume that the form of the celebration has been the 

result of a certain development. 255 

But Lohmeyer's thesis of a Galilean and Jerusalem type of the 

Eucharist ;s unfounded. ln his book Galilaea und Jerusalem256 Lohmeyer 

had deve loped the thes i s that there were rea 11y two "earl ies t churches Il 

on ,Palestinian sail. or at least two differing parties: the Gali1ean 

and that of Jerusalem. This view is primarily based upon the assumption 

that the Galilean community expressed its faith in the Son of Man; while 

the Jerusalem community believed in the Messiah. 257 In BUltmann's258 

opinion, it 1s probably correct to assume that there were various prac-

..,''''' .... , '" , 

tices in the Palestinian church. But he can find no basis for LOhmeyer's . 
contention that the titles "Messiah" and "Son• of! Manil are the expressions 

of two differing views about Jesus. Consequently, they cannot be con­

sidered as distinguishing marks of two different churches or practices. 

According to Bultmann, both titles denote the eschatological salvation-
• 259 

br1nger. 

in Hahn's260 opinion, Lahmeyer's thesis of the coexistence of 

two primitive' Christian cOfIIIlInities, which subscribed ta two different 

Christologies, 15 unfounded. Lohmeyer's treatment of individual texts ... 

fails to be convincing. He conGluded that there 1s no bas1s for the 

theory that the Son of ~n concept had its S1tz im Leben ln the Galilean 

commun1ty, while the fa1th in the Messiah was a basic characteristic of 

the Jerusalem community.261 

lohmeyer's attempt to distinguish between various centers of 

the primitive Christian community w1thin the realm of Palestine fails to 

~ ................ ~m~ • ' '. • <Jo • "". '"','" ' - '\.f .". 
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convince. 262 Consequently, his theory of the existence of the two basic 

meal-types, namely a Gali1ean and a Jerusalem-type of the Eucharist, 

becomes untenable. 

4. Oscar Cullmann 

Another variation of Lietzmann's two-type hypothesis can be dis­

covered in a series of articles by O. Cullmann. 263 His essay "The 

Meaning of the Lord's Supper" best presents the author's position on 

the ques ti on of the ori gi n and mean i ng of the Euchari st. 264 

Cullmann, like Lohmeyer, has accepted somewhat uncritieally 

Lietzmann's basic thesis of the double origin of the eucharistie rite. 

He states very succinctly that Lietzmann has made his case by demon- , 

strating the absolute distinctiveness of the two ways of celebrating 

the Eucharist,265 which, Cullmann holds, would nct have a eomman origin 

in Jesus' last meal with the disciples. 266 In other words, the meal-

celebrations in Acts, which are held in a mood of an overflowing, eseha­

tological joy, are eviden~ly of a differeat origin than the Pauline Lord's 
, 

Supper, the only type whicb can claim to have a direct connection with 

the last meal of Jesus. 261 

While Cullmann has accepted Lietzmann's basic position of the 

two types of the Eucharist. 268 he dis~grees with him on the question of 

the origin of the eucharistie celebrations by the Christian cOIIIIIUnity 

before Paul. 269" Cullmann argued that Llétzmann had been unable -to 
• 

prov1de textual evidence for his asslMIIPtion that the breaking of bread, 

celebrated by the first Chr1stians, was nothing other than the continua-
-

tion of thf! dally table-fellowship wMch the historical Jesus had shared 

with his disclples during hls l1fetime.270 In Cullmann's opinion, 
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Lietzmann has not satisfactorily demonstrated how Paul could have 1in{ed 

the joyfu1 feast of the first Christians with the Last Supper and its 

association with the death of Jesus. 271 Cullmann. therefore, attempts 

to demonstrat: that the lovè~eà"S'!s of the primi ti ve church are not a 

continuation of the daily mea1s of Jesus with his disciples, but are 

rooted in those meals which the disciples held with the Risen Lord.
272 

Cullmann also warns of the danger of Lietzmann's~liturgical 

method. 213 In Cullmann's opinion, it would be wrong to assume that the 

ger~ of later developments can already be found in the early days.274 

From the beginning, the eucharistie mea1 of the first Christians 

was jus t an ordi nary mea 1. as the phrase "breaki ng of bread" (Acts 

2:42, 46 and 20:11) implies. This term definitely excludes the use of 

wine, as 1s als'o evidenced by' the wineless Eucharists being attested 

by the Apocrypha 1 Acts of John, Peter and Thomas. 275 

In Cullmann's opinion, there 1s a fundamental difference between 

the love-feasts in Acts and the Last Supper of Jesus with his disciples. 276 

The tenn &rA~'Ô(6~c.. in Acts 2:46 denotes a strong manifestation of 

joy. which appears to be incompatible w1th a reca11ing of thé Last Sup-

per and wi th the wordt of Jesus uttered on that occas ton. 277 

With reference to thecmeal practices of the primitive church, .. 
it is rather significant to notice that in .early Christian art as well 

as in the Gospel of John, fish appears to be an essential feature of 

the'meals which the disciples held with the Risen Lord (Luke 24:42; 

John 21: 12) .278 
, 

Accord1ng to 't.ullmann, this consideration lends support t~ the 
. , 

view that there e~is'ts a relationsh1p between the meals of the primi the 
. 

Christian commun1ty and the meals wh1çh were held dur1ng the first 

\ 
, , . 
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appearances of Christ. 279 Further support for this thesis can be fou~d 

in Acts 10:41 and 1:3_4. 280 Thus it is clear that the primitive Lord's 

Supper was strong1y motivated by the certainty qf th~ resurrection. 

the reason for its enthusiastic celebration. 281 

According to Cullmann. these Christian love-feasts are charac­

terized by the reco11ection of the historical facts of the resurrection, 

the experience of the invisible presence of the Lord in the brl~ad-breaking 

community and the eschatological prospect (Rev. 3:20) .2~2 The latter 

'points to the messianic age. where a mea1 will be the central feature. 283 , 
Cullmann also pointed out that there is a basic difference be-

tween the Last Supper and the Lord's Supper. In the latter there is a 

total lack of the essential concepts which Jesus had expressed at the 

Las t $upper. 284 

Furthermore, Cullmann clearly distinguishes between the concepts 
<,' '. 

of realism and Christ's ,f-é'~l presence. The primitive coomunity thou9hJr 

of Jesus' coming as a rea1 coming. but they did not conceive of it io 
\, l ' 

terms of his descent into the e1ements. 2aS 

In the light of the se observations. Cullmann concludes that the 
\ 

joy exprêssed by the early Christians during ~e "breaking of bread" , • 

has 1 ts source in the consci ousness they have' 0) eat,i n9 w1 th the Ri sen 

Chr1st, whom they consider 'ta really be present with them as on Easter 

Day. 286 ~ 

The Pauline version of the Eucharist,fs the resdlt of Paul's 

creative work as a <Dtheologian.287 On account of·t~ ex~s$es at Corinth, 

Paul had te point out ta the bel1evers that at the Eucharist the Lord 

manifests, h1mself as the Ris;n Lord and a150. as the Crucified One.288 
\) 

ln the course of h1s exposition. Paul focussed the1r attention on the 
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connection between the Lordls Supper and the last meal of the historical 

Jesus wlth hlS disciples, shortly before his death. 289 In Cullmann's 

opinion, this assoclation w,s leg1timate, because of the historical 

link which existed between the first meal of the Rlsen Lord and the 

Last Supper of the hlstorlcal Jesus,' for the .disciples were gathered 

toget~er after the Lord's death, ln order to reflect upon the last meal 

celebration with their Master. 290 This last meal, of course, had taken 

place only a few days before. The apostle, however, was not interested 

in the hlstorical connection. He perceived an lnternal link unitlng the 

eucharistie meal of the early Christians with the meal WhlCh was accom­

panied by words of interpretation. 291 'Paul is the first one who has 

established this relation between the recalling and the Eucharlst. If 

we may believe his own words (1 Cor. 11 :23), this relationship was made 

plain to him by special revelation. The object of this revelation "of 

the Lord" was not the historical account of the Last Supper recorded by 
, 292 

the apostle. It was, rather, an internal connection. 

a) Critical appraisal 

By appealing to the meals of the disciples with the Risen Lord. 

Cullmann not only found a basis for the daily meals in Acts. He also 

considered them io terms of a connect1ng link between the daily meals 

and the Pauline Eùchar1st. 293 On the assumption that the celeb~ation 

of the meals of the primitive Christian community was directly connected 

with those meals at which the Risen One appeared, one would expect to 

find sorne informatior about the char~ of the latter in text5 5uch 

as Luke 24:36, Àcts 1:3ff. This information. however. is simply not 

there. Luke, for instance, informs us only that Jesus was given sorne 
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dried fish (Luke 24:36). The expression in Acts 1 :3: "He ate salt with ~ 

them," does not at all a11ude ta the breaking of bread in the primitive 

'7 -Ch ' . . t 294 r1st1an commun1 y. 

In Conze1mann's opin1on, there lS hard1y any justification for 

Cu1lmann's hypothes1s, Wh1Ch seeks to derive the bread breaking in the 

primitive Christian community from the mea1s with the Risen Lord, because 

a mea1 is not the essentia1 element in these Easter appearances. 295 

Contrary to Conzelmann's view, Rordorf296 even assumed that at 

these mea1s the Risen Lord not only distributed bread and wine, he a1so 

d h d f · . . 297 pronounce t e wor s 0 1nst1tut1on. This view, however, is merely 

hypothetical, for it has no basis in the texts themselves. These meals 

at which the Risen One appeared can hardly be utilized for the purpose 
: 

of a historical reconstruction, because it is very difficult to establish 

their historical value. 298 

Furthermore, Cullmann maintained that the breaking of brea~ re­

fers to the eucharistic meals of the primitive Christian community, .where 

bread was the essential feature. At such meals one ate and drank what-

ever one wanted. In other words, wine was not an essential feature of 

these meals. This consideration was primarily based upon an exam;nation 

of the Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles: Here, a cult-meal is being de­

scribed, where bread was the essential element and'~ere RO mention was 

made of wine. 299 With regard to these documents Dix300 pointed out that 

the Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles can hardly pe considered as evidence 
~ 

for bread Eucharists. In his opinion, it seems to be quite unscientific 

to attr1bute any weight to the tradition wh1ch 15 represented by the5e 

relatively late documents. 30l 

In basic agreement with lietzmann, Cullmann sees no valid reason 

. t 

). , 
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to deny the historicity of those words, which were believed to have been 

spoken by Jesus at the Last Supper: "This is my body; this is the b100d 

of my covenant." He, tao, holds that these words cannat simp1y be con­

sidered as the result of litur9ical practice. Jesus uttered these words 

in order to affirm that by his death, a new covenant was conc1uded be-

tween Gad and the Messianlc cammunity.302 Cullmann's criterion for the 

authenticity of these words, however, appears to be inadequate. While 

he insists that there is no va1id reason to deny their authenticity, 

he fails to provide proof that they were actua11y spoken by the histor­

ical Jesus. 

It will be noticed that Cul1mann's hypothesis ;5 almost ident;-

cal to Lietzmann's theory. While Lietzmann had argued that the breaking 

of bread cou1d be traced bock to the daily fellowship of Jesus with his 

disciples, Cullmann held that this practice had its origin in the con­

sciousness the disciples had of eating with the Risen Lord. 

In our opinion, Cullmann's hypothesis is untenable for at least 

two basic reasons: First, we have recognized that it is primarily based 

upon Lietzmann's two-type hypdthesis, which we were unable to accept. 

Seeondly, his attempt to establish a nistorical connection between the 

last meal of Jesus and the daily meals of the primitive community, with 
\. , 

the help of the appearances of the Risen Lord during a meal, fails to be 

convincing. These narratives of the appearances of the R1sen One 

during a meal can hardly be ut1lized for the purpose of a historieal , . 

reconstruction. 

5. Eduard Schwe1zer 

':045 AbendlllaJe1ne Vergegenwlert1gung des Schwei zer 1 s essay. 
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Todes Jesu oder ein eschatologisches Freudenmahl," was published in 

1946. 303 It represents the first serious attack on Lietzmann's hypoth­

esis of the sha,rp division of the two different meal traditions in the 

New Testament. 304 It is safe to say that ~ince that time New Testament 

scholars have no longer concerned themselves with this two-type 

hypothesis. 

It will be discovered, however, that SChweizer, in developing 

his own thesis, was faced with thlS old problem of the two distinct tra­

ditions in a different way.305 Keeping this consideration in mind, it 

will be necessary to examine Schweizer's solution to the problem of eu-

charistic origins. But first, we will briefly discuss Schweizer's argu-

ment against Lietzmann's hypothesis. 

In his opinion, a number of factors seem to lend strong support 

to Lietzmann's hypothesis. but on close examination they lose their 

force. 306 He pointed particularly to the shorter Lucan text as a basic 

pillar in Lietzmann's theory. This text-form presents a strongly pro­

nounced eschatological prospect. focussing on the meal of the consum­

mation. 30? This is followed by the breaking of bread and a short word 

of interpretation for the bread. 308 Luke therefore must be considered as 

witness of a Eucharist. which is eschatologically oriented and where 

bread seems te have been the central feature. 309 

In his deba\e with L1etzmann. Schweizer took s~es with other 
~ ~ ~ 

New Testament scholars who had also accepted the longer Lucan account 

as the primary text_form. 310 This position 15 now w;dely accepted by 

German New Te9tament scholars. wh11e a number of British New Testament 

scholars still defend the shorter Lucan text. 

If the ~onger Lucan text-fonm is accepted as the primary one. 
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then there is no text in which the eschatological prospect was not con-

. h h d f' t . 311 Th f t nected W1t t e wor S 0 lnterpreta 10n. ere ore. one canno ap-

peal to the Lucan text as evidence for a Eucharist in which the idea of 

thè death of Jesus did not play an important role. 3l2 Furthermore. it is 

no longer possible to argue that the Lucan text refers to a wineless 

Eucharist where bread was the central feature. 313 In the l;ght of these 

negative arguments. it is obvious that Lietzmann's theory can no longer 

be upheld. Schweizer also presented sorne positive arguments which en­

abled him further to expose the weaknesses of Lietzmann's hypothesis. 3l4 

In his opinion, J. Behm315 showed that the Pauline type of the 

Eucharist is by far less Hellenistic than it may appear. The actual 

ideas of sacrifice are not foreign to it. Furthermore. the Pauline type 

of the Eucharist is also characterized by its orientation towards the 

past and the future. 

In his monograph Das Abendmahl im Neuen Testament, Gaugler3l6 
, 

had already pointed to a possible synthesis of the two theological con-

cepts of the death of Jesus and the eschatological prospect in the cov­

enant motif. 

Bo Reicke 317 had pointed to the farewell meals of the patriarchs, 

whiah are well attested by the writings of late Judaism. These meals 

were characterized by the two aspects of great joy and an allusion to 

the imminent death of the patriarch. 

But even if one asslll1es that the cormination of the two concepts 

occurs in each of the eucharistie accounts, it 1s extremely important to 

note that the tradition-h1story of each of the two elements had followed 

its own course. 318 In Mark,319 the eschatologfcal prospect is confined 

to the w1ne-word follow1ng after the words of interpretation. In luke,320 

...... .rl~} \ 
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the strongly pronounced eschato1ogical prospect appears in connection 

with the Passover and the wine-word before the words of interpretation. 
~ 321 ' 

In the Paullne account, the eschato1ogica1 prospect appears ooly in a 

truncated form. In view of the two traditions, Schweizer raised the 

question as to whether the coordination of the two aspects existed from 

the very beginning, or whether i~ was the result of a 1ater development. 322 

Paul. for instance, knows of a Lord's Supper tradition consisting 

mainly of the words of interpretation. There is only a hint that the 

eschato1ogical perspective was once connected with them. Since. in Pau1's 

opinion, this tradition goes back to Jesus, it can be assumed that the 

apost1e never knew of any tradition of the Supper without the words of 

interpretation. 323 

Schweizer ho1ds that Schuermann. 324 on the basis of his 1inguistic 

analysis. has made it probable that Mark 14:25 originated in the Lucan 

version of the Supper and not vice versa. Thus. he speculates that in 

luke 22:15-18; Mark 14:22-24 and in 1 Corinthians 11:23-25 we have two ; 

; ndependent and differi ng accounts of. Jesus 1 las t meal. He contended that 

in Mark, the eschatologically coloured account appeats in a truncated form 

(14:25) after the words of institution. In Paul it shrinks ta th~ short 

phrase (",." . until he comes ll
) ,325 At this point the question arises: 

"How cou1d two independent accounts of the last meal come into existence 

if both had been 1 inked from the very beg1nning?"326 

The Lucan tradition in its present form as the frame of the 

words of interp~tation. must be seen together with 22:27-30. Both 

sections are character1zed by the reference to Jesus' serving and the 

eschatolog1cal pr~5pect.~7 
The same th1ng can a1so be found in a mueh more developed form 

; 
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in John. 328 Here, tao, the words of interpretation are absent, as well 

as any institution of the Lord's Supper. Jesus' last meal is presented 

in terms of his serving (John 13; cf. Luke 22:27) and of the eschato1og­

ical prospect (John 14-16; cf. Luke 22:15-18, 28-30). 

According to Kuhn,329 there is a Pa1estinian strand of the tra­

dition about the last meal of Jesus which corresponds to the special 

tradition Luke 22:15-18 and 21-28. Verses 19 and 20 do not belong to 

this special material. The eschato10gica1 character of the primitive 

Christian meal celebration (Acts 2:46), however, grew out of this 

b · i 330 corn lnat on. 

Schweizer33l also pointed out that in Didache 9-10 the emphasis 

is placed upon the eschatological assembly of the church. He cautions, 

however, that in the text only the prayers are given and none of the 

other parts. The eschatological emphasis appears also in Dida~he 16. 332 

Thus he cgncluded that one may be able to trace this aspect back to Jesus 

or to the church of his time rather than to an older stratum of the .. 
tradi tion. 333 

As to the meal blessings, Dibelius334 pointed out that accord­

ing to Didache 9 and 10, two b1essings were pronounced, one before the 

rneal in 9:2; 9:3, 4 and the other after the meal, 10~2_4.335 Their 

pecul1arit1es cannot be explained in connection with the eucharistie 

action. These~blessings are rather to be considered in terms of a 

Christian)~ed version of Hellenistic-Jewish ~ble-prayers.336 In agree--, 
ment w.ith

4 

0ibel1us, Schweizer concluded that we have only a limited 

knowledge about the sa~ramental prayers of the 01diche. In h1s opinion, 

it is ~oss1ble that t~y have their origin in the ~11enistic synagogue. 337 
.' , 

For the unique position of the words of 1nterpretat\On, reference 

.' 

- i 
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can be made ta the Pauline account in l Corinthians 11:23ff.
338 Here 

the apost1e expressly points ta the revelation of the Lord. 339 Schweizer, 

however, does not accept Lietzmann's theory of a private revelation. a 

theory which is now rejected by most New Testament scholars. 340 

With regard to the identification of the Last Supper with a 

Passover meal, Schweizer held that this question cannot be settled. Since 

we have already dealt with his view in connection with Jeremias' Passover 

theory. it will not be necessary to give a detailed presentation of it 

here. 341 

a) Critical appraisa1 

In his 1954 report of recent research in the Theologische 

Li teraturzeitung. Schweizer had decided that both traditions of the 

interpretative words and the eschatological saying probably go back to 

the histo~ica' Jesus. 342 He was qu)ck to suggest, though, that histor­

ica1 certainty was scarcely possible. 343 

In his critique of Schuermann's hypothesis. however, he s"tated 

that Luke 22:15-18 seems ta represent-an accurate description of the 

historica1 situation and therefore of the very first celebration of the 

Lord's Supper in the primitive Christian communit~.344 In his essay 

"The Lord 1 s Supper" he concluded that the words of institution are to be 

cons1dered as an explicit expression of what was already implicit in the 

meal. 345 

With Kuhn346 and Bornkamm,341 Schweizer348 was convinced that there 

1s a double strand in the supper tradition: the eschatological saying 

and the 1nterpretative words. Accord1ng to Ful1er,349 this differenti­

ation 1s to be accept,ed as one of the assured results of recent ana1ysis. 



- 149 -

While he is correct in stating that this theory has added a new complexity 

to the old question of a double origin of the Eucharist. we can hardly 

h 1 f 1 . 350 agree with him that this is one.of te assured resu ts 0 recent ana yS1S. 

In' our opinion, the differentiation between the eschato1ogical saylng and 

the interpretative words must be seriously questioned. 

For instance, if one decides in favour of the first 1ine. then 

the oldest Pa1estinian tradition can be discovered in John or in Luke 

22:15-18. The Urform, which was transmitted in the Palestinian community. 

could be interpreted as Jesus' reference to his imminent death and the 

eschatological consummation. for he wlll not even eat the Passover with 

them. He will eat it with them in the glory of the Kingdom of God. 351 

The words of institution, on the other hand. are only a further 

interpr~tation by the community, which seeks to preserve the cause of 

Jesus. 352 If one emphasizes the independence of the words of interpr~ta­

tion onecomes to the original duality of the celebration, consisting of 

the two words of interpretation and the eschatological reference in con­

nection with the cup.353 

Thus it appears that th1s d1fferentiation 1s rather arbitrary. 

It leads ta a one-sided interpretation of either the eschatological 

prospect or of the words of interpretation. 

With regard to Mark 14:22-24 and 25, Dibelius has warned against 

a separate treatment of the words of interpretation and the eschatolog­

ical prospect. In his opinion, it woul~ be wrong to consider the words of 

interpretat10n as a death prophecy and to tnterpret the prediction in tenns 

of a joyfu1 prospect.354 

In the 11ght of the se conSiderations, Schweizer's differentiation 

between the words of 1nterpretat1on and the eschatological saying is hardly 

_ i li 
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warranted. 

, 0 

6. Robert D. Richardson 

In his supplementary essay, which accompanies Lietzmann's study 

Messe und Herrenmah1, Richardson proposed the theory that Jesus' simple 

act of breaking bread in the setting of the Last Supper is ta be con-
11-sidered as the starting point of a11 further deve10pments of the eucha-

ristie rite. 355 

Whi1e he paid tribute ta lietzmann's work on eucharistie origins, 
\ 

he was eritica1 of his thesis of the radical duality of the eucharistie 

rite from the beginning. 356 Richardson env;s;oned two lines of inter-

pretation already within the New Testament itself. In his opinion. the 

accounts of Mark 14 and l Corinthians 11, which emphasize the words of 

institution, gave a distinctive character ta the Western 1iturgies. 357 

The Eastern rite, on the other hand, which emphasizes the bread and the 

presence of the Risen Lord. has its basis in texts such IS John 6. 

Corinthians 10, part of Luke-Acts and the feeding miracles of Mark. 358 
. If 

In hanmony with his basic thesis. Richardson pOinted to the need 

for a study which pays special attention to both the New Testament texts 

and the church's rites, whi1e both were still fluid, 'and with reference 

to their respective 10caliti~s.359 Such a study lends support to the 

thesis that the initial rite was basica11y an act of breaking bread. 360 

This does not mean, though, that the use of wine was exc1uded,36l 

The longer Lucan text, which is of the same nature as 1 Corinthians 

11:23ff,362 first appeared in the second century.363 The shorter Lucan 

text, on ,the other hand, lis to be considered as authentfc,364 In his 

defense of the shorter Lucan text, Richardson po1nted out that according 

l "".1(" 

1 
f 
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to Westcott and Hort. the Western text frequent1y omits and a1ters genu­

ine longer readings. 365 But these two scholars held that there is a 

group of nine Western readings. whose absence from the Western text must 

be considered as the resu1t of a faithful transmission of the text of 

th - . . 1 d t 366 S' the 11 dl id· e or1 gl na oeurnen s, 1 nee se a ege y genu ne rea , ngs are 

part of the Western text, Westeott and Hort have chosen the tenm Western 

non-interpo1ations. 367 Richardson, who favoured this designation, argued 

that Jeremias was not successfu1 in overthrowing the judgment of Westcott 

and Hort. 368 

On the basis of his examination of the Western text, Richardson 

cone1uded that the shorter reading had 1ts origin in Antioch. 369 It 

entered syrvet in an inverted verse order. Since the Latin versions 

b e follow the same order. but do not fe~ture the words of remembrance. 

t~y probab1y did not belong to the basic text from which both the 

Syrian and Latin versions derive. 370 The words of remembrance. however, 

were probably present in the comman source of syrS1n eur.37l In this 

connection. Richardson raised the question whether the words of remem-
vet ". ,brance have been added to the syr under the i nfl uence-{)f 'Tati an 1 s 

Diatessaron. 372 He was quick to declare that this could hard1y be the 
. ~3 

case. because Tatian did not find them in any Gospel MS. These words • 
are probably later scribal additions to the Diatessaron and the o . D4 ' 
Evangelion da - Mepharreshe. Contrary to sorne scholars such ,as 

315 ' 
Schuermann, who appealed to Tatian as a witness to the longer Lucan . ~ 

text. Ri chardson argued that Tatian d1d 'not know the longer Lucan reading 

as a whole. But he admits that Tatian may have known the worps of 

remembrance. a76 

Justin may be considered as the earliest non-canon1cal witness 
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to the words of remembrance, but not to the pericope of institution as a 
.' 

whole. There is, therefore, no evidence in support of the view that 

Justin was quoting either from 1 Corinthians 11:23ff or from the longer 

Lucan text. 377 Furthermore, Justin's doctrine of the Eucharist 1s in 

marked contrast with that of hi s >, supposed souroes. For hi s sacramental 

d 'h h t 1 l' d J h' t 378 octrlne, e seems to ave s rong y re le upon 0 annlne concep s, 

In connection with his examination of Justin's words of remem-

brance, Richardson concluded that the accounts of institution probably 

came into existence sometime between the writing of the Fourth Gospel , 
and Justin's First Apology.379 In other words, the full pericope of in-

stitution did not have its origin at the Last $upper, but rather repre­

sents a second-century development. Thus. doctrin~. rite and text can be 

shown to coïncide in the two centers of Christianity. first at Ephesus 

and later at Rome. 380 From the time of Justin one is able to trace the 

past and future developments of the eucharistie rite. 38l 

On the basis of his examination of a series of rather complex 

facts Richardson found further confirmation for his thesis that the eu-

charistic worship, in becoming the focal point of Chr1stianity, was in­

fluential in shaping the New Testament text. 382 

f' 

The initial step of a rat~er complex development must have been 

from the repetition of the regular supper of the Master with his disciples, 

to another regular supper, a suitable occasion fpr reflecting upon past 

events and for cherish1ng great hopes.383 

During this meal celebration, the thoughts of the disciples woald 

not only be focussed upon the death of Jesus, but also upon his.parousia, 

the Messianic feast and the eating of bread 1n the Kingdom of Gad. They 

also seem to have entertained thoughts about Christ as head of the table, 

ai 
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about bread and wine as food which he had blessed and about the 4iritUal' 

communion between Christ and his members. Most of these ideas were sus-

ceptible of development. The form of the rite itself would also be sub­

ject to change, especially after the first generation of disciples had 

passed away, and on Gentile soil. The control1ing ideas of the eucha­

ristie celebration came to be those of the death of Jesus. his resurrection 

and the parousia. While the concept of the death of Jesus had exerted its 

influence upon the Western liturgies, the ideas of the Risen Lord and of 

his parousia were instrumental in shaping the Eastern liturgies. 384 

In Richardson's opinion. there can hardly be any doubt that the 

longer Lucan text is the result of a gradual growth of the eucharistie 

formula, which made its appearance in the second century A.D. 38S His 

judgment with regard to the Pauline form of the eucharistie formula is 

very similar. Two considerations lend support to the thesis that the 

formula of 1 Corint'hians 11 :23ff is the product"'of the second century: 

(1) A knowledge of this formula from the very beginning cannot be rec­

onciled with a different second-century practice of the Eucharist through­

out the Mediterranean world. 386 (2) If this formula was known from the 

very beginning, then it 1s rather strange that the early Fathers nowhere , 

make any reference to these crucial ver~es. while at the same time they 
, 

make frequent use of l Corinthians. 387 The earliest MS evidenèe for the 

presence of a full formula in the New Testament 1s that of the Chester 

Beatty papyrus p4~. But this applies Oc the Pauline Epistles only. 

The full euçharislic formula seems to merge into the text of the New 
~. 

Testament towards the end of the second century.388 

Acco~ding to Richardson. we may distinguish be~en three different 

~ fonms of ~he words of 1nst1tution: 389 
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1. In the Roman "fonn, that of l Corinthians 11 :23-26, the special 

emphasis rests upon the concept of Christ's death. The cup sigrrifies 

th~ New Covenant established through Christ's b1ood-shedding. 

2. In the Ephesian form, that of Luke 22:19-20 the cup-words seem to 

display secondari features and a Roman character. The bread-words, 

on the other hand, are of greater importance. The word "gi ven" seems to 

" be an indication of Johannine influence. 

'\ __ 3. In the Antiochene form, bread is the central element. 

While the Roman form is to be eonsid~red as the key to the ideas 

of Tertu11ian and Cyprian on eucharistie sacrifice, the Ephesian form haSj 

exerted only a secondary influence in the fast. 390 The Antioehene fonn 

with its emphasis upon the bread became influential in the development 

of the Syro-Byzantine liturgies. 391 

It is very essential to recognize that eucharistie worship was 

influential in shaping the New Testament texts. This knowledge provides 

us with an important criterion of judgment for thè purpose of reeonstruct­

ing the original form of the text. 392 

For the purpose of reconstructing the primitive eucharistie prac­

tice. it will be necessary ta give special'considèration to the Eas~rn 

rite in which bread W4S the central element. 393 

In Mark one can discern two different lines of interpretation. 394 

In the doublet account of the Feeding of the Multitude. there ;s one 

strand of teach1ng which seems to reflect an 1ncreas1n~ stress upon the 

mystery of the bread. On the other hand. there fs the account of the Last 

'Supper, with a strong emphas1s upon the cup, to emphas1ze the s1gnif1-

canee of the aton1ng death of Jesus.' 

But s1nce a rite with a strong emphas1s upon the 'aton1ng death 

, , \ 
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of Jesus seems ta emerge ln the second century for the flrst t;me. 

Richardson conc1uded that Mark 14:22-24 represents only a short nar­

ratlve wlth an imparted interpretation of ltS signlficance.~95 

Accord,lng to Richardson, in Mark there is a strand of teaching 

WhlCh lS 11nked wlth John's eucharistic discourse. It lS to be found 

after the Feedlng of the Mul ti tude (Mark 8: 14-21). Here, Mark antic;­

pates John when he refer r
, to the ";nexhaustlb1e adequacy of Jesus as 

author and 91ver of the fullness of 11fe,,,396 Furthermore. this 

teaching is close1y related to th~ mystery of the loaf of bread. 397 

While John lndlcates his acquaint~nce with the bread-Eucharist, thlS 

does not mean that wine was exc1uded. 398 

There are also close ties between John and Luke. 399 Severa1 

illustrations used by John revea1 his indebtedness ta Luke. 400 Luke, 

on the other hand. Shows a 1iterary dependence upon the Marcan accaunt 

of institution.
401 

Without giving any further consideration to the 

//' question whether Luke was indebted to another'written source. Richardson 

asked: "What moti vated Luke to produce a vers i on with the reverse se­

quence cup-bread?,,402 He pointed out that the evange1ist was under 

pressure of his knowl,edge of a rite which was customary in the churches 

he knew. 403 Luke. he argued. took i t for gran ted that the cuJ)-bread 
<~ 

rite with its eschatological, but non-sacrificial outlook had its ori-

gin in the supper practice of Jesus." His amendment of his literary 

source reflects the eucharistie practice of Christians towards the end 

of the first century.404 

Luke's'writings deserve special consideration, for they cast 

light upon the fifst-eentur-y table-praetice of the Christians. 405 Be-' 

sides this version on the Last Supper. his reference to the "breaking 

L .. ' ,k ,,-<~.5t ...... ".'3. III 4.! ... "", , ~. .. t ',... •• '.' , 
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of bread" mus t be carefu 11 y exami ned . 406 
1 

407 What does the term "breaking of bread" denote? The total 

Lucan evidenee seems to lend support to 'the v;ew that the breaking of /' 

bread described in Aets represents the main eucharistie rite of the 

d d 
. 408 church, with its deeply lnterwoven, backward an forwar, conneetlons. 

1 n thé 1; ght of the references to the "break i n9 of bread," i t becomes 

apparent that it was Luke's intention to put a special emphasis upon 

that whi ch i s fundamenta 1 and cOnlnon to the churehes with di fferi ng out­

looks and histories. 409 At the same time he was concerned to give an 

account of the origin of Christianity in all of its diversity. The 
, 

fundamental rite of the Christian supper, however, was the "breaking 

of bread." On special occasions it was preceded by the drinking of 

410 the cup. 

At first, the breaking and distributing of bread was a rite 

which marked the supreme moment of the meal itself. 41l In Luke, 

Richardson found certain indications which lend support to the view of 

a development from the simple act of breaking bread by Jesus, "while 

they were eating, Il to the "breaking of bread" before the supper, a rite 

wh; ch cou 1 d a lso ; ncl ude~up. 412 Accordi n9 to Ri chardson, the da ily 

observance of the cul t-mea 1 ~ superseded by a week 1y celebration. As 

to the pattern of this meal celebrat10n, Richardson pointed out that it 

bega" w1th a bless i"9 and t~e di stributi ng of bread. The "Remembrance 

of the Day" over the cup of wine which preceded the mea1 proper was a1so 

a part of this celebration. But even though this feature was a part o~ 

the mea1 ce 1ebrat1 on 1 the mea1 was still referred to as "the breaki ng 

of bread." 413 

Wh11e Luke cons1dered the breaking of bread as the central 
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aspect of the supper rite. on sorne occasions su ch as on the first day 

of the week, when the Chri s ti ans gathered into an "upper roorn, Il the 

dri nk. i ng of the cup came fi rs t. The fac t that in LlJi(e 1 s acco.un t of the 

Last Supper these two actions appear at the very beg;nning, is a c1ear 

lndication that he linked this Christian procedure to a Jewish model, 

namely to that of a Sabbath Supper. 414 

Since the apostle Paul is to be cons;dered as the ultimate hero 

of Acts, the question arises: "Was Luke ignorant of the practice of 

the Pauline churches, in which according ta l Corinthians, a cup had 

reference to the blood of Christ?,,4l5 In spite of the fact that the 

author of Acts seems to consider himself as an apologist for Paullne 

Christianity, there is hardly any trace of the theology of the Pauline 

epistles in Acts. Furthermore, the relationship between Luke and Paul 

416 
represents a problem which has nct been solved, as yet. In 

R1chardson ' s opinion, Dix ;s wrong in assuming that Paul, who ;s said 

to have IIbroken bread" at Troas, must have celebrated a rite which was 

identical to the one outlined in l Corinthians 11:23ff. Su ch an inter-
,!Ir' 

pretation not only fails to consider the con{,j.icting evidence, but it 

is a1so an outstilQ.,ding example of the presuppositiOlls that can hinder 

biblica1 and theol~sa1 research. 417 On the other hand, the solution 
1 

to the problem i$ rather simple. The Pauline rite of wh1ch Luke ;s 

thinking 1s the one referred to in l Corinthians 10:1-22, rather than 

the one of 1 Corinthians 11: 23ff. Unless su ch a connection can be as­

SlJI1ed, the gulf between Luke and Paul cannot be bridged. 418 

While Luke's references to the Euchar1st were strongly influ­

enced 'by purely Jewish meal conceptions. those of 1 Corinth1ans 10 came 

under the influence of both Jewish and Hellen1stic ideas. But both 

., 
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deve10pments have essentia11y thf same foundation--that of a corrmunlOn 

. b d 419 ln rea . 

According to Richardson, there is a1so a close relationship-be­

tween John 6 and 1 Corinthians 10. 420 In both casés we are deal ing with 
p' 

Jewish-Hellenistic ways of celebrating the br&àking of bread, and the 

words attributed by John to Jesus. "He that eateth my flesh and drinketh 

my blood abideth in me and 1 in him," represent a further deve10pment 

of the Paullne thought "the cup of b1essing which we bless" and "the 

bread which we break" are a cOlTlllunion in the blood and body of Christ. 421 

Richardson recognized that the conflicting interpretations of 

the Synoptics and of John make it ~treme1y difficult for us to recover 

the;r historical foundation. But he is rather optimistic, for he ;s 
~ 

çonvinced that this can be accomp1ished: 

We are most like1y to be in touch with it when two independent 
traditions support each other. And where the witness of the 
Fourth Gospel and that of the Synoptists appear to converge, the 
probability is strong that we are near to historical bedrock. 
So far as eucharistie origins are concerned that bedrock is 
reached where John 's profound rneditat10n jo~s with those elements 
in Mark-Matthew, Luke-Acts, and a1so Paul, which witness to a 
tradition of the breaking of bread. 422 

From John the tradition can be traceCl· forward to Justin Martyr, 

and backwards to an original breaking of bread ~ftft ~stieal overtones. 

In t~ese rites of the f1rst eenturt'there i5 no ultimate duality of • 

origin. 423 

In his attempt to come as close as possible to the Last Supper 

of the historieal Jesus with his disciples, Richardson had to fol1ow 

the eucharistie rite backwards through earlier stages of theological 

interpretations to its very beginnings as a ·cult-meal. As a cult-meal 

1 t was known in tenns of the Lord' s. Supper, the Euchari st, or the break­

lng o-f bread. In Richardson's opinion, the rite, whose ce!ltral feature 

\ 
\ 
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was the breaking of bread, brlngs us~to the proxlmity of the hlstOrlcal 
\ 

-Jesus. Since the breaking and dlstributing of bread probably orlglnated 

with Jesus hlmself, it would be erroneous to seek the origin of the 

cult-meal in any established formal Jewlsh custom such as the haburah 

supper, the sacramental cult-meal, whose sources are the romance called 
\ 

Jo~~h and Asenath or the sacred mea 1 of the Qumran cOlllTluni ty. 424 

a) Crit; ca 1 apprà i sa 1 

With regartJ to Richardson's hypothesis. Reumann 425 has pointed 

out two basic problems: (1) Rlchardson's attempt to trace the Lord's 

Supper to the historical Jesus may be considered as a reflection of an 

uncritical approach, which accepts the New Te~ament's ascriptlOn of 

. 426 the foundi ng of the church and the sacraments to Jesus. Furthermore, 

he did not come to terms with the basic issues of the "new quest. ,,427 

His essay, of coursehwas written before the "new quest" was formally 

launched in 1953. when E. Kaesemann published an article, entitled 

"The Prob 1 em of the Hi s tari ca 1 Jesus. ,,428 

It should be pointed out. however. that Richardson429 was aware 

of an existing gap between the meal-practice of the primitive Christian 

cOlTlTlunity and the historical Jesus, for he stated: "To this historical 

figure we come, very close in the rite. whose central feature was the 
.. 

breaking of bread." On the ~h~r hand. he thinks that the Christian 

éult-meal probably ro:; ba~ to an individual aet of Jesus. 430 

Richardso~s position may be defined in terms of a refleetion 

of traditional and liberal views. 431 He has not!employed any of the 

critical methods of New Testament scholarship sueh as fonn- or literary 

Critiei! Hrhas also fal1ed ta come to terms with Jeremias' massive 

'l 
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study, The Eucharistie Words of Jesus. 

His reputation as a scho1ar may be questioned on the baSlS of 

a remark, which he made in connection with his view about Justin Martyr: 

"Having arrived at this conclusion .. 1 have preferred not ta ac-

quaint myse1f with Harnack's arguments . or with what 1 understand 

is Zahn's reply',!~2 

(2) With Reumann433 and Jeremias,434 w~ must also abject ta 

Richardson's traditio-historica1 reconstruction of the words attributed 

to Jesus. While Lietzmann435 was unable to find a bridge from the 
~ 

derusalem rlte to the one practiced as a memorial of the death of Jesus,' 

Richardson was confident that the evidence could be found in the second 

century.436 On the basis that New Testament text-types and the church's 

rites must be studied together, Richardson argued that our MS evidence 

/ for 1 Corinthians stems from the latter part of the second century.437 

1 

While his text-critical judgment, that our earliest MS evidence 

for the Pauline account of institution stems fram the second century,438 

can hardly be refuted, there iS'no shred of MS evidence far the omission 

of this passage. 439 Such evidence, however, is available in the ca~e 

of the words attributed to Jesus in Luke 22. 440 

On the assumption that the short Lucan text is authentic, a 

view which we cannat accept, Richardson c1aimed that verses 19b-20 were 

probab1y inserted into the text at Ephesus during the second een~ury 

A.D~441 The Pauline account of 1 Corinth1ans 11:23-26 1s also con­

s1dered as an interpretat10n of a Roman form of eucharistie formula. 442 

This formula 1s ta be considered as the key to the sacrificial under­

standIng of the Euchar1st by Tertull1.; and Cypr1an. 443 

From an exegetical point of view. the Paulfne account of insti-

- 2!. 6 
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tution can hardly be treated as the result of a second century develop­

ment. Gogue 1, for i nS,tance, poi nted out that the te~chi ng about the 

Lord's Supper in 1 Corinthians 11 :17-34 is one of three pieces, which 

are a11 concerned with the question of worship: (1) the veiling of 

women (11:2-16), (2) the Lord's Supper (11:17-34), and (3) spiritual 

gifts and their part in worship.444 He also indicated that there is a 

close organic connection between the general introduction in l Corinthians 

11:2, _ three pieces of introduction and the beginning of the pfece 

coveri n9 the Lord' s Supper. 445 Furthermore, the Paul i ne account of 

the Euchari s t cannot be treated as a second-century insertion i nto the 

text, because it is Paul 's most important weapon against the existing 

grievances at the Corinthian celebration of the Eu~harist.446 

Therefore, in the l ight of text-critic~l, traditio-hi s torica1 

and exegetical considerations, Richardson's hypothesis, according to 

which the Pauline account of the Eucharist in l Corinthians 11:23ff, , 

represents the result of a post-Pauline development must be refuted. 

His traditio-historical sketch of the development of the Lord's Supper 

may even be considere~ to be perverse. 447 

7. Willi Marxsen 

In his dissertation "Die Einsetzungsberichte zum Abendmahl" (1949), 

Marxsen concerned h1mself with a meticulous analysis of the euch~lstic 

~counts with the sole purpose of c~ing as close as possible to tne 

historical situation of the Last Supper. 448 

His· text-critical investigation of the Lucan text resulted ln a 

negative evaluation of this.text, which Mar:,xsen claimed has to be ex­

cluded from any further discussion, because it raises too many problems 

.U 
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h . 1 1 d d h' 1 b1 449 w ich st11 remain unso ve an are per aps 1nso u e. 

Further text-critica1 and historica1 investigations led him to 

the conclusion that within the New Testament there can be found no 

traces of any mutation, paralle1ism or ampl ification of the oldest ac­

cess; b le trad 1 t i on of the Euchar; s t. 450 

His essay "The Lord's $upper as a Christo10gical Problem," 

(1963), represents a complete departure fromhis dissertation, inwhich 

he had attempted ta interpret the Eucharist with the he1p of Old Testa­

ment concept; ons such as remembrance and representation. 451 Marxsen' s 

basic concern now 1S to demonstrate the development of the euchanst1c 

conception along traditio-historical lines. In other words, he seeks 

to trace out the tradi tian-hi s'tory from Jesus to Ignat; us. 452 He shows 

particu1ar concern for the pre-Paul ine per;od, Paul and Mark. 453 While 

• he does not attempt ta recover the ipsissima verba of Jesus as Jeremlas 

did, ;t is rather surprising, as Reumann has pointed out, that "Marxsen 

does point to certain roots in the historica1 ministry of Jesus for the 

meal celebration wh; ch grew up in Christ;anity.1I454 Marxsen manifests _, 

a histor;cal concern in spite of his full avowal lof ttge various critieal 

methQds of New Testament research and his position that the historical 

Jesus by no means said and did all those things with which the gospels 

credi t him. 455 

The essay does not only show the author's reflection of the 

"new quest for the historieal Jesus,1I but Marxsen's personal understand­

i n9 of the prob 1 ems 1 nvo 1 ved .456 Thus he i s ; n li ne w; th other New 
4t~ 

Testament scholars who hold similar views. His thesis, of course, is . ~ 
di-fferent from the1rs, because he argues that th~ development in Christ-

o ology is analogous to t~e 'development of the eucharistie tradition. 457 

" 
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;--rn other words. Marxsen, in his ana1ysis of the Jesus-tradition e1ear1y 

distinguishes between the pre-Easter emphasis on Jesus' funetions where­

by the esehaton is being actualized. and the post-Easter ehristo1ogizing 

proeess, refleeting upon the person of Christ. 458 

, 

Marxsen's thesis must be considered as a very signifieant eon-

tribution to eucharistie research, being unequal1ed by a great number 

of other studies dealing with the eucharistie problems. Consequently, 

it wi 11 be imperati ve to di scuss it more in detail . 

Marxsen formulates his thesis right at the beginning of his es­

say as follows: "In Christol ogy one can show a development from an 

'implicit' to an 'explicit' Christo1ogy, from a Christo1ogy that is in-

direct to one that is direct, from a 'Christo1ogy in action' to a cOn-
oe 

si dered Ch ri s to 1 ogy." Exactly the same deve 1 opment can be shown when one 

traces the early history of the Lord's Supper. 459 

How does Marxsen develop his thesis? The study is divided into 

three sections, dealing with (1) the development of early Christology, 

(2) the early development of the Lord's Supper, and (3) the theological 

consequences resulting from the se developments. 460 A literary-critical 

analys1s of the gospel materials reconf1rms the POTition of other New 

T!stamen~seholars that there are two dffferent sttges of development 

of the Jesus-tradHion: (1) The early Synoptic tradition, and (2) the 

post-Easter proclamation of the Jesus-tradition.46l These two aspects 

correspond to what Marxsen calls, a "Christology of action"*nd a "con-.... 
s1der-ed Christology.,,462 

Afcording to Marxsen, the assertiOn of an action or of a function 

marks the initial step of the development from the "Christology of action" 

to a "considered Christology.II463 After Easter the Jesus-tradition was 

li Dib &~---------------t' 'kW "\ ~.. • \.., 
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subjected to a chr;stologizing process, wh~reby the Christ of action be­

comes the object of reflection. 464 In the light of these considerations 

~~arxsen attempted ta demonstrate that a deve10pment "analogous to this 

unfo1ding of Christo10gy is ta be found a1so )n the tradition about the 

Lord 1 s Supper. ,,465 

The acc9unts of the institution of the Lord's Supper are cult­

formu1as. 466 Their Sitz im Leb~n is cultic. 467 Consequently, they re-

flect the practice and understanding of the primitive community. 

~li9ht of this consideration, the differences among the 

eucharistic accôunts find an explanatfon. 468 In this connection, Ligier 

has pointed out that the primitive communities wer~ primarily concerned 
" to preserve those historical data which would help to inspire and ~o 

l~gitimatize the cultic practice. 469 . 

Marxsen begins his traditio-histor;cal sketch w;th a comparison 

of Matthew's version to that of Mark's.470 In his opinion, Matthew's .. 
account of the Las t Supper represents a further deve l opment of the one \ 

given by Mark. 47l LUke, on the other hand, can be considered as a mix-

ture, containing features of the Marcan as well as of the Pauline 

~
ccou1·472 

1 A comparison of the Marcan account with that of Paul reveals the 
1 

ex fience of considerable d1fferences. 473 Marxsen, in l1ne with many 

other stholars. assumes that the Pauline form represents the older ope, 

because the phrase nafter suppern allows for the 1dea that the /two ac­

tions are separated by theJmeal. 474 In Mark on th~~~ hand, the two 

actions appear only as two excerpts whic~n drawn ~gether.475 
~ 

On the bas i s of the Pau~lfné'- formul a two di fferent stages of de-

velopment come.into focUS: (1)' In the pre-Pauline stage, ~he two 
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actions are still separated by a mea1; (2) in the Corinthi,an practice 

a mea1 takes place first. 476 The Lordls Supper forms the concluslon to 

the ordinary meal. The sacramental meal, therefore, becomes more inde-

pendent. Consequent1y, the phrase lI after supper ll no longer serves a 

definite purpose. Thus lt disappears. 477 As a resu1t of this, a third 

stage of the development comes into focus. which can be discerned in 

the Marcan formula. 478 This formula is an indicatlon that the'sacra-

l l h h d t f · d d 479 menta mea as reac e a sage 0 ln epen ence. 

The second argument in support of the priority of the Pauline 

version is based upon a 1iterary-critical analysis. 480 The Marcan for­

mula as compared with that of Paul indicates that the former has passed 

h :'1:l f h . t' 481 t rougn a process 0 anmonlza 10n. 

For the purpose of showing the progression of thought from the 

perspective of tradition-history. Marxsen first turns to the pre-Pauline 

formulas of 1 Corinthians 10:16 and 1 Corinthians 11:23ff. 482L In both 

ins~nces he discovers that the emphasis is not on food, but rather on 

fellowship, which is described as a IInew covenant ll or in terms of the 

body of Christ. 483 Both expressions have basically the same meaning 

with only one ~ifference. One employs Jewish, while the other uses 

Hellenistic terminology.484 , 

Paul takes the development a step further. 485 The following 

argl.l11ents are presented in support of thi s view: Marxsen points out 

that Paul assumes a 'clear distinction between the cultic celebration and 

'~ the meal as a whole. 486 Furthermore, w1th reference to the Pauline 

'~ formula, Marxsen p01nted out that Paul 1s the f1rst one to make mention 

of eating and dr1nking:487 This consideration leads to th~ condius10n 

that Paul expre~sly 1ncludes whal was already imp11c1t in the formula. 48B 

.. 

1 



• 

- 166 -

He poi nts out, however, ,that "the partak i ng) whi ch i s actual i zed at the 

489 eating" is at issue, rather than Paul's r~ference to food as such. 

490 
~1ark represents a later stage of the development. A compar-

ison of the Pauline with the Marcan formula indicates a deflnite shift 

of emphasis to be discerned in the Marcan formula, for here the e'lements 

themselves come into focus. 491 The phrase "after supper" is dropped and 

the two actions of eating and drinking oecur together, thus sharing a 

coomon interpretation. 492 Body and blood come into focus as the two 

"components" of the Christ, who gave himself in death. 493 At this point 

sacramental reality is being attached to the elements, a feature which 

was not yet present in Pau 1, because no trace of it can be found in the 

formula which he transmits. 494 Thus it ;s possible to distin~uish be-
" 

tween three stages of developl'lent within the primitive Christian coomunity 

in its practice of tife Eucharist. 495 At the outset the meaning for the 

whole meal was expressed at the two liturgical places. 496 In the course 

of time the actual meal was ol'1itted. 497 Paul still makes reference to . 
the meal, but the action is tied to eating bread and drinking winè. 498 

.,. '~ 
In the Marcan. formula, the emphasis 1s placed ori the food; which ;s 

understood in terms of the "body and blood of Christ." 499 

Marxsen now attempts to di scover the ori gin of the Pau 1 i ne for­

mula. Will this search enable one ta get to the institution of the . 

Lord's Supper by JesUs1500 

The i ntroductory phrase lion the ni ght when the Lord Jesus was 

betrayed," does not help to settle the historfcal qUestion. S01 It , ~, 

fa 11 s to do so, because i t does not i nfonn us as to wha t was i ns tHuted 

at that tfme. For two bas ~ c reasons one may not be able to provi de a 

positive answer to the question about the institution of the Eucharist: 
Il 
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(1) i t i s diffi cult to refer the contents 'bf the Paul ine formul a back 

to Jesus, an~(2) all the information ab0ut the preaching and activity 

of Jesus cannot be considered as sufficient proof for the assumption 

that the cult was instituted by Jesus. S02 
\ 

The reference to the night of betrayal must be cons,idered in '... 

terms of a theological interpretation, which fits well with the tendency 

in the development of early Christian assertions. 503 ~ther examples of 

a chronoiogical reference used for the purpose of a the~l state­

ment can be found in the Fourth Gospel, for instance, in connection with 

~'the dating of the Passover. 504 In Marxsen's opinion, the two datings 

i~und in the Synoptics and in John, cannot be harmonized historically.505 

The whole problem can be sol ved quite easily, as soon as one sees that 

the theological statements have been historicized. 506 In the light of 
l 

this consideration, the discrepant datings of the Last Supper in the 

Synopt i cs on one hand, and in the Gospe 1 of John on the other, no longer 

pose a historical problem. 507 The same also holds true of the dating in 

the' Pauline formula. 508 But if "dating" is used in this way it becomes 

extremely difficult to speak df the institution of the Lord's Sup~er by 

Jesus. 509 This result, however, does not permit us to draw overhasty 

conclusions and call the accounts of the institution of the Eucharist 

"etiological cult-legends," for such a definition is only acceptable if 

the Lord's Supper originated in the ear1y p~st-Easter church and most 

proba~ly on Hel1enistic s011. 510 It was here where cult-meals were 

known. 51 ~ Furthennore, one would have to asslIJ1e that the early church 

developed a meal analogous to such sacred meals. which it lhen referred 

back to, etiologically. as an institution by JeSus.~nly then mayone 

describe the accolmt of the insti·tution in tenns of an etiologica1 

2 ... ", 
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cu lt-l egend. 51,2 

Marxsen pointed out that the attempt to push back from the' Paul ine 

formula to an ea~J,.ier stage is beset with numerous problems. 5l3 He there-

514 fore proposed a different solution to the problem on hand. He argued 

that the l ine of develo-pment can be extended baekwards, and not neeessar---
11y to a specifie 1ast meal of Jesus with the disciples, but rather to .. 
the meal fel10wship of Jesus with tax-col1ectors, sinners and his dis­

c;ples. 5l5 This hypothesis was first introduced by LOhmeyer5l6 in con­

neetion wi th the "old quest" for the two types of the Euchari st. More 

recently, this theory w~s taken up again by scho1ars such as 'È. Sehweizer.
517 

and F. Hahn. 518 ~ 

These meals with tax-eollect~rs and sinners which must be eon­
f " , 

sidered as "cultic" meals are charactenzed by the eschatologica1 pros-

, 

pect. 519 In the same way, the personal encounter of people with Jesus 

had esehatological implications as welle lA. the light of Marxsen·s ar-

( gument, the eschatological word belongs ta the reflection and interpreta-

" /' ~-------- tion of the action. Consequent1y, there is no difference of quality be-

tween the eschatological word and the'words of intetpretation. Both are 

necessary for the continuation o,f the cause of Christ. 520 It is impor­

tant to remernber that the tradition has transmitted only those meals ., . 
which Jesus had offered as a g1ft. On the bas;s of Jesus·, invitation 

/ , 
and effer to sinners. the eschaton 1s realized already.521 

"" In Marxsén's opinion, the meals w1th tax-colle~tors and s1nners 
1 

"4JlaY be respons1ble for the development wh1ch resulted in the Eucharist 
; , 
of the church.

522 On the bas1s of this deve10pment hypothesi~, Mar~sen 
, 

1s able tt, br1ng the "break1ng qf bread" in Acts a;~well as other meal 
.. 1 ..! . 

celebrations in the New Testament, $uch as the feedJng miracles, e.g., 

1. 

" 
( 

,/ 
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523 -lnto close relatlonship with the Eucharlst. 1hus he has created a 

much broader p1atform for further eucharlstlc discussions, which had 

been narrowed by those theorles with a baslc conceFn for the two 

d't' 524 tra l 10ns. 

.. 

The mea~ celebration in Acts 2 is characterlzed by the spirlt 
, 

of great joy (cytX'A~/~S), In the context of a meal celebration, the., 

Christian communlty came ta an awareness of itself as an eschatological 

community. Consequently, their understandlng of these meals, as well 

as their self-understanding, calls for an interpret~tion.525 The lo~;~ 

cal places for this interpretation are at the beginning and the end of 

the meal. In Jewish meals, the se were the places where the saving activ;-

ties of Yahweh were recalled. 526 The further development is summarized 

by;Marxsen in the following way: In the Pauline formula an initial in­

terpretat;on of an action ian be discerned. This action. however, lS 

tied to the eatir'lg tlf bread-.... the drinking of wine. The Marcan formula 

represents ano~her stage of the development. This furthe'r development 

could best be expressed in the sense that the g1ft of the action 1s fiOW 

J associated exc1u.s,ively with bread and wine. Thus in the Marcan formula 

the emphasis is placed upon the food, which is understood in terms of 

( the "body and b l ood of Chri st. 11527 

As soon ~the meal was omitted. the eschatological character of 

, the last meal was changed. Food was floW considered as medicine of im­

mortality containing supePnatural po~~.,~ tn-tnïs'connect;on. 

,Marxsen pointed to the striking milarity of the two paraHel develop­

ments in Christology and the char'st. 529 But at the same time. he was 

fuUy aware of tlfe'bK-i-e- 1fference. which cornes into focus when both 

developments are compared w1th each other. 530 

• 
b 
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a) Critlca1 appralsa1 

In his atte~pt to come to grips wlth the problem of eucharistlc 

~ orlgins Marxsen has created a broader basis for hlS discussion than sorne 

other New Testament scho1ars had done before him, especia11Y those who 

defended the two-type hypothesis. Thus, by following in the footsteps 
, 531 532 of scholars such as'Lohmeyer, Marxs~n did not limit himself to the 

Pauline and Synoptic acco~llts of institution and the meal celebrat;ons 

in Acts. He also gave consideration to the meal situations of the Jesus-

tradition such as the feeding miracles, the parables of the wedding-feast -. 
and the table-fellowship of Jesus with the tax-collectors and sinners. 

" , These meal celebrations put in motion a development which led to the 

Lord's Supper of the church. 

The advantage of Marxsen's hypothesis 1s obvious, for he is able 

to consider the meal celebrations of Acts as a vital part Qf the one 

development of the eucharistie conceptions. Therefore, his theory may 

be considered as a real breakthrough, in the sense that it leaves no 

basis for the old two-type hypothesis with all its variants. 

While Marxsen1s sketch is to be considered as the result of 

~ much reflective thinking on the subject of eucharistie origins, upon 

examination of his argumentation, some basic questions come into focus 

which need' to be discussed in detail. 

ln conne-ction w1th his thesis the question arises: "Can we be 

certain that the develo~nt of the~Lord's suppe~ was analogous to the 

development 1n Chr1stology?" Marxsen hirnself had sorne reservat10ns on 

th1s,point, for he stated that 1n the trad1tion une can detect d1fferent 

explications of Christology.533 Each of tbese explications points 

backwards ta the more complex conception of Chr1stology in action. 534 
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~J1th regard to tl\.e tradHion of the Lord's Supper, the sltuatlon 15 
'). 

dtfferent. Here. one explicati~n was devel0ped further. Every new 

stage of the development represents a further departure from the previ-

ous one. As the result of this development "on1y a torsa has remained, 

namely, the real presence of the KUfIO') in the ho1y food.,,535 
-

Wh11e 

there can be no question that the Lord's Supper as well as Christology 

have passed through several stages of development, there is a basic ~ 

difference between these two developments. From the very beginning, 

the Eucharist was part of a liturgical tradition. Therefore. its 

traditio-historical development took a different course to that of 

Christol09y.536 Consequently. these two developments do not ~orrespond 
I! 

to one another. 

For Marxsen's ~velopment hYfothesis, the Pauline account of 

institution is of basic importance. From the Pauline formula, he at­

tempts to trace the pre- and post-Pauline developments of the LOrd's 

Supper. While Bornkamm, Neuenzeit and others have produced some weighty 

arguments in favour of the priority of the Pauline account of institu-

tion, Marxsen's remark that "a corrmon ~onsensus among scholars seems to 
~ 

be developing on this point" fails to do justice to the rather complex 

situation resulting from recent traditio-historical studies. 537 Marxsen 

has obviouslY-Pal~ no attention to 'Schuermann's source-critical analysis, 

which 1s to be considered as a.serious attempt to restore the reputation 

of the Lucan text. According to Schuenmann, the Lucan account of insti­

tution is part of an independent tradition. 538 Jeremias539 and Kuhn,54? 

on the other hand, have presented weighty arguments in favour of the 

prforfty of the Marcan account. 

While ft is true that from a text-crit1cal standpo1nt, the'Lucan 
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text represents a number of problems which may be 1nsoluble, there ;s 

no reason for considering it a mlxture of Marcan and Paul1ne elements. 54l 

In his attempt to fix the varlOUS stages of development, Marxsen 

contended that the Pauline formula 1S older th an the Corinthian practlce 

of the Lord's Supper. This argument is based upon the assumpt10n that 
1 

in the Pauline formula one can recognize that the meal was still framed 

by the two ntual acts of the "breaking of bread" and the "CUp of 

blessing."542 At Corinth on the other hand, a meal was tfeld first, which 

was then climaxed by the Lord's Supper. 543 The latter simply occurs as 

a sacramental appendix or concluslon to the .ordinary meal. 544 On this 

particular ~oint scholarship is still divided. The information, which 
• 

;5 provided by 1 Corinthians 11:l7ff hardly allows us to draw any defi-

nite conclusions regardjng the ritual order of the Lord's Supper at 

Corinth. 

It is possible to argue that at Corinth the Lord's Supper still 

followed the ritual pattern of a Jewish meal. The ~amiliarity'of these 
~ 

Chr; s ti ans wi th concepts such as the "breaki n9 of bread Il and the "CUp of 

blessing" seems to lend support to the view that at Cor;nth the Lord's 

Supper followed the same basic pattern as outlined in the Pauline 

. formul a. 545 

If the position that at Corinth the Last Supper was still fol-

lowing the ritual p~ttern'of a Jewish meal could be shown to be the 

correct one. then Marxsen would have no firm basis for his development 
1 
\ 

hypothesis. But there are sèveral considerations which seem to lend 

support to his view that at Corinth a meal was held first. This meal 

was then followed by the celebration of the tordis Supper. 546 

If it 15 to be a55uméd that at Corinth the Lord's Supper was a 
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meal which was still framed by the two rites of the "breaking of bread" 

and the "cup of ,~,1~s i ng," then Paul coul d hard]y have ordered the 

Corinthians to eat and drink at home 50 that the grievances at. Corinth , 

could be corrected. 547 In that case, the breaking of bread and the 

"CUp of blesslng" would have disappeared together with the meal, because 

Paul would not have been able to tell the Corinthians ta make a separa­

tion of meal and Lord's s~per.548 Furthermore, in 1 Corinthians 11:21 . , 
re~erence is made to the problem that the Corinthians did not commence 

the celebration of the lord's Supper whi~ everyone was present. There-

fore. if the "breaking of bread'l had been still taking place at the 
t 

beginning of the mea1 celebration. then 1ate corners cbu1d only have shared 

in the cup-Eucharist. 549 This exclusion of the poor from the bread­

Eu.harist wou1d have been censured by the apostle Pau1. 550 Neuenzeit 

holds that in 1 Corinthians 11:34. one can already detect a trend 1ead­

ing towards the separation of meal and Eucharist. 551 Outside the corpus 
' .. 
paulinum there are indications such as Acts 20:7ff, which seem to point 

to the one Eucharist rather than to two separate eucharistie actions. 552 

While Barrett has avoided making any comment on the meal pattern of the 

Lord's Supper in 1 Corinthians 11:17ff, stating that the occasion in­

cluded an ordinary mea1 as wel1 as symbo1ic acts and significant words. 

it appears that there"is some justification for Marxsen's Position.f5 3 

Besides giving consideration to the trad1tio-historical deve1op­

ment of the eucharistic formulas, Marxsen has a1so concerned himse1f 

with the1r theolog1eal deve1opment. On the basis of his comparison of -
the Marcan eup-word wi th that of Pau', he concl uded that the former " 

represents a later stage of the development. In this conneetion, it 

should be·pointed out that on the bas1s of h1s ana1ysis of t~e Marcan 

&1. 



-

'. 
- 174 -

and Pauline cup-words, Neuenzeit554 came to an identleal concluslon, 

In hlS opinion, the theologlcal conception of the Pauline cup-word 

belongs to an earller stage of the development than those found ln 

the Marcan formul a .555 Th Pl' d f . t fl cts e au l ne cup-wor, or l ns ance, re e 

a more original u~derstanding of the death of Jesus th an the Marcan 

version of the cup-word. 556 The conceptions of sacrifice in the Marcan 

formula, which are based upon a synthetic parallelism, reflect a later 

stage of the development. 557 In the light of these observations one 

may assume that the Pauline version is more original than the Marcan 

one. 558 Neûe~zeit, however, was ful1y ~ware of the faet tha~hese 

criteria alone would be insufficient for establishing the priorlty of 

the Pauline version of the cup_word. 559 Therefore, he appealed to the 

basic rule of textual critic1sm. 560 which from a literary-critieal stand­

point may a1so be applied ta the eup-word, Aeeording to this rule, 

preference shou1d be given to the /TlOre diffi~Ult 'reading. 561 Since 

the Pauline eup-word seems to present a more difficult reading than 

the Marcan eup-word, it must. therefore. be the older one. 562 These 

arguments are far fram being conclusive and Neuenzeit hardly adds any 

strength to his argument by stating that the available source-material 

and the theories which have been advanced by scholars do nat lend any 

support to the hypothes1s of the pr10rity of the Marcan account of 

ins~1tut10n.563 This argumen~, however, fails to take into account the 
1 

serious efforts of Jeremias and Kuhn to defend the priority of the Marcan 

formula. Neuenzeit was wel1 aware, hQWever, that one's acceptance of 

the priority of the Marcan'account has serious implications, because 

it would require a restrueturing of the theolog1cal development. 564 

With regard to the. Pauline eup-ward, Marxsen has cautioned' us 
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not to read anything inte the formulations which we knaw fram ether texts. 

He then poiAted out that the interpretatlan refers to the cavenant rather 

than to the blood,565 In the present context. b1aod serves ta define 

the covenant concept more c10se1y, There can be na doubt that here lt is 

not an element which is lnterpreted. but rather the cup itself. 566 This 

~ cup, WhlCh at the mea1 is passed around the table, 15 to be identified 

ln te.rms of the "New Covenant." But what does this rnean? Marxsen is 

quick in pointing out that by shar1ng in the cup the celebrating congre­

gation is the "New Covenant.,,567 The corrrnunity is this on the basis of 

the b100d of Christ, that is by ,virtue of his death. 568 

Accarding to Patsch, it may be inferred that the "cup of bless~ng" 

was drunk by all participants in the meal. But he pointed out that there 

15 no reference t,o "participation" in the text itself. Thus, in Patsch's 

opinion, Marxsen, against his own methodological pr;nciple, has interpreted 

th th 569 Pt' . t . . h h l more an e cup. ar lClpa lon ln t e cup, owever, can on y mean 

participation in the contents, for one can only enter into the covenant 

by drinking the cup. At th;s point a discrepancy in Marxsen's argument 

comes into focus, because he has just informed us that the cup cannot be 

equated with the contents of the cup.570 On the other hand, it cannat 
, 

be denied that there is a difference between the Antiochéne and the 

Caesarean t'orm of the cup-:word. The former reads:' "Th; sis the new 

covenant in.1 blood." This version is clearly to be distinguished 

t~e Marcan ve~sion: "This 15 my blood of the covenant." , 

Conclusion: 

from 

On the basis of our examination of the various theological ap­

proache~ from Spitta to Mlrxsen it has become apparent that the two-type 
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hypothesls has passed through several stages of development. It 

reappeared in a new form in the writings of Schweizer, Richardson 

and Fuller. In the light of Marxsen's development hypothesis, this 

theory in all its variations can no longer be upheld. 

( 

) 



, , \ 

t 
li 
• 
f 

FOOTNOTES 

'\ 

r 
, .. 



• 

-

- 177 -

FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER II 

» 

IR. O. Richardson, "Introduction," in Mass and Lord's Supper, 
fasc. 1, p. IX. 

2Spi tta 1 Zur Geschi chte und Li tteratur des Urchn s tentums tI , 
(Goettingen: 1893), pp. 207ff. "J ~ 

3Spitta, op. cit., p. 207; see also, Zur Reform des evangelischen 
Kultus, p. 107f, cited by Spitta, 10c. cit., n. 3, p. 207. 

4Ibid ., pp. 207-208. 

5Ueber den gegenwaertigen Stand der johanneischen Frage: Vortraege 
der theologischen Konferenz zu Giessen, V, p. 62f, cited by Spltta, op. cit., 
p. 212. 

60as Johanr'l~sevangelium, p. 33, cited by 'Spltta, op. cit., p. 212. 

7Spitta, op. cit., pp. 212-13. 

8Ibid .• p. 214. 

9Ibid . , p. 214. 

lOIbid. , p. 214. 

11 1 b id., pp. 216-17. 

12 Ibid . , pp. 222ff. 

13!QiQ., pp. 222ff. 

14 Ibid ., p. 237. 

15 Ibid., p. 237. 

1~Ibid., p. 237. 

17Ibid ., p. 245. 
18 ' \0 

Ibid,., p. 245. 

19 Ibid., p. 245. 

20 Ibid., p. 245. 

21 Ibid ., p. 245. 

.. 



, 
r 
;. 

l , 

.. 
- 178 -

, 
22 ,.' 

The .. meal Paul refers to in terms of the dflfTVOV '<()f'ctKO~ follnwed 
the order of the wine-bread with the corresponding blessings; see Spitta, 
op. cit., pp. 245, 248. 

23 Ibid ., pp. 250ff. 

~ 24 Ibid ., p. 263. 

25 Ibid ., p. 263. 

26 Ibid . ~ p. 263. 

27 Ibid ., p. 263. 

28 Ibid., p. 263. 

/29 Ibid ., p. 266. 

30 1 b id., p. 267 

31Ibid.,~ p. 270. 

32 Ibid ., p. 270. 

33 Ibid ., pp. 270-84. 

\34 Ibid ., p. 284. 

35 1 b id., p. 284. 

36 Ibid ., p. 290. 
37 Ibid .• p. 29L 
38 Ibid., p. 2,~O. 

39 Ibid., p. 291. --..-
40' 1 

"Einen Manat nach dem,Todestage Jes4, am 1'4. Ijjar, werden wir S'le 
wieder 1n JeruSa1em zur Fe1er des Nlchpassah zu $uchen haben." Spitta, 
lac. cit., fL 291. -:) 

4'Ib1d., pp. 291-92. \ 

42 1b1d:, pp. 292-93. 

43 1 b 1 d., p. 293. 
44 . 

1 b f d., p. 293. , 

45Bernhard Lohse. DIs Passafest der Quartldec1maner (Gueters1oh: 
f:.. Bertelsmann, 1953). i, " 

., 

• 



~ ~, 

- 179 -

46Fuller, "The Double Origin of .the Eucnarist," BR, VIII, (1963), 
pp. 60-72. ) 

47Lietzmann, Mass, fasc. 4, pp. 204-205. 

48 1n the NT, Lietzmann makes a sharp distlnctlon be~Jeen those meals, 
which are charactenzed by an eschatological joy (QCJO(AAI~~I~) and where 
bread is the essentia1 feature, and those, which aré characterized by the 
iqea of the remembrance of the Lord's death and where bath bread and wine 
ar~ considered as the basic elements. The former meal-type can be traced 
back from the Egyptian liturgy to the Didache and from there to the Lucan 
bread types. The latter, on the other hand, is part of the Hippolytan­
Roman type, which can be traced back ta the Pauline type of the Last Supper 
in 1. Cor. 11:23ff. According ta Lietzmann, there is no bridge 1eading 
from the Jerusalem rite ta the metaphor of the bread and the bOdy; see 
Lietzmann, op. c;t., fasc. 4, pp. 204ff. later on we will attempt to shpw 
that this shar~ distinction is hardly warranted by the NT evidence. 
See, e.g. pP. 123ff. 

49L· t le zmann, op. c it., p. 204. 

501 bi d., p. 204. 
51 . 

Ibid., p. 204. 

52 Ibid ., p. 204. ;, 

53Ibid ., p. 204. 

54 Ibid ., p. 204. 

55 Ibid ., p. 204. 

56 Ibid ., p. 204. 

57 Ibid ., p. 204. 
58 

illt· ~e' 204. 
59 Ibid. , p. 205. 

60Ibid . t p. 204. 
61 Ibid. , p. 205 
62 Ibid., 'p. 205. 
63 1 b id., p. 205. 
64 Ibid .• p. 205. , 
65 1 b 1 d., p. 205. 



66 
Ib,d., p. 205. 

67)bid., pp. 205-206 

68 lb 1 ct., [l. 206. 

69See note 48. 

70jbid ., p. 207. 

-

- 180 -

, -' 

71 0ie Probleme des palaestinenslsc~en SpaetJudentums und des Urchris-~J 
tentums, pp. 63ff, cited by Lietzmann, Mass, n. l, p. 208. In this book 
Kittel disputes 't~e "mys tical interpretation" of 1. Cor. 11:28. 

72 1n a discusslon with Lietzmann l , Hirsch disputed the cust&mary 
assumption that Paul was fo11ow1ng a tradition of the chureh which was a1-. 
ready known to him. He took the position that Paul himself was the creator 
of this type; see Lietzmann, Mass, n. 2, p. 208. 

73Lietzmann, loc. cit., p. 208. 

74With the aid of his vision theory, L1etzmann obviously attempted to 
e~tablish the historici~y of the Pauline account. He is aware of the fact 
that the concept of revelation does create a problem in connection with 
a historical enquiry; see Lietzmann, op. cit., p. 208. 

75See Lietzmann, "Preface," op. cit., fase. l, p. XXV. 

76Lietzmann begins his investigation with the most important eucharistie 
liturgies: (1) The Byzantine liturgies of St, Chrysostom and St. Basil; 
(2) The liturgies of the Syrian ehurch province; (3) The liturgy of the 
church of Jerusalem; (4) The liturgy of the Persian Nestorians; (5) The 
Egypti an 1 i turgies of Mark, Pal'yrus Oêr-Balyzeh and t"h~tTO',.~gtcn of ' 
Sarapion; (6) The E~ptian Church Order whose authbr is probab y Hippolytu~; 
(7) The Ambrosian 11turgy of Milan; (8) The Gallican and Mozarabie lit- ; 
urgies. Lietzmann, Mass, fasc. l, pp. 1-19. Cf. August Arnold. Der Ursprung 
des christ~chen Abendmahls lm Llchte der neuesten 1itur ie eschichtlichen 
Forsc~ung Freiburg i .. : Herder & Co. G.M.B.H. Ver1agsbuchhand1ung, 
1937), pp. llff. 

77Uetzmann, "Preface, Il fasc. l, p. XXV. 

78Lietzmann, Mass, fasc. 3, p. 142. 

79 Ibid ., p. 144. 

80 lb 1 d ., p. 142. 

81 Ibid ., pp. 160,194,,212-13. 

82 Ibid., p. 203. 

83Ibid ., pp. 145,147. 

. . 



••• 

" 

-

- 18-'- ' ~ 

84r bi d .• pp. 133. 145. 

85 lbid .• p. 147. 

86 1bid " p. 152. -- , 

87 Ibid .• p. 159. 

88 rbid .• pp. 159-60. 

89 rtid ., p. 160. 

90 Ibid .• p. 195. Aecording to Lietzmann. a variant of the prayers 
in Dida~for the unit y of the ehureh (IX:4) is eontained in the 1iturgy 
of Sarapion. It 'Oeeurs also in A..po,stolie Constitutions VII, 25:3. This 
prayer looks like a relie of ancient times in the midst of the mosaie of 
the institution pericope, whieh was added at a later time. In the light 
of this eonside~ation, Lietzrnann eoncluded that there 1s a eonnection be­
tween the ancient Egyptian 1fturgy and that of Didache. Ibid., p. 194. 
This view was challenged by du Toit. who argyed that the prpyer of Didach~~ 
espeeia11y the most important third prayer (Did. 10:1-6), appears to be 
much more c"o~ely related to the eucharistie prayer of Hippo1ytus than to' 
the one eontained in the 1iturgy of Sarapion. Therefore, he coneludes 
that it 1s very probable that there must be a d~ve1opmental bistorica1 
eonneetion between, Hippo1ytus and the liturgy of the D1dache. See A. B. 
du Toit, Der As ekt der Freude im urchrist1ichen Abendmahl (Winterthùr: 
Ver1ag, P. G. Ke er, 96 , pp. ; esp. pp. 30-31., 

9\ietzmann. Mass. p. 189. ~ 

92 1 b ; d • '. p. 189. 
93 1 b id." p. 1 e9 . 

94 Ibid., p. 190. 

95 Ibid., p. 190. 
96 193,. Ibid.,p. :\ \'~ 

97 I,bid., p. 195. 

98 Ibi d., p. 196. 

99 Ibid., p. 196. 

100 Ibid.. p: 198. 

101 01e Malere1en der Katakomben 'Roms. pp. 285ff" cited by L 1~tzmann, 
~. fa,c. ~. n. 11, p. 200. i -

1 

, ' 
" . ~j ~ 

rJ 

.j 

\ 



) 

-
, ./ 

- 182 -

,102Lietzmann, op. cit., p. 200. 

103Lietzmann Doints to the custom of giving the newly baptized, in 
addition to the bread, three cups, containing water, milk and honey, and 
w;ne respective1y. See Lietzmann, op. cit., pp. 203-204. 

104 Ibid ., p. 203. , \t 
105 Ibid ., p. 195. .. 

l06 Ibid ., p. 176. 

107 Ibid ., p. 204. For a detailed critical analysis of Lietzmann's 
1iturgiëi'lev;d'ence ·in support of the two-type hypothesis, see e.g. K. G. 
Goetz, Der Ursprung des kirch1ichen Abendmah1s: blosse Mahlgemeinschaft 
von Jesus und seinen Juengern oder e;ne besondere Hand1ung und~Wor-te van 
Jesus? (Base1: Universitaets-Buchdruckerei, Friedrich Reinhardt A. G., 
1929), pp. 1-64. tiare recent1y Lietzmann's two-type hypothesis was also 
challenged by du Toit. Aspekt, pp. 122ff. 

l08Lietzmann, Mass. p. 195. 

109Marxsen, "Ei nsetzungsberi chte." pp. 89-90. 

110 
~., p. 89. 

111 Johannes Munck, The Acts of the A~OS t 1 es, Vol. 31. of The Anchor 
~ (New York: Doub1eday & Company, 1 67', p. 284. 

112The significance Of a technica1 term is attributed to it in passag~s 
such as 1. Cor. 10:16; Acts 20:7, 11; Did. 14:1 and Ign., Eph. 20:2. It 1s 
certain therefore, that 1(o\~6'( JDOa~ points to the Eucharist as the 
actua1 culmination point. rh;le primari1y it refers ta the meal as a who1e. 
See Johannes Betz. Die Eucna~istie in der Zeit der amleChiscnen Vaeter: 
Die Rea1praesenz des lei6es und Blutes Jesu 1m Aben hl na ch dem Neuen 
Testament. 1I/1 (Freiburg: Herder. 1961). pp. 1ff. On the other hand, it 
wou1d be more plaus1b1e to assume that the breaking of bread alone denotes 
the who1e eucharistie rite in the Jerusa1em church. 

113Su1tmann, Theo1ogy. Vol. l, pp. 55-58. 

114Betz • op. cit •• p. 2. 

115 \ 1J2.:!!t •• p. 2. 

ll6Su1tmann. op. c1t .• Vol. 1. pp. 57-58: 

117 Lietzmann, Mass. p. 195. 

118Sultmann. op. cit.,' p. 58. 

119 llil!., p. 58. 

• 

.~~ .. ' • .!.. 



.1 

- 183 -

120 Ibid., p. 58. 

121 Otto, Klngdom, pp. 27~~80. 

122Marxsen. "Einsetzungsberichte." p. 89f. 

123Ibid .• p. 89f. 

124 Ibid ., p. 89. 

125Ibid ., p. 90. 

126Ibid ., p. 90. 

~ JO\ • - 1 ,~, ,", 

127Joseph M. Nielen, Gebet und Gottesdienst im Neuen Testament (Fre1bur~ 
Herder, 1967), p. 228. 

128 Ibid .• p. 228. 

129 
Ibid .• p. 228. 

132Les Actes des Apôtres et l'Eucharistie," 33. (1953), pp. 21-36, 
c1ted by Betz, op. c1t., n. 9, p. 3. 

133Jeremias, Eucharistie Words, pp. 1l8~20. 

134E. Haenehen'~ ·.The Acts' of the Apostles (Phl1,adelphia: The Westminster 
Press, 1971), p. 191. 

) 

135Gaugler, Abendmthl, pp. 32~33. An 
Renatus O. Hupfeld. Die Abendmahlsfe1er: 
1hre s1nngemaesse Gestaltung (Guetersloh: 
p. 100. 

1dent1cal v1ew 1s alsa held by 
1hr ursprueng11cher Sinn und 
Ver1~g C. Bertelsmann, 1935), 

136Marxsen, ·"E1nsetzungsber1ehte." p. 90. 
137 Ibid., p. 9Of. 

138Acts : 2:46. 

1 39Barn . 15:9, e1ted by Bultmann, TheologY, Vol. l, p. 145. 

140Bultm1nn, op. cit., p. 145. 

1 
1 
1 
• ./ 
l 
: 
1 

, l' L~ _______________________ ...... ~~~~~ 



-

- 184 -

141Nie1en, Gebet .. p. 229. 
142 Ibid., p. 229. 

l43Hupfeld equates 'the meal in Aets 20:7, which is designated in terms 
of "the breaking of bread," with the Pauline type of the Eucharist; see 
R. D. Hupfeld. op. eit., p. lOO. 

l44Marxsen, "Einsetzungsberichte," p. 92. 
145 Haenchen, Acts, .p. 191. 

146Jeremias, Eucnaristie Words, p. 136. 

147According to Arnold, the Lord's Supper was known in Jerusalem. Paul 
did not invent it. luke must also have known it. Since it would be impro­
bable that Luke snou1d never have mentioned it in his double work, there­
fore, Acts 2:42, 46 and 20:7, 11; are to be interpreted in terms of a 
Eucharist. See Arnold, op. cit., p. 46f. In Marxsen's opinion, Arnold 
presupposes something wh1ch he still intends to prove. Lietzmann. of cours~ 
denies that the Pauline type was ce1ebrated in Jerusalem; see Marxsen, 
"Einsetzungsberichte," p. 92f. 

l48Betz , op. cit., pp. 1ff. 

l49Bultmann, Theo1oQY. Vol. l, p. 145. 

15°Marxsen. op. cit .• p. 92. 

151 This was pointed out by Lessig, IAbendmah1sprob1eme." p. 168. 
152 Ibid., p. 168. 

153Uetzmann. Mass. fasc. 4, p. 195. 
154 Marxsen. op. cit., p. 93. 

1S5According to Marxsen, L1etzmann has fai1ed ta recognize that the 
designat10n "break1ng of bread" 15 to be understood in tenns of a "Darste11-
ung e1ner Funkt1on." See Marxsen, op. c1t •• p. 93. 

1561 b1 d., p. 92. 

157 !!UJ!.., p. 92. 

1581n Ki1martin ' s opinion, the mea1 recorded in Luke 24:30 be10ngs to 
the transf.tery per10d between Jesus' death, g10r1f1~at10n and the com1ng of 
the Spirit. Pèntecost 15 the decfs1ve moment for the inauguration of the 
Eucharist! Thus, he holds, 1t is d1fffcult to 1magine that Luke v1ewed 
this Easter meal as the f1rst Euchar1st of the church; see K11mart1t'l, l'The 
Last Supper and the Earlfest Euchar1sts of the Church." Conc1lfum, '40, 
op. c1t., pp. 40,35-47, esp. p. ~2f • 

• 

J. ' 

, 



vs _ -

- 185 -

159 1 b id.. p. 42. 

160Lietzman'n, op. cit., p. 195. 

161lbid .• p. 195. 

162See pp. 204ff. 

163Schweizer, "Das Abendmahl, eine Vergegenwaerti9ung des Todes Jesu 
oder ein eschatologisches Freudenmahl?" ThZ,.2 (1946), pp. 81-101. 

164du Toit, Aspekt, p 132. ~, 
165 Dix, Shape, p. 62f. 

166Richardson, IIEssay," p. 319. 

167 lb; d., pp-. 319-20. 

168 Ibid., p. 319. 

1~9Ibid., p. 318. 

170Ib 'd 320 ~., p •• 

171 See Paul Neuenzeit, DiS Herrenmaol: Studien zur pau1inischeh 
Eucharistieauffassung (Muenchen: Koesel-Ver1ag, 1960), p. 59. 

172 Ibid., pp. 69~f. 

173 Dix, op. cH .. p. 61. 
174 .. 

Ibid., p~ 61. 

175lietzmann. op. cft., pp. 204ff. 

176 Ibid .• pp. 204ff. " . 
177 ' 

du Toit, op. cit., p. 13af. 

178Ibfd ., p. 133f. 

179JJWl,; p. 1-33f. 

lBOErnst Lohmeyer. "Das Abendmahl in der Urgeme1nde," JBl, LVII (1937). 
pp. 211-52.,' See 4150 his' articles ",Yom urchr1stl1chen, Abenailhl," ThRttF, 
~ (1937):. Pp. 168-95; 195-227; 273-312; I!!!!E.. 10 C19~). pp • .t·Bl-99 • 

• l81.L,ohmeyer. "A1?endmahl in ,œ'r Urgemetnde." pp. 217-52. 

1 B2~ohmeyer. '{Yom ~rchr1 st 11 chen Abendmah 1 ." IhRNF. 9, p. 176. 
(cf. Feneberg, Passafe1er, p. 11.) 

1 

• 

, 



• os -1 

1" / .. . , 
<\. ... ' , .. " ....... 'H, 

- 186 -

183Ibid ., p. 176. 

184Lohmeyer 1s probably the,first scholar, who has engaged in a minute 
examination of the meal-customs in nhe NT, in order to discover the possible 
genn of the later problems of the Lord 's· Supper. See Lohmeyer, "Aben<bahl 
in der Urgemeinde," p. 218. 

lQS ' l1etzmann, op. cit., fasc. 4, p. 204f. 
186 Lohmeyer, op. cit., p. 228. 

187John Reumann, "Introduction," in The Lord's Supper as a Chr1stolo­
g1ca1 Probleœ, Facet Books (Philadelphia: Fortress Books, l§~o), p. XVI. 

l88AC~~;ding to Lietzmann, there was no bridge leading from the 
Jerusalem rite to the metaphor of the bread and the body. L1etzmann, Mass, 
p. 207.' ----

l89Lohmeyer stated: "Diese Doppelheit hat ihren nachweisb-aren Grund in 
e1ner etnheftliehen Manlanschauung J~su, die sieh in beiden Erzae~lungen 
nur in besonderer Weise auspràegt. Durch sie 1st auch die Mahlfeier der 
Urgemeinde nach dre1 Richtungen best1mmt. Sie ist taeg11che Mahlzeit, 
Speisung der Armen und eschato1ogische Fe1er, und ist in d1esen dre1fachen 
Bez1ehungen doch nur das EiRe" naemlich das Mah1 des Herrn." Lohmeyer. 
"Abendmahl in der Urgemeinde, 1 p. 252. 

190 Ibid., p. 252. 

191 From the broad streams of a liturgieal tradition, he attempted to 
trace the way back to the orig1~al sources. "Vom urchristlichen Abend­
mah1," ThRNF, 9 (1937), p. 172. - ~, 

192Ibid ., p. 172. --
193Ib1d• t p. 172. 

194Ib1d ., p. 173. 

195 .!!ll!" p • 200. 
196 . 
~ •• p. 200. 

197 
Ibt.~ •• p. 201 

198 . 
Ibid. t p. 20l. -

,. 199Lo" .. yer ha's r1ghtly emphlsfzed that these s.pecial Jew1.sh "11-· 
customs hardly contrfbute anything more towards our understandtng of. the 
Lord's Supper.,than the cuitais. of the da11y eattng and dr1nking. Lohmeyer, 
op. cit., p. 301. ' . . 

2OOIb1d., pp. 201-202. ~ .. 

1 
d , 

,~ 

~ ~~' , 

" 
l' 
,i 



~ . 

- 187 -

201Feneberg. Passafeier. p. 55. 

202 Ibid .• p. 55. / 

/ 
/ 

203LOhmeyer. Il Abendmah1 in der Urgemeinde." p. 217. 

204Ibid . ~ p. 218.1 

205 Ibid .•. p. 21 al. 
l 

206 Ibid .• p. 223. 

207 Ibid .• p. 224. 

2'08 . Ibid .• pp. 224-25. 
209 .ill!! .• p. 225. 

210Ibid ., p. 225. 4i< • 

211 Ibid .• p. 225. For a detailed discùS~ion of the last meal of Jesus 
with his-dfscip1esj see Lohmeyer. Markus, pp. 302-10. , , 

212LOhmeye~, Il Abendmahl 1 n der Urgeme1ndè. Ii pp. 225-28. 
213 .!ill .• p. 226. 

214Ibid . ,'p. 226. 

215 Ibid., p. 226. 

216Ibid ;. p. 227. -
217I~1d.; p. 227. 

218 Ibid •• p. 227. \ .-
219Ibid~. p. 227. 

220 .!lli .• p. -228. 

22,10n th1s question, Lchlleyer refers to the works I)y 1<irsopp Lake and 
Henry J. Ca dbu l'y , The Am of the· ApOltles (1933), The aew,:nlllt! 1('111 -
t1an1tx IVi a1$0 Th. shênnann, Ibis 8rotbrechen 1m.Urôhf1s entum," , 
. (191o). p. 33f., 162f:" c1ted by LchMyer, "Abendmah1 in der Urgeme nde," 
p. 228. . 

222 .!!?!!. t p. 228. 
223 Ibid .• p. 230. III, p. 51. 

224Ibtd .,. "p. 231_ 
, . 

, , 

,., 



• • 

) 

, ' 

225 Ibid., p. 231. 

226 Ibid ., p. 233. 

2271Jllit.', p. 236. 

228 Ibid ., p. 238. 

229 Ibid., p. 238. 

230 Ibid ., pp. '243-44. 

231 1.!21s!.., p. 244. 

232 1 b id., P . 244. 

233 Ibid .• p. 245. 

-

- 188 -

Il 

2T4Lohmey.er'5 li~erary-critical considerations, which in his opinion 
point to the Ga1i1ean tradition, are unconvincfng; see Lohmeyer, "Abend-
mah1 in der Urgemeinde,1I pp. 242-44. Agreeing w1th Lohmeyer, Black pointed . 
out that Lohmeyer has conc1usively shawn that primitive Christianity had'a 
double orig1n. See Matt;ew Black. The Scrolls and Christian Or19in5 (New 
York: Chàrles Scribner~-Sons. 1961). p. 8l. 

235 ' 1, 
Lohmeyer ... p. cit .• \p. 245. 

236 ~ Ibid .• p. (;45. 

237 Ibid •• p. 246. - -
238 '" Ibid •• p. 246. 

239 Ibid .. p. 24fi. 

" 240 
Ibid., ~. 246. 

241 !1iliI. •• p. 247. 

'_ 242Ibid •• p. 247. 

'243 !JWl .• p. 247. 
244 ' D.1sl.. p. 247. 
·245 ' D.1Jl. •• 'p. 247. 

246~ •• p. 248. 

2470p . 1ng Jeretllls, who held that the .rcari~ d1sci~l1ne 15 responsible 
for the 0IIt sion of the Iccount of 'instftution. Lot.eye'r p01nted out that 
Jeremjas h forgotten to take the Words of Mtt. 10~26 (cf~ MIe. 14:22) into 
cons i deretf • Lohmeyer. 92. cit •• p. 249. 

• t 

, .-



« -

248. . 
Ibld., p.,252. 

249~., p. 252. 

250lQiQ., p. 252. 

251 Ibid .• p. 252. 

-
• • ~, 1 

- 189 -

252Hans Conzelmann, An Outline of the'Theolo~ of the New Testament 
(New York: Harper & Row,. Pub' ishers, 1969), p'. 5 . 

253Conzelmann's criticism of lohmeyer's position appears to be un jus ti­
fied, because the latter has rightly emphasized the importance of the 
Jewish meal practices for our understanding of the eucharistie meals of 
the primitive Christian community. See Conzelmann, Outl1ne, p. 53. 

254 . . Marxsen, op. Clt., p. 95. 

255 Ibid ., p. 95. 

256Lohmeyer, Galiaea und Jerusa}em (Goettingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1936). p. 92f. 

257 Ibid., p. 92f. 

258Su1 tmann, Theo199Y. Vol. l, p. 52. 
259 Ibid., p. 52. 

260Hahn , Hoheit$titel, n. 2, p. 180. 
} 

Z61 . 
Ibid., p. Hm. -- . 

262 ' Ibid., p. 11. 

263Cullmann, Ess~s, pp. 5-23; see also, Cu11mann, Early Christian 
worshiE' trans. by A. Stewart Todd and ,James B. Torrance (London: SeM 
Press td., 1969) 

264Cul1mann, Essaxs. pp. 5-23. 

265Cul1mann "Preface" " . l ' 

in Essays on the Lordls Supper, p. 6. 
266 Ibid., p. 6. -
267 , ~ •• p. 6-7. 
268 
~ .• p. 7. 

269 Ibid •• p. 7. 



- 190 -

270This view was a1so he1d by J. Weiss, The History of Primitive Chris-
tianity, cited by Cu11mann, oR. cit., n. 1, p. 7. 

271 Ibid ., p. 7. 

272 Ibid ., p. 8. 

273Cu11mann, Worship. p. 8. 

274 Ibid ., p. 8. 

275 In support of his theory as regards the existence of a cu1tic mea1 
where bread is the central feature, Cu11mann has rather uncritica11y adopted 
the evidence of the Apocrypha1 Acts of Thomas, John and Pêter, 'quoted by 
Lietzmann, Mass, pp. 246: See Cullmann, Essays, p. 10. 

276Cu11mann, loc. <;it., p.·9. 

277 Ibid ., p. 9. 

2781n support of his view, Cul1mann appea1s particu1ar1y to the book 
by F. J. Doelger, Die Fischdenkmae1er·;n der fruechrist1ichen P1astik und 
K1einkunst, (1928); see Cullmann. Essays, n. 3, p. 10. 

279CuHmann pointed out that the meals Whi'Ch the Rise~ Lord had with 
his disciples did involve fish (tuke 24:42), Cul1mann, op. cit., p. 11. 

280With regard to Acts 10: 41, Cullmann affirmed that thi s text supports 
the view that the appearances took place durfng a mea1. He argued that the 
.t~ans1ation of the' particip1e 6cwotÀ'1;'6J,~"oc, 1s very' imp.r$ciie. Since the 
word was derived from the substant;vecfJc" sa1t,4UaQ'AI~H6bt1 means ' 
"to take salt wi th someone. Il • In other words, the author of Acts, speaki n9 
of the appearances of the Risen One, makes use of the expression "to 
fake salt together, Il Cullmann, op. cH.,. pp. 11-: 12: 

281 . 
Ibid., p. 12. . 

282 .!.!ù5!.. J p. 1 3 ~ 
283 Ibid., p. 13. -284 Ibfd., p. 13. 
285 Ibid., p. 15'. 
286 . 

IbidJ, p. 16. 
287 Ibid., p. 17. 

~~lb1d., p. 17. -- . 
289 Ibid ., p. 17. 



, , 

, , 

- 191 -

290 Ibid .. p. 17. 
291 Ibid.,p.17. 

292 Ibid ., pp. 17-18. 

293Cullrnann,' Essays, p. 17. 

294Lohmeyer, "Vorn urchristlfchen Abendmahl," ThRNF, 10 (1938), 
pp. 85-86. In connection w}th lohmeyer's criticasm-or Cu1lmann ' s inter­
pretation of the word 6cMfA'(14 i t should be pointed out that th'e inter­
pretation in the sense of lita eat (salt) with," fits rather poorly into 
the context. Strictly speaking, this meaning does not gccur anywhere 
el se; see Wi 11 i am A. Arndt, F. Wil bur Gi "gri ch, "6CW~AJC-w Il in 
A Greek - English lexicon of the New Testament, 4th ed .• p. 791. 

295Conzelmann, Outline, p. 53. , 

296Rordorf argued that the breaking of bread and the meals of the 
Risen lord with his disciples are identical. Both proceed as follows: 
Thanksgiving. word of interpretation, distribution of bread and wine at 
the beginning and the conclusion of the meal. See Will; Rordorf, Der 
Sonntag: Geschichte des Ruhe-und Gottesdiensttages im aeltesten --­
Christentum (Zuerich: Zwing1i-Verlag. 1962). p. 229. 

297Ibid .• p. 229f. 

298For a discussion of the material value of the appearance stories, 
see e.g. Conzelmann, Outline, p. 67. The s6urce-critfca1 problems of the 
appearance story in John 21:1-14 are discussed by R. E. Brown, The GoSie1 
Accordfng to John. ~l. 29a of 'The Anchor Bible (New York: Oouble~~ 
Company, Inc., 1970,,' pp. 1077-'085; see a1so Bultmann, The Gospel 'of 
John: a Commentary, trans. by G. R. Beasley-Hurray, R. W; N. Hoare and 
J.K. Riches (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1971), pp. 706-11., . 
According to Bultmann, this $tory has been reworked. Features are inter­
woven, which betray a spec1fically ecclesiast1cal 1nterest. The story 
serves the redactor as a preparation for verses 15-23; Bultmânn, John, 
p. 711. For a discussion of the Easter Narratives in the Synopti~spe1s. 
see Bultmann, ~inoptic frldit1on, pp. 284ff. See a150 C. K. Barrett, The 
GoS~ 1 Aceordi n» to John (London: ,S. P • C .. K., 1962), pp. 480-81 i Alan Shaw 
"Eue ar1stic Narr~ives.1I JTSNS XXV. (Oxford: At, the Clarendon Press, 
1974), pp. 12ff. Regarding the- use of fish at ear1y Christian meals. 
Vogels argued that-such meals were not related to the Eucharist, but to 
Jew1$~ fish meals that hld ln eschatologica, importance. This view 1s 
presented in Revue des Sciences Re11g1euses,40. 1-26. cfted by Brown 
op. cit., p. 1099. Sëe 11so $u1tmânn. John, n. 4, p. 710. -

299Cul1mann, Essays, p. 10. 

3OO01x , Snipe. p. 61. 
lOt - ,< 

Ibid.,' p. 61. ' 
'302 Cullmann. op. cit •• p. 18. 

" "-.,'" 

.J 



; . 

- 192 - , 

303Schweizer, "Abendmahl-Vergegenwaert;gung,". pp. 81-101. 
• 

304Ibid ., esp. pp. 85f. -- ' 

305 1n his article "Das Herrenmah1 im Neuen Testament" Schweizer ra;ses 
the ql'estion whether or not in the·o1dest fonn of the Eucharist. the words 
of interpretation and the eschato1ogiea1 prospect were already connected. 
See Schweizer op. cit., ThLZ. 10 (October 1954L p. 583; see also his -
article "Das Abendmah1 im NT. Il in Die Re1i~ltn in Geschichte und Gegenwart. 
3rd ed., Vol. 1. p. 15. Eng1. trans. The [0 '5 Sùpper According to the New 
Testament. Facet Books (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967). 

t 

306Schwei zer, "Abendmah1-Vergegenwaerti gung. Il pp. '83f, 

307 Ibid .. p. 83. 

308According to lietzmann, greater emphasis was p1aced upon bread. 
rather than wine. Lietzmann. Mass. fasc. 3, p., 176. 

~ , 

309For a detai1ed discussion of the Lucan text-prob1em. see pp. 204ff. 

~10Schweizer. "Abendmah1 imNT." p. 15. 

311 Schwei zer, IIAbendmahl-Vergegenwaertigung, Il p. 88. 

312 1bid ., p. 88. 

3131bid ., p. 89. 

314 !ill... p. 89f. 

315,,~, in ThWBNT. Vol. 3~ p. 378. cited by Schweizer, 'IIAbendmah1-
Vergegenwaertigung," p. 89. 

. 31~Das Abendmah1 im Neuen Testament. cited by Schweizer, 'op. cit., p. 9. 

317oiakonie, Festfreude ta'ld le1os. cited by Sc~eizer "Herrenmah1." 
.TI!IJ.. 1 0 .( , 959). p. !79. 

318.S~!l~,tz.er. op. cit .• p. 584. 
319 ' 

Ib1.c!., p. 584. 
320 ' 
~ Ibid •• p. 584. 

32lrhe argument 'that in the Pauline account the eschatologfe,l 
appears 1 n a truncated fonn appears tG- be_ unfounded. 

322See note 305. 

323schwe1zer. Lo~d's Supper. p. 20. 

... 

prospect 

1 

- 1 



. -

\ 

- t 
" 

, " .......... _~, .. lt\'l!\II·~ 
....... '~"'t'.1-k\:'~""..,....*"1o, .. _.,.,~.,"'~"""" ... ,1f;'it,.~~ t_.:tI ............... t~t-yn;,.-~'.tI;.~'iIo'l? ~ 1"'· - • 

- 193 - \ 
324D~r Paschamahlb~rioht: Luke 

Schweher, l'ordls Supp'et, p. 21. 
22:(7-14) 15-18, pp/ 42-45, ~~ed by 

325 1 

lbi d .• p. 21. '-,-
326 Ibi d., p. 21. 

321 Ibid., p. 21. 

328 ' Ibid., p. 21. 

32gKar1 G . .Kuhn~ "Oie Abendmahlsworte,lI ThlZ, 75 (1950), p. 403. 
1 -- J 

330 lbi d., p. 403. 

331Schwe1zer, Lord's suppe~; p. 21. , 

332 '. 
Ibid., p. 22. '''-_''-' 

.~33Ibid., p. 22. , '. 

334M• DibeHus, "Oie Mahl-Gebete der Didache," lNw. 37 (1938), 
pp. 32-41. ,. . - --',,- " 

~ . "335 ~' 
lbi d., p. 41. ' '" 

336 \ ' Ibi d., p. 41. 

337Schweiz~r, op. c1t.~ n. 58. p. 22. 

338Schweizer. "Herrenmahl," op. c1t., p. 585. 

339 Ibid., po' 585 • . -
340ln disagreementwith Liétz";"'nn, Schweizer stated: "Oas dam1t 

ni cht e1 ne ~t rek te Offen~a."ng ge_1 nt ~e1 n kann. wi e li etzmann mei nte, 
fst schon 1aèngst erkannt." Sclo:tweizer, "Herrenmahl," op. cit. t n. 58, 
". 585. • . 

341 For a di$èussiO~ of Sc~1zer's v1ew-concern1ng the 1dent1~1cat1on 
of the Last Supper wit,h a Passover meal. see P. 29f. 

342Schwe1zer, op. c1t., p~ 586. 
343 Ibid •• p. 586. -

.. . 

344He1nz Séhuermann, revtew of Der P,scbamah1ber1cht,by Eduard 
• Scpwe1 zer '1 ft .!.bY., 3 (1955), pp: 156-67. ' 

A . 

_ 34SSchWe1zer. Lord~s sup.,er, pp. 16-17. 
\- . 

346Kuhn , ~Abendllh1sWorté.· ~, 7 (1950), p. 399f. 

•• 
, 

i 



.. 

- 194 

347aornkanm; "Herrenmah1," pp. 312-49. 

348Schweizer, 02. cit., pp. 20ff. 

() 

349Reginald H •. Fuller, "The Double Origin of the Eucharist," BR; 
VIII. (1963). pp. 60-74. 

350 ..1-Ibid., p. 64. 

351Feneberg, op. cit., p. 68f. 
352 Ibid., p. 68f. 

353 Ibid., p. 68f. 

354r~artin Dibelius. Die F0l§geschichte ~es EvangeHums 
~. C. B. Mohr [Paul SiebeckJ. 6), pp. 20 1f. ~ . 

'355Richardson "Essay, Il fasc. ,6. pp. 366-67. 

~, 

(Tuebingen:' , , 

356Accordtng to-Richardson. the "b'ridge" from the "Jerusa1em" rite 
to the one practiced as a memoria1 of Chr~st's death'is there. It is to 
be fpund in that part of the second~century evidence •. which Lietzmann has 
fai1ed to re-examine and 'in which the wards of institution are still 
deve10ping. Ibid •• fa}c. 5. p. 273. 

357 
~ •• pp. 248ff. 

358 1 

~., pp. 249ff. 
359 Ibid •• p. 221. 
360 Ibid., fasc. 6, p. 367. 

361pro~essor R1"cha;dson potnted out that in Luke we can discover clues, 
suggesting a,deve10pment fram the breaking of bread by Jesus to the break­
ing Of bread before the Supper in 1 rite which cou1d include a prelimtnary, 
but subsid1ary cup. ~,p. 314. 

362 Ibid., fasc. 4, p. 225. 

363Professor Riçhardson surm1sed that the words of i~stitution. Luke 
22:l9~20 are a Western interpolation of the second century. Ibid., fasc. 5, 

'p. 278. ----
, \ ' 

3641n Richardson's opinion.' the Syriac .vidence sugges~s t"8t the 
longer Lucan read1ng _as abandoned from the text during the first four 
ëentur1es. Sinee th1s shortened text-form was known in a district. 
c10sI1y dependant upon Antioch. 1t 1s to be concludèd that the Syrtac 
tradition WIS Of the shorter reading. It dertved not from Rome. but from 
Ant10ch. ~ •• fasc. 4. p. t35. 

365 
~ •• p,' 226. 

. . 



• 

- 195 -

366 Ibid ., p. 226. 

367professor Richardson is fully aware of the negative reactions by 
various NT scholars to this term. Ibid., n. 1. p. 226. 

368Ib1 d .• p. 227. 

369 Ibi d .• p. 235. 

370 Ibid .• p. 235. 

371 Ibid .• p. 235. 

372 Ibid .• p. 235. 

373Ibid .• p. 235. 

374 Ibid . , p. 236. 

375 
5 ch ue rma n n, ..;..;.,.::.::...:...:.:...;;:.:.;.::M..T::....:::.:..:~;.::-:..~.;.=-~:=..:....~~:..:..;z.;::.:..:-~:-=-:.:--=.t...:...::.::..L 

tlschen Evange1ien 

376Richardson, "Essay," p. 236. 

377 Ibid .• p. 239 .. 

378Ibid ., pp. 239-40. .. 

379 Ibid .• p. 246. 

380 Ibid ., p. 246. 

381 Ibid ., p. 246. 

382 Ibid ., fasc. S, p. 285. 

383 Ibid ., p. 274. 

384 1 b id., p. 274. 

, 385 
Ibid., p. 274. 

386Ibid .,P.275. 1, 

387Ibid ., p. 275. 

388Ibid ., p. 275. 

389 
Ibid., p. 281. 

390Ibid., p. 23l. 

391 With regard to the first two forms: Professor Richardson pointed out 
tha~ they are fixed in the canonical text of the NT. The third form, how-., 

.. ' 6. • l ~. • " . 



1 

t 

- \ 

- 196 -

ever, is not; it continued to develop. It was influential in contaminating 
1ater texts. Ibid., p. 281. 

392Ibid ., p. 285. 

393Ibid ., p. 286. 

394Ibid ., fasc. 6, p. 331. 

395Ibid ., p. 332. 

396 Ibid ., fasc. 5, p. 298. 

397 Ib ' d -'-" p. 298. 

398Ib ' d -'-" p. 299. 

399Ibid ., p. 299. 

400Ibi d. , pp. 300-301. 

40'Ibid., p. 302. 

402 Ib 'd 
-'-" p. 302. 

403Ibid .• p. 304. 

• 

7r 

404 If thi's observation should prove to be correct. it wou1d be the 
earliest substantial evidence of an interaction between the Christian 1iturgy 
and the NT texte Ibid., fasc. 6, p. 306. 

405Ibid ., p. 307. 

406 1bid ., pp. 307-308. 

407 Ibid ., p. 308. 

408Ib1 d., p. 311. 

409Ibid ., p. 312. 

410Ib1d ., p. 312. 

411 Ibid., p. 313. 

412Ibid ., p. 314. 

413 
~., p. 319. 

414 Ibid., p. 318. 

415 Ibid., p. 319. 

,/ 

". 
! 
1 



• 

- 197 -

416 Ibid ., p . 319. 

417 Ibid ., pp. 319-20. 

418 Ibid .• p. 320. 
'{. 

419 1bid .• p. 321. 

420 1 bi d., p. 329 

421 1 b' d 
-'-" p. 331. 

422 1 b' d -'_., p. 334. 

423 1b · d 
-'-" p. 334. 

424 1 b, d ., pp. 366-67. 

425John Reumann, "Introduction," in The Lord's Supper as a Christolo­
gical Problem, FacetBooks (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1970). p. XVIII. 

426 Ibid ., p. XVI II. 

427 Ibid., p. XVIII. 

4Z8"The Prob1em'of the Historica1 Jesus," cited by John Kselman, The 
Jerome Bi bl i ca 1 Corrrnentary (Eng1ewood Cl i ffs: Prenti ce Hall, Inc.), -
Vol. II. p. la. 

429Riehardson, "Essay," fase. 6, p. 366. 

430 Ibid ., p. 367. 

431 Reumann, "Introduction," op. cit .. p. XVIII. 

432 Ib1d ., p. XIX. 

433 Ibid., p. XIX .. 

434For a critieism of Professor Richardson's tradit1o-historical judg­
- ments con cern; ng Luke 22: 19b-20 and 1 Cor. 11: 23-26; see Jeremias, 
, Eucharistie Nords, n. 5. p. 159. 

435 L1etzmann, Mass. fasc. 4, p. 207. 

436Riehardson, "Essay," fasc. 5, p. 275. 

437 Ibid." p. 275. 

, 438According to Lessig, mOst conmentaries and rélevant works consider 
the reading of p46~ as the most original one. See lessig, "Abendmahls­
.prob 1 eme ," p. 39. 



- 198 -

439p f R . t d h' 'h ' d' , f P f ro essor eumann pOln e t 1S out ln lS lScusS10n 0 ro essor 
Rlchardson's thesis. Reumann, "Introduction," 2E..!....-cit., p. XX. 

440 Ibid ., p. XX. 

441Richardson. "Essay." fasc. 5. pp. 278-81. 

442 lb; d .• p. 285, 

443Ibid .• p. 281. 

444Maurice Goguel, The Primitive Church. trans. by H. C. Snape (London: 
George Allen & Unwin Ltd .• 1964), p. 3~2. 

445 Ibid ., p. 332. 

, 446 
Paul Neuenzeit. Herrenmahl. p. 34. 

447 
Reumann. "Introduction." op. cit., p. XX . 

• 448Mahsen. "Einsetzungsberichte." p. 3. 

449 Ibid .• p. 53. 

450 Ib 'd 100 
-'-" p. ~ 

45'Ibid., pp. l09ff. 

452r1arxsen, Lord's Supper. p. 30. 

453 Ibid ., pp. 4ff. 

454 Reumann, "Introduction," p. VII. 
455 -

Ibid., p. VII. 

456 
Ibid .• p. VII. See also Marxsen, The Be§innings of Christolosy. 

Facet Books (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 196 ), pp. 58-66. 
457 . 

Marxsen, Lord's Supper, p. 1. 
458 Ibid.,p.3. 

459 
Ibid •• p. 1. 

460Ib1d •• pp. 1-4. 

461 !!ili!.t p. 4. 
462 .Dlli!.. p. 4. 

463 
~. t p. 3. .. c) 

.. ' 



a • 

464Ibid ., pp. 3-4. 

465 Ibid ., p. 4. 

466 Ibid., pp. 4-5. 

46 7 1 b id., p. 5. 

46 8 1 b id., p, 5. 

- 199 -

469L ' li , i t 11 OU1S 191er, op. c ., p .. ' 

470Marxsen, op. cit., p. 5. 

471 Ibid ., p. 5. 

" 

472 1n the 1ight of SchuermanQ's source-cr1tica1 ana1ysis, this view can 
hardly be uphe1d. See Schuermann, Der Einsetzungsbericht: Luke 22:21-38. 
(N~utestament1iche Abhandlungen, 19/5 [Muenster: Aschendorffsche Ver1agsbuch­
hand1ung, 19551), p. 131. 

473 Marxsen, op. cit., p. 6. 

474Marxsen's remark: "1 think a consensus among scho1ars is de-ve1oping 
nowadays on th1s point," 1s no proof that the Pauline account of the 
Eucharist 1s to be understèsbd as the oldest form of the tradition. See 
Marxsen, Lord's ~upper, p. 6. 

475 Ibid., p. 9. 
476 . 

Ibid., p. 6. 

477 Ibid., p. 6. 

478 Ibid., p. 6. 

479 
~., p. 6. 

480 Ibid.,p.7. 

481 Ibid •• p. 7. 

482 Ibid •• p. 8. 

483 Ibid •• p. 12. 
484 

Ibid •• p. 12. 

485 !IU! .• p. 13. 
486 . llli., p. 13. 

487 
Ibid •• p. 13. 

4 
',:' 
V 
'1 ....~ 

~ 
Jr~ 

f 
• 0 i ........................................... ~~~~~"~ 



;; 

"' 

-

- 200,-

488Ibid ., pp. 13-14. 

489Ibid ., p. 14. 

490Ibid ., p. 14. 

491 Ibid." p. 15. 

492~bid., p. 15. 

493Ibid., p. 15. 

494Ibid'9 p. 15f. 

495l.Q:!i. , p .. 16. 

496 1 bid. , p. 16. 

497 Ibid ., p. 16. 

4981bid . t p. 16. 

499 Ibi'd., p. 16~ 

500Ibid ., p. 16. 

501 Ib1d., p. 16. 

S02professor Marxsen po1nted out that Jesus was not interested in the 
future as such. With h1m there is no apoca1yptic speculation. Further­
more. there is no indication that Jesus 1ntended somethin~ 11ke a church. 
Therefore, if the problem of the church lay outside the range of Jesus' 
ref1ection, 50 a1so must the institution of a cult for his chùrch. Ibid., 
p. 18. ' 

5Q3Ibid., p. 19. 

504Ibid., p. 19. 
505 1 bl d., p • 1 9. 

506 Ibid., p. 20. 
507 lbl d., p. ?O. 
508 ,Ibid., p. 20. 
509 lli!., p. 20. 

510Accord1ng t~· Heibtlleller. an et10109icaltu~t le~end 15 to 'be defined 
A 1n t~rms of a narration, whose purpos.e it fs ta marce understandable the 
• or1g1n'and kind of c:ultfc aet .. wh1eh 15 customary 1n a relig10us coamun1ty .. 

~ee e.g. Taufe und Abendlllah1. p. 41 t cited "y Heuenze1t, Herrenmahl, p. 97. 



- 201' -

In disagreement with Marxsen, Neuenzeit pointed out that in contrast 
to the pagan cult-legends, the Pauline accoun~ of institution renders 
prominent the concrete timing of the institution and the historically 
tangible figure of its founder. See Neuenzeit, op. cit., p. 97. 

511 Ma . t 20 rxsen, op. Cl., p. . 

5121 b id., p. 20. 

5l3Ibid ., p. 21. 

514Ibid ., p. 21. 

515 Ibid., pp. 21-22. --
516lotvneyer, "Abendmah1,11 p. 217f. 

517Schweizer. lord's Supper. p. 27. 

518Hahn • "Motive,1I p. 345. 

519 Marxsen, op. c1t .• p. 22. 

520Feneberg, Passafeier, p. ·7l. 

521 Marxsen. op. c1t •• p. 22f. 

522 Ib1d :, p. 23. 

523Ma rxsen 1 s proposa 1 appea rs ta be a very pl aus i b 1 e answer ta the 
problem created by the ,two-type hypothesis. See Feneberg, op. cit., p. 71. 

524Feneberg,'op. cit •• p. 71. 

525Marxsen. op. cit., p. 23. 
526 .!J?J..!!., p., 23. 

527 Ibid., pp. 29ff. 

528 " Ib1 d .. p. 30 •. 

5291b1 d., p. 30. 

530~., p. 3Of. See a1so Marxsen, Beg1nn1ngs. pp. 65-66. 

53\Ohmeyer: tlA bendrnah 1 in der Urgeme1nde," pp. 217ff. 

53~rxsenJ Lord'! Sueper. p. 21.-

533Ibid., pp~ 30-31. see a150 Marxsen, Beg1nn1ngs. pp. 65ff. 

53~rxsen. op. cit., pp. 65-66. 

" 
{ 

, , 

• 
~~ : , , 

.' 
f, 

; 1 

" 



• 

" 

-
; 

---- --- --------------------------------.~-

\ "." 

- 202 -

535Ibid ., p. 66. 

536This was pointed out by Patsch, Abendmahl, p. 51 . 

537For the arguments presented in support of the priority of the Pauline 
account by Bornkamm, Neuenzeit and others, see pp. 248ff. 

538For a di scussi on of Schuennann ,'s hypothesis, see pp. 235ff. 

539For ~ de~ailed discus's;on of Jeremias' hypothesis, see p. 244. 

540See Kuhn, "Abendmah1sworte," ThLZ, 7 (1950), col. 404. 

541Schuermann has made out a good case for the hypothesis that both the 
Marcan and Pauline accounts of the Last Supper are dependent upon a pre­
Pauline source. Schuermann, Einsetzungsbericht, pp. 151ff; see V. Taylor, 
Passion Narrative, pp. 47ff. 

542Marxsen, Lord's Supper, p. 6. 

543 .., Ibid., p. 6. 

544Ibid ., p. 6. 

545Lessig, "Abendmah1sprobl~," p. 174f. 

546 See Neuenzeit, op. cit .• pp. 69ff. 
547 ' Lessig, op. ciL. p. 174f. 
548 Ibid., p. 174. 

549N~uenzeit, op. cit., p. 71. 

S50Ibid.; p. 71. 

551 rbid .• p. 71. 

552lb1dot p. 72. 

55-3C; 1(. Barrett. A COIIIIIentar, on the F1rst Ep1st1e to the Corinthians 
(London: Adam & Charles B1ack. 1 67). p. 262. 

554Heuen~e1t, op. cft •• pp. 115-16. 

55'5lbf d •• 'p. 116. -
556Ib1d .• p. 119. -557 119 • . Ibid •• p. -
558Ibid .• p. 119. 

\ 4 JL ..... "R c-- --1 



';t ,.-
" 

, 

'.' 

- 203 -

559Ibid ., p. 119. 

560Ibid .• p. 119. 

561 Ibid .• p. 119. 

562 Zbid .• . -- p . 119. 

5631bid. , p,' 120. 

5641bid .. p. 120. 

565Marxsen, Lord's Su~per, pp. 9-10. 

5661 bi d.. p. 10. 

567Jbid ., p. 10. 

5681 bi d.. p. 10. 

~9This discrepancy in Marx~en's trgument was pOinted out by Patsch. 

op. cit .• p. 54f. ',;' ~ 

57°Marxsen, lord's ~upper, p. 9~ 

• 



CHAPTER III 

, , TRAOITIO-HISTORICAL APPROACHES 

In their attempt to determine the oldest attainable form of 

the eucharistie tradition, seholars had to deeide whether the long or 

the short Luçan text is authentie. Since a deeision in favour of 

either one of these two text-forms is of theologiea1 importance, it 

will be neeessa~y to consider the argumentation in,favour of both 

positions and to give an appraisal of them, before we can engage in 

an evaluation of the most important traditio-historical'theories. 

The Lucan Text-Problem 

In our examination of the Lucan text-problem we are confronted 

by the fact that the'Lucan account of the Eucharist is transmitted to 
, 

us in a twofo1d form: (1) the long form, Luke 22:15-20 and, (2) the , 

short form, Luke 22:15-18.' 

Both the long and the short text-forms show a basic agreement 

, from verse 15 to 18. After verse 18 they diverg~. 2 In the longer 
4' 

r~ld1~g there fol1ow verses 19-20. The shorter text-form adds only 
. , "." ~ 

19a, which ends rather abruptly after the words lO~~~, thus omit-

ting 'verses 19b-20 from ~ vri( ù~v dlfJ~ to .,0 v~ vti)v 
~W?~~3 l' 

~ ... 204 ... 
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1. Survey of research 

At this pointothe question arises: "Are verses 19b-20 origin~l 

or not?" A survey of scholarly opinion clearly indicates that this 
4 question 1s not simply a subordinate text-critical problem. Jeremias, 

for in~tance. has pointed out that the decision in favour of the long 

or short text of 'Luke' has a defi ni te bearing upon one' s basic under­

standing of the Eucharist. 5 

Since Westcott and Hort, the short text has been considered by 

the majority o~ British and German scholars as the original text-form. 6 

Schùerer 'was probably the first German scholar to fol1ow in the foot­

steps of the two British text-critics. 7 He was followed by Lietzmann 

and Jeremias, who stand out as strong defenders of the shorter Lucan 

text-form. 8 In his second edition Dt Die Abendmahlsworte Jesu, however, 

Jeremias completely changed his mind on this fundamental issue. 9 Since 

then he has defended the longer Lucan text-form at great length. 10 

Jeremias' move in the opposite ~rection was interpreted by 

some scholars as an indication that the weight of argument is more 

evenly divided. 1l Thus, Chadwick, who defends the originality of the 

shorter text, maintains that the position which Jeremias had adopted 

in the first edit10n of Die Abendmahlsworte Jesu, is still irrefutable. 12 

He even specuJates that in his next edition, Jeremias might revert to 

h1s former position and defend the shorter Lucan text-form once again. l3 

Chadwick's opti~ism appears to be unfounded, because the majority of 

German New Testament scholars are now strongly, convinced that the ac-
, .' .' ' 14 

ceptance of the longer Lucan text-form creates fewer prob1ems. 

It shou1d be pOinted out that those scho1ars who defended the 

shorter Lucan text-form can be c1ass1fied into two different groups: 

.F •.. <, 
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(1) The first group maintained that verses 15-18 constitute the origina) 

text-form. 15 (2) The second group held that verse-19a forms part of 

the original tradition as wel1 .16 

In this connection, it should be mentioned that R. Bultmann. 

K. L. Schmidt, R. Otto, E. Kaesemann and others held the view that the 

short text represents a tradition which would be h'istorically even more 

reliable than t~e account~ of Mark 14 or 1 Corinthians 11. 17 While 

R. Otto, E. Kaesemann and H. Lietzmann were strongly convinced that 

verse 19a formed a part of the original tradition of the Eucharist~ 

K. L. Schmidt, J. Wel1hausen and others considered verse 19a as a tro~ble­

sorne appendage which needed ta be omitted. 18 K. L. Schmidt, especially, 

gained a reputation for his radical approach to the Lucan text-form. 

ln his opinion, both the longer and the shorter Lucan texts are beset . 
with prOb1ems. 19 While in·the l,onger text the cup appears twice, this 

prob1em is eliminated in the shorter text. In this text, I?read and cup 

appear in an inverted order. The fonmul~ of distribution is connected 

only with the bread-word. In Schmidt's opinion, this problem could be 

,'eliminated on the assump,tion that verse 19a represents a later addition 

to an older tradition fC?r the purpose of making adjustments to the Marcan. 

1 and Pauline accounts. 20 Schmidt was also inclined to dismiss verse 17 

as a secondary feature. 2l In Marxsen's opinion, this critie operates 
~ , 

wfth scissors, for not only did, he eliminate verses 19b-20, but al so .. 
verses 17 and 19a.2~ Lohmeyer was'very critical 'of Schmidt's approach 

to the Lucan text-problem. He held that this questionable procedure is 

geared towards producing a text wh1cb lends ·support·to one's own pre­

conceived ideas. 23. 

Accord 1 ng ta Schmi dt, 1 n verse~ 15, 16 and 18. the concept or 

, > • 

t 
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• salvation based upon the death of Jesus ;s no~ present. Furthermore, 

he was convinced tha~ this account showed no traces of a Passover meal. 

Jesus, Schmidt argued, had partaken of a simple meal. On that parti cu­

lar occasion he made an eschatological statement. Schmidt clearly dis­

tinguished between this rather simple meal and the later cultic accre­

tions made by the primitive Christian conrnunity.24 His text-critical 

judgments, however, which were not at all based upon MS evidenee, have 

. . d . t' t b h l h F' 25 Tl\.h\ l tt lnvlte s~vere cn le sms y sc ,0 ars suc as elne. e a er 

pointed out that on the basis of such a method he would be able to 

prove anything from the New Te~tament he wanted ta prove. 26 

In the light of these considerations, it is obv;~~s that we 
-

are confronted by a complex textual problem whieh we may never bé able 

ta sol ve. 
1 

From this point of view, it is hardly surprising that Marxsen 

and others have taken a negative view of the Lucan text-form. In 
,~ 

Marxsenls opinion, the diff~rent textual variants simply raisè too 
27 . 

'many problems. This negative view of the Lucan text-form was not 

shared by the majority of New Testament scholars. Dibelius,28 

Lohmeyer29 and Jeremias,30 for instance, haVe .pointed to the relative 
o 

value of this text as an expression of the litu,rgical practice of the 
.. 

primitive Christian commun1ty. 
. ~ 

More recently. H. Schuermann has'made a gigontic effort ta 

raise the Lucan account of the Eucharist· fram its lowly position of a 

Cindere~ la ~* that, of a royal child. 31 

We have presented in a broad outl1ne the basic positions of 

New Testamènt scholars w1th regard to.thé Lucan text-problem. It will 
1" ... 

now be necessary to consider the argumentation of the d1fferent positions 

.. 
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and ta give an appraisal of them. In the fol1Q~ing chart the various 

forms of the Lucan account of the Eucharist are presented as attested 

to by the most important MSS. These data will form the basis for the 

f0110wing discussion. 

1. 15-20. "\ Attested by a11 the Greek MSS 
the ear1iest being at present 

75 p J 175-225 A.o. , 
Marcion read verse.20, probab1y 

~ 
with "the omission 

D , 

of .. Kc(/r~ . Il 

. 
Justin and Tatian may be wit-
nesses for the long text. 

. 

2. 15-19a. o a d ff2 i 1 . 
3. 15, 16. 19a, 17. 18. b e 

" • 
4. .15, 16, 19 (without 0 

'c1f(JD~MV') 17. 18. sye 

5. 15, 16. 19.17. 18 
p1us~ftve additions. syS ~ 

- • 
, 6. 15. 16. 19. 20. syp 
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2. Appraisal of various textual theones 
1 

In the light of the textual àttestatlon lt lS poss1ble to dis­

t1nguish between three basic text-forms: (1) a long form, cons;st;ng 
... 

of verses 15-20; (2) a short form:. verses 15-19a, and (3) three trans-

posed short forms. 32 

With regard to the Latln witnesses b·and e, it should be pointed 

out that verse 19a appears between verses 16 and 17. 33 The 01d Syriac 

versions, on the other hand, present a mixed text, Wh1Ch, accord1ng to .' 
Jeremias, was en1arged with the ass1stance of 1 Connthlans 11 :24. 34 

. 
The position of verses 15-18 in group three is rather peculiar, and 

seems to be directly related to the attestation of verses 19b and 20. 

It is ~e where the actua1 Lucan text-prob1em lies. 35 

As we compare the various forms of group three, we notice that 

~ere ;5 a certain simi1ar1ty between the Latin witnesses b e and the 
c Old Syriac version sy. According to Jeremias, it is disputed whether 

the Old Syriac is derived from the short or theolong text. 36 

In Benoit's opinion, it is possible t~at the correctors of the 
" 

mixed text had knowledge of the short text. 37 Since in this text-form 

the order cup~bread created an inconvenience, these correctors sought 

to reestablish the order bread-cup (syrcs ). Therefore, Be~it sees in . ' , 
, - 38 

the Old Syriac a compromise between the short and the long text. 
1 

Sorne scholars, such as E. Schweizer, were able to see a relation­

ship between the Syriac versions and the Latin witnesses b e. 39 He pointed 
\ 

out that it wauld be possible to assume that in complete independence 

from each other, the latin witnesses b e and the Syriac version sye were 

both motivated to chan\e the rather offensive cup-bread order. 40 But 

Schweizer did al10w for the possibility that b e and syC were dependent 

~ .. 
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upon each other. 41 

Manson was rather. hesitant ta admit any dependence of the Old 

Syriac versions upon the Old Latin witnesses b e. 42 In his opinion, 

the transposition seems to be the kind of imendation that might be made 

in several places independently, especial1y if the influence of liturgi-

cal practice can be assumed. 43 
~ 

Jeremias, on the other hand, was strongly convinced that syC ;5 

dependent upon 0 e, because i,t shares two special readings with these 

wi tnesses: 
\ 1 

(1) the omi S5 i on of Kc(/ before d,~~6CIré inverse 17 

(omit ted 'i n cs - tVtJth~ o e sa bo syr ), and (2) the omission of ~ ""',-/lVin verse 

22 (omi tted only in 0 e syrcs ).44 

On the assumption that the transposed fonms of group three are 

dependent upon each other, we must now ra;se the question: "How did 

these short forms originate?" Ace~in9 to Jeremias, the transposed 

short forms probably had their origin in the short text, verses 15-18, 

rather than in the long text, verses 15_20. 45 In support of his thesis, 

he pointed out that the text of syrSin 
'iS based upon that of syréar , for 

syrsin , with the exception of two meaningless variants, offers exactly 

the wording of syrCur with f1ve add1t;ons. 46 

At th; s point the question ari ses: "Is syre based upon the short 

or upon the long text?H Many -scholars hold the view that the Old Syriae 

version was derived fram the short, ~ather th an the long text. Burkttt41 

and Jeremias have pointed to the omiss,1on of the o,d6~. Accord1ng 

to Jeremias, the syrCu: cannot have its bas1s in the long te:t, because 

in verse 19 after the words, "This is IllY body, whÙh fis) for you," the 
A8 -

word "given" 1s om1tted. This word, however, can be found in ~l wit-

nesses to,the long text of,Luke, w1thout Any exception. In the light of 

~ 

~--------------J:,,: .. '\ ' J ...•.. l:. 
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this observation Jeremias holds that it seems to be improbable that the 

longer text has served as a Vorlage. 49 Furthetmore, the words, "which 

for your sakes," "this do in remembranee of me" (verse 19 s/ur) do nct 
1 

stem from Luke 22:19, but rather from l Corinthians 11:24.
50 

Since 

s/ and D e share two insignifieant. but rather unusual readings, a1ready 

referred to, therefore Jeremias eoncl~ded that sye is a representation 

of the short text in the form of b e (15,16, 19a. 17,18) with verse 19 

en1arged From 1 Corinthians 11:24. 51 

1 n Man son' s opi ni on both forms b e and sye were deri ved from an 

2 
ori gi na 1 short text of the form as repr~sen ted by D a d ff i 1 because 

the transposition of the loaf to a position before the cup would have 

bèen unnecessary if the corrector had found verse 20 in his copy of 

Luke. 52 On this assumption, Chadwick pointed out, it would be impossible 

tor K. T. Schaefer. to defend the thesis that b e must be considered as 

the original form of the short text. 53 ln Schaefer's opinion, the latin 

witnesses b e are to be 'èonsidered as the original form of the shorter 

text- whi~h represents a secondary deve10pment. 54 This text was pro-

duced by someone who was offended by the doub1e eup, but who did not 

simply omit verses 17 and 18. He put them into the place of verse 20. 

in order to harmonize the authentic 'longer Lucan text with the accounts 

of M~rk and Matthew. 55 Chadwick argued th~t in the light of Schaefer's 

hypothesis. ~he read1ng of 0 a d ff2 i 1 becomes inexplicable. If the 

correctorwanted to restore the true Lucan text"it is difficult to 

understand wh}' he gave ,the order eup-loaf and ~omitted verses 19b-20. 

Sehaefer' s' hypothesis does not aee6unt for th1S ha 1 f-hearted correction. 56 

His theory c~neerning the rise of 0 a d ff2 1 1 is unconv1ncing • .. 
On the basis of h1s minute analys1s of the textual data, 
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Schuermann eoneluded that sye was derived from b e rather than from D, 

because in this transaction only one major redactional intervention 

ld b . d 57 wou e requl re . 

With regard t~ syS, Schuermann has pointed out that dependence 

upon the Alexandrian text-form is hardly possible, because of the strik-

. bl . h . c 58 lng resem anees Wlt sy Furthermore, verse 20 ;s not a reprodue-

tion of the Alexandrian text. There are rather two fragments of Luke 

22:2Q inserted in two different places of the text, namely before and 

after verse 17.
59 

The Old Latin witnesse5, Schuermann pointed out, are probably 

based upon a Western text in whieh the offensive sequence cup~bread 

had been eorreeted. 60 Such a text seems to have served as Vorlage for 

b e. 61 The Old Syriae version sys, which Schuermann considered as an 

expansion of sye indicates the influence of both the longer and the 

h t d · 62 s or er rea 1ngs. 

In Lessig's opinion, there is hardly any basis for the assump­

tion that the long text gave rise to the various transposed short forms, 

b e and SySC.63 The number of cups appears to be the only offense 

caused by the long text. The order bread-cup, which 15 known to us 

from Mark 14 and 1 Cor1nthians ll. can a150 be discerned in the long 

,text. Thus. it would have been unnecessary to establish it on the basfs 

of a transposition. If the long text needed to be corrected. one would 
• 

expect only a deletion of the f1rst cup. It is hard to imagine. however. 

that a èorre~tor would have om1tted verses 19b-20 fr~ his Vorlage first. 

and that he 'should have fU1ed the gap after the br:ead-word on the basis 
"-

of a transpositi'on. The t~anspos1t1ons o{ b e sic are comprehensible 

o~ly if 1t is assumed that they ~se as Vorlage a form which ment10ned 
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only one cup. This cup was found in an unusual position. 5uch a 3form, 

Lessig pOinted out, is represented by the short text. 64 

In the fol1owing part of our examination. an attempt will be 

made to determine the origin of the additions found in sycs. The pur-

pose of this examination is to find ou~ whether they originate from the 

long text. If so, then the long text eould be eonsidered as the origi­

nal text-form. 65 The hypothesis that the long text was derived from 

the short text and the Old Syr.iac versions syes from the long text is 

extremely èomplicated ahd, therefore. imprObable. 66 

In Jeremias' opinion. sySC does nct show any knowledge of the 
\, , .. '- \ L ,.. 

long teH-form, beeause si omits the onr- phrase. ra urr~ Ufc.vV 
" 67 - \ .. 
t::4({VWOf'8W of Luke 22: 20. On the ather hand, i t reads 100l'O TO CitCl. 
~ l'("CrIV1 d,C{€t7k'~ , whieh is different fram t~e eup-ward of the 

longer version mÜlO 10 ron1rov1I(QlV~, Èvrlf~tcm t(JQ~8 
The eup-ward in syS 1s basfca11y different from the cup-word of 

;he Alexandrian text, because in si mciro (probably i>noirov ) and 
t. • -a'/Afl appear as parallel concepts. whi1e in t~e Alexandrian text TOUTO 

tO rron]f'DV and d'lOlétf, stand opposite eaeh other. Ther~fore. the cup­

word in syS after verse 17 cannot have 1ts origin in the long text. G9 
. . . 

The cup-word of si ..wn, ri> ~tQ' ? l(QI,v7 dretéeit7resemb 1 es the Matthaean 
\ ~ ~ ~~ 7b 

form of the eup-ward 1'0 ai~l'tJV.,..,t;(J·-.-/'l" In Schuerma.nn's dpin-

ion, the A1ex~ndrian text seems to have influenced the eup-word in 

syS.71 This eup-word in its peculiar1ty had 1ts or1gin in a Gospel 

text of Tatian and not in 1 Corinthians 11. 72 He assumes that the 

participial phrase was' not supplemented indepéndently of the Alexandrian 
, 

text of Luke 22~19b in sys •. TherefO~. it would be more probable that 

syc was supplemented in syS on the·bas1s of an Alex~ndrian Lucan text 
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'rather than on the basis of 1 Corinthians 11. 73 

In the light of these considerations, it seems that the tran~-
c· . posed shorter forms b e sy \'/ere den ved from the shorter Lucan text. 

while in syS ~e must allow for some influence from the longer Lucan 

text. 74 

On the assumption that the transposed shorter forms depend 

upon the short text rather than upon the long one, it is possible to 

distinguish between two basic texts. 75 It will now be our task to de­

cide which of the se two texts repre~ents the more original version. 

Such a decision is of vital importance for our understanding of the 

Lord's Supper. 

At this point, we will briefly summarize the arguments in sup­

port of the origina1ity of the long text. First of all. the weight of 

MS evidence is in favour of the long text. As Jeremias has convincingly 

demonstrated, of all the Greek MSS, only 0 offers the short text. 76 To 

assume that the short text represents toe original text-form. would mean 

- that verses 19b-20 had been introduced into every text of the manuscripts 

with the exception of the Western witnesses 0 a b d e ff2 ; 1. 77 In 

addition to the evidence of the Greek MSS. Jeremias,18 Benoit19 and 

SChuermann80
" have a15,0 P9inted to the early Christian writers, beginning 

with Marcion, Justin and Tatian, as \~itnesses of the long text. 81 

On the <.other hand. the arguments in support of the Short text can­

not simply' be minimized or ignored. 82 The ru1es of textual critic1sm 

definftely speak in favour of the origina1ity of the short text. 83 ,Ac~ • 

cording to these two basic rules. the shorter text 15" the older one and 

préference is to be given to the. ~re diff1cu1t read1ng. 84 In addition 

totthese basic rules of textual cr1t1c1sm, 1t should be ment10ned 

i 

i 
~_~ ______________________ ~~~~~i 
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that the attestation of the short text-form is' nct at all that insignifi­

cant. 85 On the other hand, if these two arguments in support of the 

short text are careful1y compared with each other, it appears that the 

MS evidence represents a stronger argument in support of the long text 

than that of the two canons of textual criticism in support of the 

short text. 86 

While the weight of MS evidence lies with the longer Lucan text, 

we must recognize that this argument is not the decisive one, in favour 

of the originality of the longer text-form. In Benoit's opinion, we are 

not dealing with an accidental corruption of the text due to a scriba1 

error, but rather with an intended and deliberate alteration. a7 Thus, 

Benoit.S8 1ike Jeremias,89 recognized that in this particular case it 

would be impossible to make a dec;sion in favour of the long text on 

the basis of the overwhelming MS evidence àlone.\ Jeremias has, therefore, 

made further attempts to find proof for the originality of the longer 

text-form. Having shown that Luke 22:19-20 cannat be considered as a 

literary compilation from,Mark and paul,90 he examined the relationship 

between the Alexandrian and the Western text. 9l 
<'~ 

Thus, he has focussed his special attention on eighteen passages 

in Luke wh~re an identical problem to that of Luke 22:19b-20 occurred. 92 

In each of the e1ghteen Western non-,nterpolations, he has tried to 

determine whether the l~ng or the·short reading was origin~l. On th~ 

premise that the Jang text should prove ta be original t the Western , 

read1ngs simply represented a text which was shortened in the W~st.93 
, / 

If on the other hlnd, the short text should praye to be or)8fnal. then 
'1 • , 

all t~e eccles.1astical provinces with' the exception of the one in the 

West. wOuld &e in possession of an 1nterpolated text.94 On the bls1s 



- 216 -

of his minute examination, Jeremias concluded that in sixteen out of 

eighteen passages examined, preference had to be given to the Alexandrlan 

long text, whlle in the remaining two cases, greater origi~lity had to 

be attributed to the Western text. 95 In Jeremias' opinion. this conclu­

sion is of real importance for the originality of the longer text. 96 

Westcott and Hort. on the other hand, have also made a careful analysis 

of these eighteen instances, but they have reached completely different 

1 . 97 cane USlons. In the light of, this consideration, Richardson argued 

that the results of Jeremias' investigation can neither be considered 

as successfully overthrowing Westcott and Hort's judgment. nor do they 

amount ta lia decisive argument in favour of the longer text of Luke's 

accou{lt of the Last Supper. 11
98 Even if it could be assumed that Jeremias 

is right, he has hardly presented proof for the originality of the longer 

Lucan text. 

With regard ta Westcott, and Hort's text-critical judgment, it 

should be pointed out that as a rule the5e scholars gave preference to -the Neutral text, which 15 best represented by codex Vaticanus (B) and 

by codex Sinaiticus (X).99 In their opinion, this text comes nearest 

to the text of the 'Iautographs.l00 Only in the case of Matthew 27:49, 

" Luke 22:19-20, 24:3. 6. 12, 36,40,51,52. do they give preference to 

the ~estern text~lOl The basic reason why in these cases they abandon 1 

the testimony of,~ and B 15 that here the Western text. which normally 

15 the ful1er and more c1rcumstantial text-fonm, d1d not add any matér1al. 102 

The Neutral text'on the other hand, pre$ent~ the expanded reading. 103 

Westcott and Mort'5 judgment 15 to be que~tioned. for it appears to be 
, 104 . 

merely ~onjec~ural. Consequently, one can hardly appeal to the Western 

text in support 0\ the short text. 

~------------------------------~~~~--) 
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l'iith regard to the origin of the short text. sorne scholars held 

that it was the result of an omission of verses 19b_20,105 Others con­

tended that the rise of the long text can best be explained on the basis 

of an interpolation or addition of verses 19b-2ü to the short text,106 

According ta Jeremias, the short text can best be understood on 

the assumption that it has arisen from the long text on the basis of a 

deletion of verses 19b_2ü,107 In hlS opinion, the popular view. accord­

ing to which th~ short text arase because of the exception ta ken to the 

two cups (Luke 22:17f, 20) and that the second cup was omitted because 

of the supposed repetition. is hardly satisfactory,108 If either of the \ 

t~o cups was ta be omitted it could only have been the first one, because 

it is much less significant theologically and liturgical1y.'09 Further­

more, there was abso1utely no reason for the deletion of verse 19b,110 

The deletion of this verse appears to be a rea1 problem when one attempts 

ta derive the short text from the long one. 11l In his opinion, the ab-

breviation can best be exp1ained on the basis that a pagan around the 
112 middle of the second century requested a copy of the Gospel of luke. 

Since the copyist was hesitant ta give ta him the complete text of the 

sacramental formula, he simply omitted it after the beginning words.)13 

This argument, however, is nothing more than a mere conjecture. 

A sim11ar exp1anation was g1ven by KilPatrick. 1l4 He held that 

the short text was the result of an omission of verses 19b-20, for the 

purpose of preserving the arcanum of the rite from the uninitiated. There-
.. ' # ,-' fore, the text ende9 wi th a de 1 iberate abr~Ptness of 1t>VTO é6T1V 10 C~~ 

}AoU (19a). This, he held was a eue which the faithful would know how to 

supplement. 11S "In·the light of the early history'Of the text of Luke 

22:19f. it :may be assumed that verses 19b-20 were probably interpolated 

t. 
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before A.D. 120. 116 Kilpatrick also pointed out that an archetype of c 

a1so lacked Luke 22:19b_20. 117 

The theory tnat verses 19b-20 were omitted in order to keep the 

Eucharist from profanation appears to be untenab1e for two reasons: 

(1) First, we have no evidence that the arcane discipline was practiced 

at the tirne when Luke was written. 118 (2) Secondly, by assuming that 

the omission of Luke 22~19b-20 resulted from the practice of the arcane 

discipline, it becoMes clear that the Lucan account of the Eucharist, 

as compared with l Corinthians 10:16. 11:23ff. John 6:51 and Justin's 

~. 1,66:3 represents a remarkable exception. 119 In the light of 

this consideration, the theory of the arcanum of the rite becomes very 

questienable. Even if the above arguments could be totally discredited. 

the arcanist theory would still be unconvincing:120 In Chadwick's 

opinion. it may not be total1y impossible. but it ;s extremely diff;cult 

to uphold it in view of verse 19a. which the abbreviator had left un­

touched. This verse contains the mysterium fidei: "This is my body. ,,121, 

With these considerations in mind it is difficult to defend tha 

view that the short text is the nesu1t of an omission of verses 19b-~0. 

In particu1ar, the omission of verse 19b appears to be unmo~ivated. 122 

This half-verse, Schweizer pointed out, .. of importance and not 

offensive at a11. 123 
, '." 

He·has tried to evade the problem of the omission of verse 19b 

by appealing to Tatian, who presents verse 19 wfthout verse 19b. 124 

Accord1ng t~ SChuenmann,125 Tatian presents h1s text in the f0110wing 

sequence: (1) verse 19a, (2) verse 20, and (3) verse 19b. 126 Accord-

1ng to Zahn, verse 18 fo11ows a1so. - Thus ft appears that verse 19b h 

m1ssing between vers~s 19a and 20, 'but ft fo'10ws alter verse 20. 127 

-, 
.,~ ... :-.~,:~ -~ . .M. 
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Jeremias has painted out that Tatian amitted the cammand ta re­

peat the rite after the bread. 128 According ta Schweizer, this command 

ocçurs after verse 20. 129 How can the omission of the command to re­

peat the rite before verse 20 be exp1ained? Did a redactor simp1y omit 

. t? In L . 1 130 " . t h dl k d . ff h th l . esslg S OplnlOn, l ar y ma es any l erence w e er 

verses 19b, 20 or verses 20, 19b were omitted. It is still inexplicable 

. why vers~ 19b shou1d have been omitted. Thus, the detaur Qver Tatian 
131 hardly pays. 

Furthermore, we must raise the question concerning the relevance 

of Tatian as a witness to the longer Lucan text. In Tatian, this peri­

cape i s based upon Mark and f1atthew. 132 In Jeremi as " api n10n. the term 

"the New Covenant" and "the command to repeat the rite" are an indica­

tion that Tatian must have depended upon the longer Lucan text. 133 On 

the other hand, Lessig thinks tha~ Tatian'g reference to the "New 

"" Covenant" is l'lot Ilecessarily an indication that he knew the longer text. 

because in Mark as well as i-n ~tatthew the phrase KCXIV1C, d/~K1Ç,i 5 also 

read by D lat si P and.lat Sy.13;4-

The words of remembrance do not necessari ly lend any support to <-

,.\ 'i 

the theory that Tatian had knowledge of the loriger text, efther. 

Ri chardson. 13_5 for' fnstance, argued, that these words were nat i ncl uded . 

by Tatian because he did not find t~em in any Gospel MS. In his opinio~ • 
. 

they were added to the D1atessaron and the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe by 

1ater scribes. According to lessig, the' position and formulation of the 

words of remembranèe lend sup~ort to the view that they have their or1gin 

in 1 Corinth1ans 11. 136 On the other hand, derivation fram 1 Cor1nthians 

11 becomes uncertain because Tatian does not give the command to repeat 

the rite twice like Paul, but only on'ce like Luke. 137 
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Sc~uermann138 has pointed out that Tatian1s dependence upon a 

liturgical account of institution must be seriously taken into co~­

sideration. because the single command to repeat the rite with refer­

ence tD the two eucharistie actions is ~ell known in the liturgies of 

the East and the West. 139, Justin and Aphraates may be considered as 

the earliest w,itnesses to the Western and Eastern liturgies. 
. l 140 respect' ve y. 

Furthermore. the command to repeat the rite has its suitable 

Sitz im leben at the end of the liturgy.141 In the light of this con­

sideration. it is difficult to ascertain whether the postu1ated 

liturgy was dependent upon the longer Lucan text or upon l Corinthians 

11. If Tatian did not find his command to repeat the rite in a lit­

urgy. it is yery un1ikely that he adopted it from l Corinthians 11. 
. ".' ~ \' 142 because he does nct reproduce the Paul ine remark 06ctlc"tC, EdV rtIl7T~. 

Whilery Lucan influence upon Tatian cannot be ruled out, one can hardly 

appeal to this text to prove the originality of the long text. Neither 

can Tatian's text be considered as proof for the originality of the 

short text. 

As compare~ with the long text, on1y the moderaie attestation 

o~ the short text seems to speak aga1nst its greater original'ity.143 
{" 

Whoever decides in favour of the short text has to make a decision as 

to what Luke fétù~llY wrote. If it 1s assumed that he ,wrote on1y 

verses 15-18, t~n verse 19a must be considered as a later addition , 

and verses 19b-20 were added after that. l44 

Sorne sCho1ars, such as Otto145 and Leaney,146 he1d that Luke-, 
22:15-19a 1s ta be cons1dered as the original text-fonm. ,ln reaction 

to Kilpatrick's argument that the account of"institution was cut Short 

\ 
\ 

-------_____ ..... ,~ •.. ",.o" ."-
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in arder ta preserve the arcanum of the rite, Leaney argued that the case 

of the genuineness of the shorter text need not rest only upon this 

view. 147 Luke',he held, was governed by the idea of the Kingdom and 

its association with the meal. 148 Luke's shorter text links the verb 

drar,8Eftt, with the Kingdom (verse 29).149 A similar view was already 

advanced by R. Otto. whose rather ingenious textual theory we must care-

fully consider. Otto took up F. Dibelius' idea that the dl(y(fil<~ 

concept in luke 22:29 is very old and was preserved by Luke in its 

original form. 15'O On' the basis of thjs consi'deration. Otto argued 

that verses 15-19a and 29, 30 formed a typical, compactly jOined, uni­

fied paragraph on the Last supper. 151 This account, Otto maintained, 

was similar to the other three accounts. It bears a ful1y archaic 

character and was not influenced by the theo1ogy and the customs of 

the church. It reports an event, wh;ch had but one organic connection. 

namely, with the life of Christ himself. 152 

- \ 
According to Otto, the long text could nct be original, for if 

the words of vers~s 19b-20 had ortginally-stood in luke. their 1ater 

.' omission by anyone would sim~ly be inexplicable. 153 In Lietzmann's 

opinion, Luke had created the introductory cup by moving it with the 

~Schatolog1cal prospect'to the beginning.15~ Otto, on the other hand. 

h~d. f~voured exactly the reverse process. He maintained that a~simple 

1ntroductory cup was later on fhterpret'ed fram the perspective of the 

mean1ng of the breaking of bread and analogous to it. 155 On the basis 

of lietzmenn's thesis, the words about the New èovenant and the shedding 

of blood WOUld, of cOurse. have been ost. for there 1s absolutèly no 
\ 

sense in making any reference to the s dd1ng of blopd before the break­

ing of bread. 156 In Otto's opinion. 1 ois impossible that thos; 51gn1f1-
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cant and weighty words should have been lost once they bad been formu-

1ated. 157 Thus, Lietzmann's theory that the initial cup in Luke was 

really a cup after the meal, which Luke had transformed into an intro­

ductory cup. becomes untenable. 158 

He held that Luke fo11owed his early source and recorded 

verses 17-19a up to and inc1uding the words, "This is my body.1I 159 

In combination \'/ith verses 29, 30 we find the original account of the 

Eucharist. 160 Verses 19b-20 are later interpolations. Verses 21-28 

were either interpolated by Luke himself or by a predecessor. 16l 
, 

The first interpolation, verses 21-23, contains a warning to 

Judas (cf. Mark l4:18ff, Matt. 26:17ff).162 It was interpo1ated for 

, dogmatic reasons, because it points to the fu1fi11ment of a prophecy' 

of Obadiah 7. 163 

The second interpolation (verses 24-27) makes reference to the 

ambitious strife of the discip'les with one another (cf. Mark 10:45ff, 
J 

Matt. 20:24ff) .164 In Otto's op'inlon, the,se verses can easily be under-, ., 

stood as an interpolation in a supper incident,-1>ecause, according to 

Luke, Jesus had a1ready reprimanded his disciples twice for their de­

si~e to occupy the chief seats at the supper as an example of cu1pab1e 

amb1tion. 165 ~ ~ 

Finally, in verse 28 reference 1s made to the temptations of, 

Christ, which afe still in the future~166 According to Otto, the words 

of verse 28 are obv1ous1YQ8 redact10nal supplement, in order to create , . 
a necessary transition from the'scene of'r.eproof 1n the preceding verses 

" . 167 
to the words concern1ng the inher1.unce of the K1ngdom. 

~ , 168 
W1th the dIQn~, ,(verse 29) 1 Jesus turns to the e1even ooly. 

The apocalyptic sayings wh1ch occur are c10se1y ~onnected with the 
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169 eschato1oÇlica1 prospect of verses 15-18. 

Otto's theory dld not go unchallenged. Bultmann was very scepti-

cal about Otto's reconstruction of the orlglna1 account of the Eucha­

rlst. 170 In his opinlon, Otto's approach to the prob1em represents a 

171 ~ rather pecu1iar examp1e of his treatment of the sources. A1though T 

Bultmann does not deny that Luke has joined together various saylngs of 
/ 

a different character, ln order to provi de a hl s ton ca 1 framewùrk for 

them j hé has right1y pointed out that verses 29 and 30 are not different 

from verses 21-28. They too mus t be cons i dered as say; ngs whi ch were 

transmltted ln lsolatlon. 172 

In Marxsen's 173 op1nion, lt wou1d be wrong to conc1ude with Otto 

that Luke 22:28 represents an awkward transitlOn to the thought of verse 

174 29f. The opposite seems to be more probable. The traditl0n of Luke 

22:28-30 obviously corresponds ta that of Matthew 19:28. In both cases 

we are dealing with one coherent piece of tradition, which appears in ' 

di fferent contexts .175 Therefore, ~1arxsen ri ghtly pointed out that there 

is no reason for dividing it 'nta two different parts. In the 1ight,of 

176 this argument, however, verse 28 wou1~ follow after verse 19a. But 

this is an impossibi1ity. Therefore, Otto's ~ypothesis would have to be 
. < 177 

reJected. 

V. Taylor was also very sceptical of the critical foundation of 

Otto's exegesis. 178 He can- see no fault with O~to'~ argument that the 

sections 21-23 and, 24-27 were 1nserted by the evange1ist into his 

source.17~ B~t he puts a big question mark behfnd Otto's v;ew concern;ng 

verse 28. 180 In Tay1or's opinion, this verse cannat s;mply be cancel1ed 

'as a redactional suoplement, because for both Jesus and h;s disciples the 

rre'~to, still belong to the future. 181 Jesus makes reference anly to 

• '" , ••. _: •• " ''o .. 
...... 
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hlS own tnals. Wlth regard ta his disciples, he simply states that they 

"continued wlth" hlffi. On the basis of this argument, Taylor ;s inclined 

to conslder verses 14-18 and 28-30 as the origlnal account of t~Sup­

per. 182 'But he rightly emphasized that this kind of textual reconstruc-

t ·· 1 t' 183 lon 1S very specu a 1ve. 
. ' 

Schuermann
184 

has also objected to Otto's textua 1 theory on the 

basis that ln Luke 22:15-18 and 28-30 two different ideas are being ex-

pressed. Whlle ln Luke 22:15-18 the concept of the mea 1 i n the comi ng 

basileia of God ; s centtal, ;n Luke 22:28-30 the l dea of partici pation in 

the rule of Christ in the coming Messianic K;ngdom cames . t f 185 ln 0 ocus. 
1 

For these reasons, and especially because thlS thesis presupposes the 

omission of verse 28, the theories of Otto, Dibel1us and Bacon are not 

tenable.
186 

Furthermore, these scholars consider verses 19b-ZO as second­

ary material. 187 

While Schuermann has clearly pointed to the difference of ideas 

expressed in verses 15-18 and 28-30, he has a1so recognized that these 

, two pieces of tradition' have certain el.ments in connion,lBB With tf 

eucharistie cup of verse 20, the New Covenant is now binding for the 

twe1ve. In Luke 22:28-30, the claim of rulership is transferred ta them, 

as wel1 as the promise ta rule with Christ in his future Kingdom. 189 

1 

In Sehuermann's opinion, the composition of verses 15-20a and 28-30 was 

probably fixed in writing prior to the time when Luke wro~ his gospel . .190 

In react;on to Otto's attempt to reconstruct the original account 

of' the Euchari st, 1'10 one had objected- to the i dea that verses (28) 29-30 

represent a very old tradition. But in s~te of"the archaic eharacter of (l 

these verses, we are hardly justified in considering them as part of the 

original account of the Eucharist.. Otto's argument that verse 28 repre,... 
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sents an editorial supplement is absolutely unfounded. ~ith Taylor, we 

must agree that Otto's textual reconstruction is based upon speculation. 

Therefore, it is absolutely impossible to attribute any historical value 

to the a'ccount 'f/h1Ch Otto had postulated. 

Since Otto's textual hypothesis proved to be untenable. we may 

now raise the questlon: "Can it be assumed that Luke 22:l5-19a constituted 

the original account of the Euchdrist?" According te Grundmann,19l the 

short text, Luke 22:l5-l9a originally served to protect the sacred rite 

from profanation. At a later date it was supplernented by the old liturgical 

formul a. In the course of the deve 1 opment, ver,se 19a was expanded and 

made plain. 192 According to Lessig, the existence of a euchanstic ac­

count in the form of luke 22:15-19a is highly improbable. 193 In his opin­

ion, it is very unlikely that verses l5-19a ref1ect a form of the Eucha­

rist Wh1ch had no knowledge of the cup_word. 194 As compared with Mark 

l4:25.;the Lucan account, verses 15-18, must be later.
195 

Since the 

/older Marcan form of the eschato1ogica1 prospect appears in connection 

with the cup-wO'rd, therefore i t seems te be reasonable to assume that 

the cup-word ;s older than the later form of,the eschatologica1 prospect. , 
This, he argued, ho1ds true even if the eschatological prospect were not 

connected with the cup_word. 196 'Lessig finds a strong confirmation for 

his view on the basis- that verse 19a shows a striking resemblance to 

Mark 14:22.197 Since Luke 22:19a appears to be 1ater thafl Mark 14:22, 

he therefore assumed that i t was derived from Mark. 198 

In the lfght of Schuennann's sourc~1 investigation, 

Lessig's arglll1ent that Luke 22:15-1-S-~sents a later stage of the 

development than Mark 14:25 may be questioned. With regard to Luka 

22:19a, Schuennann has ar9u~.d /against Lucan dependence upon Mark 14:22 

2 
( 

\L 4 • 
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and l Corinthians 11 :23b_24. 199 The striking agreement of Luke 24: 19a 
F 1 

with Mark 14:22 was interpreted by sorne scholars to be Lucan dependence 

upon the Marcan Vor1age. 200 Schuermann, on the other hand, held that 

this ha1f-verse must rather be considered as a relative1y original Lucan 

reproduction of a pre-Lucan tradition. 201 In the Pauline account, this 

tradition shows traces of redacti onal activity. It stands .. close to Mark 

14:22.
202 

In this connectian it should be pOinted out that Schuermann 

had to change from the Hterary-critical ta the traditio-historical 

method.
203 

Onlyon the basis of the historical method was he able to 

reach·the conclusion that Luke 22:19a is probably an original Lucan re­

production of a pre-Lucan tradition. 204 Schuermann's contention, however, 

that Luke 22:19a is older than Mark 14:22, is merely hypothetical. 

On the basis of his saurce-crltica1 ana1ysis of Luke 22:15-18, 

Schuermann conc1uded that this passage can be trac~d back to a non­

Marcan source.
205 

He als~ maintained that these verses form one unit, 

whose style and content di ffer from the account of insti tution. 206 He 

has also pointed out that this pre-Lucan piece represents an archaic ac­

count of Jesus' last mea1. 207 Therefore, it must have preserved the oldest 

tradition.
208 

The view that Luke ~2:15-18 retained the oldest tradition 

was also held by Bu1tmann.
209 

He has argued that verses 19 and 20 did 

not
210 

; n their enti rety represent an interpolation. 21T While Luke pre­

'served the oldest tradi tion, i ts wording appears ta be secondary. 212 With 

the exception of verse 17, Marcan influence upon this passage can be 

detected,213 In Bultmann's opinion, the fol1owing e1ements are the resu1t 

of an editorial revis1on: (1) The paral1elism of the Passover mea1 and the 

cup i~ not convincing, sil'lce 'the cup is only one part of the Pass,over meal. l 
, , 

1 

\ 

, .. 
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(2) With the cup there ; s no reference to the death of Jesus, and therè 

;s absolutely none to his person; the saying over the cup appears to be 

just a pointer to the coming Kingdom of God, (3) The reference ta the 

Passover cannot be original either. 2l4 Bultmann maintained that bread 
215 was probably mentioned instead of the Passover. Unfortunately, this 

• 

argument lacks conviction because it ;s based on mere speculation, rather 

than upon sound evidence. 

In 'Chadwick's opinion. the phrase -rorrcÇ6%(}'~~ is very odd. 216 

He argued that according to Septuagintal usage, the Passover is either 

,"sacrHiced" or "done," but not leaten."217 He maintained that the word 

pasch~refers to the who1e rite. Therefore, in verse 15 the bread ;s there 

by;mplication,218 The evangel,ist, however, had failed,to recogni~e it in 

this verse. Since he had found an unambiguous reference in his source, he 

only saw the need for supplementing it by adding some words about the bread. 

These words he found 1~ the Marcan tradition. 219 Thus, he b1untly ap­

pended verse 19a.
220 

While the expression "to eat the passover" is not cOIII'IJOnly used. 
". 

it shou1d be pointed out that the phrase "eating ;tU is used (with the 

direct object) in 2 Chronicles 30~18. The expression "eating of 1t".;s 

f9und in Exodus 12:48.', In Da1man's221 opinion, on1y the phrase found in 

2 Chronicles 30:18 can be assumed in Matthew 26:17. Mark 14:12. Luke 22:11 

and John 18:28. In Luke 22:1~ an ".pf H II should be expected. but it is' 
not there. 222 According to Barrett,223 whose view was accepted by 

224 ~ \' ~ , 
Jerem1 as. the phrase ~m 10 Trf?I6~ T 6 - Vis not odd a t a 11 (i f odd 

means ~tranget or unusual). In fact, it fs quite common. 225 Whenever 

ft 1s uses. it does not mean "to celebrate the feast or rite of the 

Passover," but llto eat the Passover 1ari>.11226 ln Luke 22:15. he pointed' 
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"" , 
out, the word~r~1I determines the meaning of 1015~. Here. the lamb 

and not the rite as a whole is meant. 227 Whether this be 50 or,not, we 

must abject to Chadwick's hypothesis, which presupposes an evangelist. 

who for reason5 of ignorance or carelessness had failed to perceive that 

. 15 h b d t b ' l' t' 228 S h ln verse • t e rea was presen y 1mp lca 10n, uc an assump-

tion seems unfounded. The argument that verse 19a was bluntly appended 

in order to compensate for the unrecognized reference to the bread in 
t 

verse 15, fails to be convincing. 

While Schuermann229 and ~thers have attempted to prove that Luke 

22:1~-18 can be traced to a special source, Oibelius230 he1d that these 

verses represent a Lucan composition. 

In his opinion, the rise of this comp1icated text presents no 

riddle. In Mark a discrepancy cornes into focus, because the legend of 
" 231 the discip1es ' search for a hall announces a Passover mea1. Mark 

• 14:22-25, on the other hand .. does not feature a Passover meal. Therefore, 

Luke was partjc.u1arly ooncerned with the description Of a Passover lT1èal. 232 

For his composition, luke had utilized an announcement of suffering (verse 

15), and a corrmand ta divide the cup (verse 17). Luke, however, added to 

, bQth references a variation of the eschatological saying of Mark 14:25.233 
1 . 

To this comp1eted composition, he added th~ words of institution, which , 

stem from h1s cult1c tradition. 234 Ac~ord1ng to Oibelius, the whole Lucan 

account ~presents an attempt to historicize the words of institution, by 

inserting them 1nto the frame of a Passover meal. 235 Dibeli us 1 recon­

struction appears to be rather hypothetical. 

The question whether Luke 22:15·1~ represents a lucan composi­

tion, or whether these verses can actua11y be traced back to~a non-Marcan 

pre-Lucan source. 15 o.f 11ttle consequence in detenninfng the historical 

------------------------------------------------------
1 

.. 
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A value of this tradition. Schuermann236 has argued that verses 15-18 ." 

represen,t an i ndependent account of Jesus: Last Su,Pper, whi ch has pre­

served the oldest tradition. In baslc agreement with Schuennann. 

Schweizer237 has even gone so far as to say that Luke 22:15-18 correct1y 
1 , 

describes the historica1 situation of the very first Eucharist in the 

primitive church. 238 These scho1ars, no doubt, are strongly convinced 

. that the passage Luke 22:15-18 represents a tradition which is histori­

~cally more reliable than any other tradition of the Eucharist found in 

239 the New Testament. From a traditio-historical point of view. this 

thes;s cou1d be challenged. 

Thus far, we have observed that the overwhelming MS evidence 

favours the originality of the long text. The reasons given by several 

scholars for thë omission of verses 19b-20 appeared to be rather inade-
..,. 

quate. The hypothesis of an original text of l5-l9a or of 15-19a and 
, 

. 29. 30 proved to be untenable. In agreement with Schuermann, we ho1d 

that a short text in the tonn of verses 15-18 .is to be considered as a 

possibility. Luke would have found this text in his speéial source. 240 

On the assumption that Luke 22:15-18 represents the original 

text of the Last Supper, the question arises: "How can we explain the 

orig1n of the long text?" 

ln th1s connection. it shou1d be po1nted out that verse 19a and 
,.'e .... ~ , 

the clos1ng words of verse, 20. 1t) urnr ut"". ét<~, seem to indi-

cate a close relationship with Mark l4:22ff.241 Furthermore, ther~ are 
1 

str1k1ng simi1arit1es between Luke 22:l9b-20 and 1 Corinthians 11:23ff.242 

Jeremias. for instance. has pointed out that the connecting clause 

~~ç, ~ktV'rO +V (Luke: JeQ'; r01rOn1ro~ tJtct~c:,) rE~ -ro cJsrrv?6al 
1s a clear indication of the close relationship between ~he Lucan and 

• 
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P l , t f" t't t' 243 au , ne accoun s 0 , ns , u , on. 

This consideration, however, Tends no support ta Lietzruann's 

cl ai m tha t Luke 22: 19- 20 shows a 'def; nHe dependence upon l Cor; nth i ans 

11:24_25. 244 Does Luke 22:19b-20 represent a synthesis from Luke and 

Paul? This hypothesis falls to the ground as soon as both accounts are 

careful1y compared with each other. Gogue1, for instance. did not con­

sider Luke 22:19b-20 in terms of an interpolation from 1 Corinthians 11. 245 

Thus he ;s in disagreement with scho1ars such as G. B. Caird246 

and others who hol d that the di sputed verses appear to have been part1y 

drawn from Corinthians 11:24-25 and partly from Mark 14:24. 247 Goguel l s 

argument was based upon the fact that in 1 Cori nth; ans 11: 23, the c()fTlT1and 

ta repeat the rite is linked with both bread- and eup_word. 248 In the 

Lucan aecount. on the other hand, its absence w; th reference to the cup-

ward creates a problem. If it is to be assumed that Luke himself had in­

tended only one cOI11lland to repeat the rite, he probably wou1 d have pl aced 

it at the close, in such a way that it would refer ta the whole. 249 
-J 
Schweizer did not simp1y consider verses 19b .. 20 as a copy of 1 Corinthians 

11:23ff. 250 In addition to some minor deviations, he also discovered 

the i ncongrui ty whi ch was created by the mi 55 i ng second conmand to 

repeat the rite. 251 On the basis of a careful comparison of the two 
( 

accounts', Schuermann discovered fi've Lucan .. Pau1ine differences in Luke 

22:19b-20. 252 In his opinion, this great number of lucan-Pau1ine dif­

ferences in just one and a half verses presents a strong argument against 

the theory that the Luca" forrul a was der1 ved from 1 Cori nth ; ans 

11:24b_2~.253 In basic agreement with Schuenmann, Betz254 has a1so 

pointed to the numerous differences in Luke 22:19, 20 as compared with 

l'Corinthians 11:23-25. Betz was a1so strongly convinced that Luke 
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l' 

22:19-20 was not simp1y adopted from Corinthians 11:24b_25.
255 

Cirlot,256 on the other hand, argued that the Lucan formula be10ngs to 

a tradition which Luke had probably received from Paul. This tradition 
. ' 

was then supp1emented by the Marcan Gospel, which constituted one of his 

major sàurces. A simi1ar position was taken by Throckmorton,257 who 

proposed the theory that Luke 22:18-20 ;s Marcan in essence, with Pau11ne 

termino1ogy inserted by Luke himself, and conflated with Mark. espeéial1y 

ln verses 19b and 20a. 258 Verse 20a is straight fram Mark. 259 Accord­

ing ta Thrackmorton it is not true that at a 1ater time Pauline words 

were amitted, because of the Marcan characteristics of these verses. 260 

In Throckmorton's opinion, the rise of the short farms can be~t be ex­

p1ained as attefTlpts to solve the prob1em of the twa cups.261 In the 1ight 

of Schuermann's ana1ysis, the theory that the Lucan formula was influenced 

by Pauline termino1ogy, becomes untenable. 

In this connection, it should be pointed out that Jeremias' hypot-

esis has ca'St new light on the question of the re1ationship between 

Luke 22:19b-20 and 1 Eor;nthians 11:24b-25. 262 In his opinion, th vie}' 
1 

that Luke 22:19-20 represents a 1iturgica,1 formula accounts for, the r(é-
1 

semblance with the Pauline account. 263 Jeremias a1so held at tt)é in-
/ 

congruence of the participial construction ri,Ûlrtf?W ~'<X.,!v~;'r~ov 
would be acceptable in a liturg1cal formula. 1 agreement wlth Dibelius, 

Jeremias considers verses 19-20 as a "third variant" on the liturgical 

formula relating to the Eucharist. 264 In support of this v;ew. V. Taylor 

pointed out that in contrast to Luke 22:14·18 there are no characteristic 

Lucan words in 22: 19-20. 2~5 

Contrary to those scholars who maintained that· the Lucan formula 

shows dependence upon Paul and Mark. Schuermann has argued that luke 

1 

/ 

/ 
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22:19, 20 represents an independent tradition. which shows no dependence 

upon Paul or Mark. 266 

On the basis of his text-, 1iterary-, and form-criti~a1 investi-

gation of Luke 22:19b-20, Schuermann concluded that there is a moral 

certainty that these verses belong to the original Lucan account of the 

Eucharist. 267 ln his opinion, the long text, Luke 22:15-20, seems to 

ref1ect a eucharistie celebration of the apostolie age. 268 The short 

te~t, Luke 22:15-19a, on the other hand, may be eonsidered as the result 

of the great liturgieal upheaval during the early second century, which 

'effected the separation of the Eucharist from the community meal. 269 

ln the light of these considerations. Luke 22:19-20 seems ta belong to 

the original tradition of the text. 270 This conclusion, however, 1S not 

without sorne difficulties, for within the context of the two books, Luke-

Acts, these verses seem to stand out as a foreign element. On the "assump-

tion that Luke-Acts belong together and can ~e considered as the work of 

one, author, it is rather peculiar that every time this author makes ref­

erence to the eucharistie celebration ôf the primitive community, he des­

ignates it in terms of "breaking of bread.," According to Schuermann this 

designation cannot be interpreted in the sense of a mere bread commûnion. 

In his opinion. it includes the eating of bread and the drinking of the 

cup.271 

Since the author of Luke-Acts refers "almost exclusively to the 

eucharistie celebration of the primitive community in terms of the 

"break1ng of bread," 1t 15 obv10us that he is not very fam11iar ~ith the' 

description of the Eucharist found in verses 19b-20. In the light of 

th1s consideration it 1s d1ff1cu1t ta see how these verses cou1d have 
, 

belonged-to the original tradition of the text. 
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The Quest for the Oldest Porm of 
the Eucharistie Tradition 

Since the introduction of the historical-critical method of 

, research, the accounts of the institution of the Eucharist have become 

the subject of very meticulous investigations. 272 The search for the 

oldest attainable form of the tradition has led ta numerous philo~ogi­

cal examinations, trqditio-historical studies and literary-critical 

hypotheses. 273 

The words of institution in their relat10nship ta one anothe~. 
j 

as well as to a possible archetype. were at first examined on the basi;' 

of literary-critical principles. The main criteria established were: 274 

1. Parallelism: The tendency towards the creation of parallel forms ;s 

an indication of development. 

2. Linguistic criteria: Semitic wording is older than Greek formulations. 

3. Theological criteria; A text whfch displays an advanced theological 
1 

development is of later originr',than a text which is less developed. 

4. Cultic 'influences are considered as secondary developments. 

These criter~a were aceepted as tools, enab1ing important deci­

si ons to be ma~e. At the same time, they were not taken' i nan abso 1 ute 

sense. for it was realized that thfs COUld lead to fa1se judgments. 275 

A survey of recent litèrary-cr1tical and traditio-historieal 

studies clearly indicates that ~ére is no consensus among seholars as 

to the oldest attainable form of the tradition. New Testament scholars 

have obviously d~fended the originality of every eucharistie account in 

the New Testament w1th the exception of Matthew's.276 This account is 

not cons1dered as an 1ndependent w1tness to the e~char1stic tradit1on. 277 

Most schola~s agree th~~ Matthew had used Mark as his Vorlage. The 

'. 
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1 
additional phrases, which cannot be traced back to Mark, are attributed 

to Mat~hew's redactionaJ activity.278 This view has been challenged by 
t ' 

Lessig,27i who claimed that ~ would be more reasonable to postulate a 

corrrnon source for Mark -14 and Matthew 26. "If one considers the Marcan 

form as a witness to the Roman traditi on, Il he argued. "then a 91 ance at 

Matlhew will teach us that the Roman tradition must ~ave been spread to 

such an extent, which hard1y corresponds to the facts." 280 

For a long time, New Testament scho1arship attributed greater 

originality to the Marcan and Pauline accounts of the Eucharist. 28l The 

Pauline account was considered to be the earliest written pericope of 

. . . 282 h M h' h . b t d lnstltutlon, but t e arcan accolmt, w lC was Wr1 tten a ou two e-
. 

cades 1ater was said to be more primitive than the Pauline version. be-

cause it contains many Semitisms. 283 

Since scholarship i5 still dhided on the qüestion concérning 

the oldest attainable form of the tradition and the question concerning 

a possible archetype, it will be the purpose of this chapter to survey 

sorne of the most important traditio-historical contributions. 

Thus we will focus our attention upon (1), Schyennann's Lucan , 
, 

hypothesis, (2) Jeremias·~ Marcan hypothesis, and (3) upon the various 
L • 

arguments which were presented in support of the priority of the Pauline 

account of the Euchar1st. 

1. The Luc;an account 15 the oldest 

In an attempt to reconstruct the historical situation of the Last 

Sup~r of Jesus. Schuermann284 had engaged 1 n a fOnll- and 1.i terary-cri tica 1 

analysis of Luke 22:7-38. Since"fram a text-critical point of view the 

Lucan te)(t ha~ raised many problems, -some scholars. held that th1s text 

, 

1 
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was on1y of secondary importance. 285 Schuermanh,on the other hand~ 

was determined to e1evate the Lucan text from its lowly position of , 

a Cindere11a to that of a rOla1 chi1d. 286 

. 
It was the purpose of Schuermann's source-critical analysis 

to present proof that under the cover of the present-text is sti,11 

preserved some original, traditiona1 material. 287 He held that by 

subtracti'lg the secondary e1ements of redaction it might be possible' 

to reconstruct the archetype of the eucharistie accounts in the New, 

Testament. 288 

Schuermann's investigation is dïvided into three parts. In 

part one he attempted to show that contrary tà the opinion of many 

New Testament scholars. Luke 22:15-18 cannot be considered as a 1ite~­

ary formation based upon Mark 14:25. 289 According to Schuermann, this 

- passage represents a Lucan redaction of a pre-Lucan, non-Marcan 

tradi ti on. 290 ,., :; 

~ the second part· of his source-critical investigatiol), 
J , 

Schuermann attempted to show that the Lucan account of institu~ion, 

Luke 22: 19-20a, represent~ an independent, pre-Lucan tradi ti,on. 2.91 

oThe purpose of the final part \.f his \investigation was to ~ 

discover and to determine more precisel} the postulate~, written 

Vorlage~ This Vorlage, which contained the passage Luke 22:15-18, 

19·20a,~4-27, 28-30. 31-32. 35-38 must have been a~ai1able to Luke. 292 

In connéction with h1s l1terary-cr1tica1 analysis of Luke 
Il), 

22:15-18. ,Schuermann c1ted f1~~ l1terary-cr1t1cal observations in 

support of h1s thes1s: 293 

1. Luke exercises greater freed~m.~n editing synoptic narrative 

, materia1 th an 1n edit1ng the transmitted words of the Lord. 294 
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2. No proof can be p~esented that Luke has ever created a parallel 

sen tence on hl 5 own. 295 

3. At 1east outs1de the pass10n narrative, 1t lS impossible to flnd 
1 

f f th t t f by Luke. 296 
any prao or e ranspoSl 10n 0 pen copes 

4 It 1S Luke '5 custom to shorten h1S ,Marcan Vor1age extens1vely. 

fhis tendency can be detected ln his d1a1ogues. In other words, ln 

Schuermann's opinlon, dr, lndependent expansion of the dialogue Luke 

22'15-18 by Luke would be rather unusual.
297 

5. There are 1ndlcations that Luke 22:15-18 was used for 11terary 

298 
purposes at an early date: 

a) A pre-Lucan eXlstence of verses 15 and 16 cou1d be estab1ished, 

if i t shoul d turn out that 1 n 1 Cori nth1 ans 11: 23ff Pau 1 shows knowledge 

of the unit Luke 22:15-18, for in 1 Corinthians 11:23b a requ1red state-

f th 1 · t ., . 299 ment 0 e mea Sl uat10n lS m1ss1ng. 

b) During the follow1ng investlgation, it will become probable that 

the passage Mark 14:22-24, 25 represents a Marcan redactional revisipn of 

/ a pre-Lucan composition 1ike luke 22:15-18, 19_20. 300 

On the basis of a word-by-word exam;nation, Schuermann attempted 

to show that Luke had preserved a traditi on whi ch was 1 i ghtly edited by 

luke.
301 

This tradition shows no literary relationship with Mark 14:25.
302 

Therefore, Luke must have utilized a non-Marcan tradition.
303 

For our 

presen t purpose. we wi 11 bri efly surrmari ze' hi s arguments in support of 

hi s the sis: 304 

1. Verse 15 can hard1y be considered in terms of a Lucan creation, be-

cause luke always seeks to preserve the wording of transmitted dominical 

- 305 
words. It will not be an easy task to find any examp1es of such words, 

which are to be considered as Lucan creations. Verse 15 represents a 
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pre-Lucan piece of the tradition. which exhibits traces of Lucan ~ 

editoria1 activity.306 
• 

2. There is hard1y any basis for the assumption that verse 16 is a 

Lucan creatlOn. 307 In this verse, Schuermann discovered verbal paral1e1s 

ta Mark 14:25: 
c.. 

(1)on 
), ~ \ J08 

. (2) OUKéT7 OUf1; etc. It is inconcelvable 

that Luke shou1d have created these expressions as an imitation of Mark 

14:25, whi1e ln vers~ 18 he ha~ avolded them. 309 Tt wou1d, then. be 

more reasonab1e to assume that verses 16 and 18 are a pre-Lucan unlt. 

which 15 independent of Mark 14:25. 310 Schuermann lS quite certain that 

verse 16 is a Lucan redaction of a pre-Lucan traditlon. 311 

3. Verse 17 cannat be considered as a Lucan creation. 312 

4. In the llght of the previous re5ults of hlS investigatlon, which 

had assured ~chl,lermann of the pre-Lucan origin of Luke 22:15-17. it has 

becorne probable that verse 18. in connection with verses 15-17 represents 

an independent tradition a1so, a1though Mark 14:25 must be considered as 

a more original forrn than luke 22:18. 313 

On the basis of his 1iterary-critica1 ana1ysis, Schuermann con-

c1uded that the unit, Luke 22:15-18 has preserved a tradition which shows 

sorne traces of Lucan editoria1 activity. This tradition shows no 1iterary 

dependence upon Mark 14:25. 314 

Schuermann has 8150 examined this unit on a form-critica1 basis. 

He conc1uded that Luke 22:15-18 15 to be considered as a unit which ;s 

independent of Luke 22:19a (b_20).315 This piece of the tradition ~e­

longs to a pre-Luean stage of deve10pment. 316 It was not. ereated on the 

bas1s of Mark 14:25. 317 

In the 1ight of his minute form- and 1iterary-critièa1 investi­

gation. Schuermann conc1uded that luke 22:15-18 represents an old aceount 
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of the last meal of Jesus, which dld not contatn words of institutlon. 318 

In the second part of his source-critlcal lnvestigation, 

Schuermann focussed his attention on Luke 22:19_20. 319 On the basis of 

his preliminary lnvestigations,320 he concluded that Matthew 26:26-28 
-represents a further deve10pment of the Marcan form, which exerted no 

influence upon the Lucan text. 321 Consequently, the Matthaean text had 

b 1 d d f f h . t . t . 32 2 to e exc u e rom any urt er 1nves 19a 10ns. 

Luke 22.19-20 oecupies a middle position between Mark 14:22-24 

and 1 Corinthians 11:23b_25. 323 Accord1ng to Schuermann, 1t lS its 

partlcu1ar posit10n which constitutes the traditlo-hlstor1cal prob1em 

of the Lucan account of institution. 324 

Sehuermann held that in Luke 22:19b-20a, the Pauline-Lucan 

archetype has been preserved in a more original form than ln 1 Corlnthians 

11:24b-25a. 325 While it is probable that Luke passes it on with sorne 

insignificant revisions, Paul seems to cite it much more freely and in 

a strongly altered form. 326 

In support of his thesis, Schuermann discussed five differences 

between Luke and Paul. 327 He concluded that in four out of five cases 

Lucan redaction of Pauline material appeared to be improbable. 328 

" In Schuermann 's opinion, the Lucan phrase ro ùrrr ÛtWIJ dldrtvov 

is probably more 'Origin~ than the Paul ine construction 70 ~rr6rVf~~ .329 

As for the Lucan command to repeat the rite, his omission of the copula 
l ....., , 

and the phrase 19' rte) a}"an fOl) (Luke 22: 20a), ,he cornes to an i denti ca l 
330 ~, .. 

conclusion. Only in one case, the Pauline phrase woauT1"X, ~I(l Cor. 

11 : 25a) . i s preferred to the Lucan 1<11 ... GÎ6O',""~ (Luke 22: 20a) .331 

In the 11ght of these considerations, Schuermann concluded that 

this result, il"\ its "cl.Il1ulative force," compe1s one to seek a traditio-



... 

-

- 240 -

. 1 h hl' l t' 332 k 22 19b 20 t hlstorlca , rat er t an a lterary so u 10n. Lu e : - a canno 

be considered as a Lucan redaction of l Corinthians 11 :24b-25a under. 

the possible influence or Mark 14:22_24. 333 Moreover, in Luke 22:l9b-20a 

the Lucan-Pauline Grundbericht is still preserved ln a more original form 

th an in 1 Corinthians 11 :24b_25a. 334 

In Schuermann's opinion, this traditio-historical result ;s 

relatively certain. 335 If only one of the five Lucan-Pauline differences 

could not be explained in terms of a Lucan redaction of Pauline material, 

it would be evident that Luke 22:l9b-20a represents a tradition which 

shows no 11terary dependence upon the Pau11ne tradition. 336 While ln 

these flve cases Lucan redaction of Pauline materla1 appears ta be lm-

probable, the obtained resu1ts in thelr cumulatlve force lead to a virtual 

t . t 337 cer aln y. 

On the basis of his comparison of Luke 22:19 with Mark 14:22 and 

Corinthians 11 :23b-24a, Schuermann conc1uded that Luke 22:19a can be 

considered neither as a Lucan reproduction of Mark 14:22. nor of 

1 Corinthians 11 :23b_24. 338 Therefore. the attempt ta explain the midd1e 

position of Luke 22:19a between Mark 14:22 and 1 Corinthians 11:23b-24a 

on a literary basis, is no longer important. 339 The traditio-historica1 

solution appears to be more promising: Luke 22:19a is to be considered 

as the relative1y original Lucan reproduction of a pre-Luçan tradition, 

which in 1 Co~inthfans 11:?3ff, appears in a strong1y revised form and 

which 1s c1ose~y re1ated with Mark 14:22. 340 

In the light of his minute investigation of the Lucan text, Luke 

. 22:19-20a, Schuermann concluded t~at in verse 19a Luke has preserved this 

independent tradit1on. 341 It is possible, however, that it was inf1uenced 

by Mark. 342 Such influence can be detected in verse 20b. 343 It is very 
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certain that the Lucan account of institution in Luke 22:19-20a is not 
. 

a literary composition based upon the Pauline and Marcan accounts of 

instltution. 344 It is rather a Lucan reproduction of an lndependent 

form of the tradition of the accounts of instltution ln the New Testament. 

This tradition can be traced back ta'"an archetype WhH:h is cOlTlTlon to both 

345 paul and Luke. 

In the second section of his investigation, Schuermann compared 

the Lucan-Pauline Grundform with the Marcan tradition. 346 On the basis 
, 

of a comparison between the Pauline-Lucan version of the bread- and cup-

words with that of Mark, Schuermann conc1uded that in the dominical words, 

the archetype, WhlCh ;s to be pastu1ated, shows verbal agreements with 

the Lucan-Pauline Grundbericht. 347 With the exception of the attributive 

addltion in Luke 22:20b. it a1so agrees with the Lucan account of 

. t' t t' 348 lns 1 u 10n. 

The two units~ Luke 22:15-18. 19-20 were original1y independent. 349 

Schuermann pointed out, however, that an examination of Luke 22:15-18, 

Mark 14:12-18a. 22-24. 25; 1 Corinthians 11:23b-25, 26; Luke 22:19-20; 

Luke 22:28-30 1ends support to the view that Luke 22:19-20a and Luke 

22:15-18 represent a pre-Lucan combination. 350 

On the basis of his source-critica1 ana1ysis of Luke 22:15-20a 

Schuermann concluded that the eucharistie traditions of the New Testament 

could be traced back to an Aramaic archetype. 351 Before the tradition 

was divided into the Lucan-Pauline and Marcan branches, it had fonmed a 

combination with the accaunt of the Passover (Luke 22:15-18), This ~arly 

combination of~the two accounts. Luke 22:15-18 with 19-20a became part of 

the passion narrative. 352 

Schuermann also held that the pericope luke 22:15·18 must have 1 
,1 

/ 
j 
1 
j 

/ 
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had an introduction which wou1d serve ta indic~te the pascha1 character 

of the last meal. 353 rrhis introduc'tian is not represented by Luke 22:7-14, 

WhlCh must be considered as a Lucan redaction of Mark. 354 The passage 

Luke 22:7-14 has displaced an original lntraduction, Luke.22:X, which is 

ldentica1 with Mark 14:12_18a. 355 In other words, the original intro-

duction to the old pre-Lucan Passover narrative lives on in the secondary 

expansion Mark 14:12-1&a, which Luke had revised. being inf1uenced by Mark 

11: 1-7ff. 356 

a) Critica1 appraisal 

The primary purpose of Schuermann's traditio-historical analysis 

was ta recover the ipsissima verba Qt:Jesus. In the pursult of this task. 

Schuermann had ta move from suppositions to probabilities. from an ac­

cumulation'of probabilities to moral certainties. 357 In the light of 

these methodological reflections. the hypothetical nature of Schuermann's 

analysis comes into view. Contrary to Jeremias. 358 Kuhn~359 and others 
'" ./ 

who were convinced of the originality of the MaJ'éan account of instjtution. 

Schuermann set o~t to prove the even greater originality of the Lucan 
36 ,-

account. 0 Convinced of the great age of this tradition. Schuermann 
~ 

a1so attempted ta prove the existence of a pre-Lucan. non-Marcan form 

of the passion story:36l In his opinion. ft is very probable that such 

a passion story did exi'st. 362 

Did Schuermann reach h1s basic objective? In Schweizer's363 

opinion. Schuermann has shown it to be very probable that Luke 22:15-18 

.represents an old account of the last mea1 of Jesus without words of 
i 

ins~itutjon. He even hel~ that verses 15-18 correct1y des~ribe the 

historica1 situation of the ffrst tordis ~upper in the primitive Christian 

a AiJ4 

'. 
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community.364 He agrees with Schuermann that the Pauline-Lucan tradition 

is older than the one represented by Mark and Matthew. 365 

W· t 366 kt' 1 th S h' b t th 1 t f ln er was more s ep lca an c welzer a ou e resu S 0 

Schuermann's analysis. In Winter'ç opinion. considerable weight of ar-

h f S h l' t . 36 7 gument presses agalnst t e acceptance 0 c uermann s propOSl lon. 

He preferred not to offer any counter-arguments. 368 He did pOint out. 
''" 

though, that we may never be able ta disentangle the var;ous strands of 

th t d . t . h t mb . d' h f th . t" 369 Th e ra 1 10n t a are CO lne ln eac 0 e paSSlon S orles. e 

rathe~ complex structure of the Marcan account of the Pa~sover meal seems 

t . t' f h' k .. 370 o JUS 1 Y lS S eptlclsm. 

In the course of his reconstruction. Schuerlllann concluded that 

the Pauline-Lucan Grundbericht largely agrees with the archetype WhlCh 

he had postulated for the Lucan-Pauline and Marcan traditions. 3?1 He 

was quick to point out, however, that the originality of this archetype 

"·is ta be understood in a relative sense. 372 Schuennann had derived this 

archetype by subtracting all secondary elements of redaction~hich çame 

into focus as the result of a comparison of the Pauline-Lucan with the 

Marcan-Matthean tradition. 373 This reeonstrueted arehetype, however, is 

not identical with the historieal aceount of the Last Supper. 374 There 

is still a considerable gap between the ,two. 375 In the final analysis 

then, the attempt ta reeonstruet the ipsissima verba of Jesus proved to 

be unsuceessful. Since the actual words of Jesus could not be recovered 

on a traditio-historical basis, Schuermann proposed to apply a differenf 

method. 376 He was hopeful that a firm bas1s for understanding the words 

of Jesus mig~t be reached by examining Jesus' actions at the last 

Supper. 377 

While Schuermann's attempt to recover the ips1ss;~a verba of 
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Jesus on a traditlo-historical basis has proved to be unsuccessful, he 

has made out a goad case for the hypothesis that the Lucan account of 

the Eucharist belongs to an independent strand of the tradition. 378 In 

other words, the Lucan account cannat be considered as a compilation of 

Marcan and Pauline elements. Luke has instead relied upon a pre-Pauline 
379 liturgical source. 

2. The Marcan account is the oldest 

While Schuermann had attempted to defend the originality of the 

Lucan text,380 Jeremias held that this position was untenable. 381 

Jeremias, however, did not fail ta utilize Schuermann's arguments in 

support of his own thesis. Unfortunately, he has not dealt with the 

basic hypothesis concerning Luke 22:15-18 as an orlgina1 Passover 

account. 382 

In his search for the ipsissima verba of Jesus, Jeremias a1so 

analyzed the var;ous strands of the eucharistie tradition in the New 

Testament. He did sa by applying the form- and literary-critical 

methods. 383 

He started his investigation with a literary-critical' analysis 
<t-

of the passion narrative in order to determine·the position of the ac-

count of the Last Supper within the framework of that narrative. 384 His 

ana lys i s shows that thé passion narrati ve has p,assed through certai n 

stages of dev~lopment.385 On the assumption that 1 Corinthians 15:3b-5 

represents the i'11tia1 stage 1 the following pattern of development emerges: 

1. The early kerygma 1s to be understood as the first stage of the 

development. 386 

2. The short account of the passion narrative forms the second stage of 

i, .... 

, 

J 
, 
} 
) 
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387 
ThlS lS fo11owed by the long account. 

3. The present form of the passion narrative as found in the four gospels 

. f . .. f 388 represents an expans10n 0 a more prlmlt1ve orm. 

A very similar pattern of development ean be discerned when the 

individual accounts of the Last Supper are being sUbjected to the detailed 

serutiny of literary criticism, resulting in the following picture: 389 

• 1. The words of lnterpretatlon form the earliest part of the eucharistie 

accounts (Mark 14:22-24 par.). They can be traeed baek to the early 
390 kerygma. 

2. The announcement of the betrayal (Mark 14:17-21) constitutes an 

orig1nal part of the long account, being attested by al1 four gospers. 391 

3. Everything ~1se is part early special tradition. part composition, and 
. 392 part expans1on. 

The account of the institution of the Lord's Supper circulated 

as an independent piece of tradition, as is evidenced by l Corinthians 

11:23_25. 393 Jeremias argued that verse 23 can only be understood in the 

sense that the chain of the tradition goes back to Jesus. 394 On the basis 

of his 1iterary-critical analysis, Jeremias gain~d two important results: 

(1) the independence and antiquity of the tradition has been estab1ished,395 

jnd (2) the eucharistie accoun}s represent the resu1t of a living prqcess 

of growth in the tradition. 396 

Jeremias was a150 concerned to show that the se eucharistie accounts, 

which had been transmitted as an independent tradition, have been inf1u­

enced .by liturgical usage in many ways.397 It is very important to rec-
\ 

ognize that the eucharistie words of Jesus can only be obtained in the 

form of liturgical texts. 398 Accord1ng to Jeremias. it is even more im­

portant to realize that an examination of the liturg1ca1 influence upon 
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the transmlssion of the eucharlstlc words, points to a pre-liturgieal 

stratum of the tradition. 399 In the light of these conslderations and 

with the help of the literary-critical method, Jeremias maintained 

h ,. t h 1 db' b 1 th' . 1 t d . t . 400 t at s ou e pOSSl e to recover e onglna ra 1 10n. 

Having decided that the longer Lucan reading, 19b-lO is authentic, 

Jeremias ;s now in the position to compare the eucharistie words of 

Jesus in the five texts. 401 The purpose of this investlgation was to 

reconstruct the oldest attainable form of the tradltion. 402 On the 

basis of his analysis, he concluded that the Marcan account appears to 

be the oldest form, because of its strong Semltic speech colouring. 403 

The Lucan form, on the other hand, shows s1gns of assimilation ta Greek 

style. 404 In the Pauline aceount, this trend is even more strongly pro-

nounced. These results are of real importance as one seeks to deter­

mine the age of the tradition of the eucharistic words. 405 

A literary analysis of the Marcan and Pauline-Lucan accounts 

indicates that both traditions can be traced back ta a common eucharistic 

tradition. which may be the Grundform of both texts. 406 This Grundform 

was probably formulated in Aramaic or Hebrew. 407 The Marcan account, 

however. has preserved an older tradition than the Pauline-Lucan 

accounts. 408 In Jeremias· opinion, ft is closest to the original tra­

dition. It probably belongs to the first ,decade after the death of 

'Jesus.409 

The results of Jeremias· minute investigation, however. do not 

agree with those of an equally careful examination of the evidence by 

Sehuermann,. who conel uded that the Lucan text has presèrved a more 

primitive traditi'on than the Marcan account of the Eucharist. 410 

Jeremias. found Schuennann·s hy,?othesis untenable. claiming thatl,the 

i#~.""""""""----
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Lucan form reveals a stronger tendency of grecizlng th an the Marcan 

t t 
411 

ex , A comparison of Luke 22:18 with ro1ark 14:25 will certainly 

l d t h · h . 412 en suppor to t lS t eS1S. 

As to the cOllllland ta repeat the rite, the question concerning 

"its origln has come into focus. Here the question arises: "Is it a 

cOl1ll1and given by Jesus, or did it develop from the meal practices of the 

early church, which in turn put l";t into the mouth of Jesus?,,413 Since 

there exists a close relationship between the comnand to repeat the rite 

and the Passover ritual, it is highly probable that the cOllllland may even 

origin~te with Jesus himself. 414 

On the whole, the substance of the tradition has not been tam-

per~d with, because the pr;~itive Semitic tradition can be traced back 

to the first decade of the lifetime of Jesus. 415 In fact, there are 

! certain expressions in the eucharistie words which bring US into touch 

with the historical Jesus. 416 

l.Ar?vAr~IÎ". This idiom, which neither has any paralle1s in 

Jewish 1iterature nor in all of the New Testament writings, except in 

the gospels. must be original with Jesus. 417 

" 
2. ~~ (Luke 22:16). The frequency of the passive for the circumlo­

cution of the name of God. as it is found in the words of Jesus in the 

five 1ines of the tradition, 1s also unparalleled. Theretore, Jeremias 
, 418 conc1uded that this must be an indication as to how Jesus spoke. 

3. Fi naHy, JElremias held that the predilection for s imil itudes. com­

parisons and parabo1ic exp~essions in the words of interpretation are 

unique with Jesus.4l9 

\ 
In the~ight of these observations, Jeremias concluded that the 

commen core' of,the tradition of the Lord's Supper is preserved to' us in 

Li &~J( 
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a very reliable form. 420 

Jeremias' thesis that the Marcan aceount of the Eucharist repre-

sents .the oldest form of the tradition is to be questioned. As Lessig 

has rightly pointed out. the number of Semitisms in a glven text does 

not allow us tO.draw any conclusions regarding the temporal distance of 

h · f' t 421 t 1 S text rom 1 5 source. 

Furtherm9re, Jeremias' thesis that the common core of the tra-

dition is preserved in a reliable form, because several idiomatie ex-

pressions are unique with Jesus is unconvincing. 

3. The Pauline account is the oldest 

The priority of the Pauline account of the Eueharist went un-

ehal1enged until Jeremias published the first edition of Die Abendmahls­

worte Jesu, in 1935. 422 Until then, most New Testament scholars had been 

convinced that the Pauline version was the oldest eucharistie account. 423 

What are the basic reasons in support of the greater origina1ity of the 

. Paul ine version of the Eucharist? 

1. From a literary point of view, the Pauline account is the older. 424 

2. Bornkamm,425 in agreement with ~rxsen426 and Neuenzeit427 has de-
• 

cided in favour of the Pauline account, because of the short phrase ~~T~ 

rO d8rrv~ 60. f , which appears only in the Pauli'ne aecount and in the 

longer text of Luke. 428 

3. In accordance with his basic thesis of the two eucharistie tYPéS, 

Lietzmann maintained that the apostle Paul was the originator of the 

second type of the Euc~arist.429 The real understanding of the Eucha-
• 

r;st, however, came to him by special revelation. 430 In this connec- • 

tion it should be pointed out that Loisy held the view that the apostle 
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h 1 . bd' l ' 431 Paul had received the W 0 e account of instltutlon y lrect reve atlon. 

In support of his thesis. Loisy had pointed to Galatians 1:12. where the 

apostle Paul aùthenticates "h1s G9spel" on the bas;s of a direct reve­

lation fram Jesus Christ. 432 This revelation, Loisy held, had come to 

Paul during a personal encounter with Jesus Christ on tre road to 

Damascus. 433 Loisy's view 1s now no longer accepted. 

In his crltiçism of Lietzmann's position that the command to 
434 repeat the rite constitutes the substance of the revelation, Lohmeyer 

argued that the language of this whole account is un-Pauline. On1y 
Ile 1 

here do we fi nd words such as ONott'V?6IS or O6OCI(U; and phrases such as 

,Âf~ 10 d8rv?~,. On ly here the word TOfrJfdotblt i s used in the 
l , 

absolute sense, while~~ octurs on1y once more in Romans 8:26. 

No parelle1 for the address KUroc.~160ÛC; can be found in a Pauline or 

Synoptic narrative. 435 

, 
These linguistic peculiarities are an indication that the Pauline 

account. 1 Corinthians 11~23ff, appears in a special form. 436 It is a 
"'" 

single story of the same kind, which can also be found in the Synoptie 

tradition. 437 The form and colour of the sentences are determined by 

liturgiea1 practice. Therefore, the narration, if onè may still call"" 

it a narration, begins with the ad~ress Kéfo,/r16OVtj.436 This is 

a150 the reason why everything 1s omitted which may emphasize the unique­

ness of'a particular event. We are not told, f~r instance, who were the 

former meal companions of Jesus, nor what,they did with the bread and 
439 .JIL~IL. 

the c~. Furthennore, the word llaFOIOooo;ll points to the eschato-

logical enigma of God accord1ng ~o which the Son of Man will be delivered 

into tAe hands of s'1nners. 440 More specific-ally, the hour of Gethsemane 

i s the ni ght when he was "handed over. Il and duri ng this n 1 ght of escha-
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tological secret, was born the eschatological grace of the Lord's 

supper. 44l Therefore. it ;s understandable that the uniqueness and 

eschatalogical validity of this event can hardly be described in more 
442 depth and greatness. In the true sense of the ward, the Pauline 

account of t~e Eucharfst represents an etiological cult legend. 443 

A number of scholars444 have challenged Lietzmann's theory of 

a direct revelation on the b~sis ot the terminology found in 1 CQrinthians 

23a. They have argued ~hat ln the introducJion )Er~ rr T'af~at>ov' &,., 
'" 1 (l' ,~i .. c" 

rOIJ f(lJp'OUOl(t)'lrra~rztUI"V the apostle has employed the rabbinical 

termini technici l~fJï? and~ 70T> for transmitting the tradition.
445

/ 

On the basis of a careful examination of the terminology employed 

by the ~postle. Marxsen concluded that the lingu;stic evidence hardly 

f th th f d · t 1 t' 446 avours e eory 0 a 1 ree reve a 1 on. In Neuenzeit's opinion, 

from a philo1ogical point of view it cannot be deeided whether in 

1 Corinthians 11:23 one has ta assume a dirèct or indirect revelation 

"from the lord. ,,447 

While Cu11mann448 agrees with the majority of scholars that 
, . 

Corinthians 11:23 does'not refer to a vision. but rather to a tradi-

ti on of the church, he di ffers as regards the words "from the Lord." 

He attempted to interpret them within the framework of the whole problem 

Of~61t; in the New Testament:449 Acc..ordin.g to Cullmann's defini­

tion, the title ki.f'~ can refer to the historical Jesus as the chronolo-
. 450 . 

gical beginning and the first link of the tradition. It can also refer 

t~ the exalted Lord as the real author of the whole trad1tion. 451 In 
Cullrnann's opinion. this hypothesis best explains St. Paul's direct • 

identification of the ~~. w1th the ~ .452 He holds that in the 

, transmissi.on of his words by the apostles. the Lord himself is at Wbrk, . 

=2 
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453 not a human agent. On thlS basls, the dlstrlbutlon between the trans-
" 

rllSS10n of the facte; and thelr theologlcal lmportance lS hardly Justlfled 
\. 

The Lord reveals bath aspects ta the apostle Paul. the lmmedlate 

wltness. 454 

455 ln rjeuenzelt's OplnlOll, Cullmann's exposltlon 15 nat elear-eut. 

For lnstance. he fé\lls to dlstlng'J1Sr between transmlSSlon and lnterpre-

tatlon Thus, he lS ètle t0 flnct an ~xplanatlon that ln Corlnthlans 

11 .23a Paul has recelved hlS tradltlon from the Lord and fram the apos­

talle tradltlon at the same tlme. 456 Accordlng to Neuenzelt. no eVl-

dence is needed ln support of the V1ew that ln transmlttlng the apastal1c .. 
kerygma, Paul acted sub ass1stentia Spirltus Sanctl But ln l Corlnthlans 

11 :23a hlS pnmary concern was ta fix the startlng-po1nt of h1S tradl-
457 

tl0n. Whl1e the aspect of the cooperatlon of the Splrlt of Chrlst ln 

the process of transmission cannot be 19nored, lt lS important to recog-

h h . b . h h 1 f .. 458 nlze t at t lS process lS su Ject to t e uman aws 0 transmlSSlon. 

Therefore. it is impossible to equate paradosis with the kurios. 459 

. 
As to the question where and when the apostle Paul had recelved 

the tradition, Bornkalll11460 pOinted to the time of Paul's sOJourn at 

Antioch, beforê he engaged in his missionary task. The formulae of 

l Corinthians 11 and )5. which Paul had recelved at Antioch, were probably 

k t th h h f h . t th b . .~ f th ft' 461 nown 0 e cure 0 t at cIty a e eglnnlng 0 e or les . 
... 

These observations, however, are mere1y hypothetical. Sorne have argued 

that Paul may have come in contact with the tradition during his flrst 

visit to Jerusalem in the year 35 or 37 A.D. This argument is based on 

Ga1atiarts 1:18. 462 

In"harmony with his thesis that the Lucan account of inHitution 

neither ~presents a post-canonica1 form of the tradition, nor a Lucan 
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compl1ation based upon l Cor;nthlans 11:23b-25 and Mark 14:22-24, , 
Schuermann a ttempted ta show that Paul had drawn upan a pre-Paul i ne 

463 source. 

Schuermann f;nds support for hlS thesls on the bas;s of a 

number of llngulst:1C features in l COrlnthlans 11 :23_25:
464 

1. The descri pt 10n of the table ri te "he took bread, broke 1 tard 

gave thanks" seems to be part of an establlshed tradltion.
465 

'" 
2. In most lnstances. Paul uses the verb GVX~f/~V with the object 

in the datlve rather than absolute1y, as ln 1 Corinthians 11:24. 466 The 

use of the verb wi thout the object may indi cate depèndence upon an 

467 . 468 Aramalc Vorlage. Schuermann ho1ds that it is probably a Semltlsm. 

ln the apostollC chur ch the verb may have became a terminus technlCus. 

In the Greek speaking churches lt was probably known in ltS pre-Pauline 
) / 

farm. Therefore, i t i s rather improbable that the verb t8J~C(f'6,6Q'C, 

. 24' f Pl' .. 469 ln verse lS a au lne ong1n. 

3. Nowhere does Paul introduce a di rect speech wi th I<CY; e1Jat .470 
, c.' c.. .... 

4. The participial phrase 10 CItf~"'~ is not a new creation by the 

apostle Paul, ,but rather the transformation of a phrase. which is also 

atte:ted Ill- Mark '4~ Luke 22: 19b. 471 The Lucan farm ro umf 
d,do~()V, however, i5 probably more original than the Pauline form. 472 

5. With the possible exception of Romans 7:4, the phrase (j~ 7tiJArtsTÔU 
15 used by Paul as a deiignation for the Christian corrmunity,473 

6, ~+.,6~ is found in Paul's writings here only,474 AcCording to 

Schuermann 1 th; 5 observation ; s of 1 i ttle importance, because the wbrd 

occurs elsewhere in the New Testament only in Hebrews 10:3. 475 In 

- 476 Schuennann's opinion, Paul would probable have wr;ttent"~/qV ~élV 
, l , • , 477 < 

7. The t.J6CtUT"'c, was probable more original th an the ktt'.,,~ , 
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B ~rO w1th the infinitive is found in Paul here only.478 -
:. Only in the Pauline eup-worq is the new dlf~~(7 eonnected with the 

sgcnficial death of Jesus.
479 

In V1ew of the faet that Paul makes only 

a few referenees to the new dia~..heke, th1S argument lS hardly signi­

flcant. 480 It is lmportant to notlce. hawever, that the understandlng 

of Jeremlah 31:3lff in 1 Connthlans 11:25 ;s d1fferent fram the one 

found 1 n other texts, where Paul refers to the same passage. 481 Just as 

ln Jerem; ah 31 : 31 , in the eup-word the d,~f(1 concept con veys the origi-

nal meaning of the eschatologi cal candi tion of fulflllment. 482 On the 

-

other hand, in texts such as Romans 11:27, 2 Corinthians 3:4-18, Ga1atlans 

4:24, Paul lS think1ng of an order which is already present on earth but 

t t th S . . t . d 483 con rary 0 e lna1 lC or er. 

- ' 10. The phrase mutO ro TTV"I(IOV exhibits pre-Paullne features. In 

connect; on with Gersdorf' S research. Schuermann poi n ted out that in 

, . - 484 
forty-nlne cases. Paul has ouroS ,Cl4 and rouro after the noun., 

On1y in Romans 13:9.2 Corinthians 2:10; 1:15; 8:7; 11:17; has he put it 

485 ~ 
before the noun. In the 1ight of his examination of','these 1inguistic --. 
pecu1iarlties" Schuer'mann had to admit that in sorne instances it was im­

\ 

possible to det6ine their pre-Pauline usage. 486 But, if the evidence 
') 

is being considered in its cumlt1ative foree,";t becomes highly probable 

that these basic e1ements belong to a pre-Pauline stage of the 

deve1opment. 487 

In Taylor's opinion •. Schuermann has made out a good case for the 

hypothesis that in 1 Corinthians 11:23-25 Paul i5 editing an e~rlier 

liturgical source. 488 He a1so seems to infer that Schuermann's hypo­

thesis was strengthened by the results of Jeremias' researches, since 

Jeremias had reached the same conclusions, as Schuermann. 489 

'. 
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A d . J . 490 th Pl' t f th L d ' S ccor 1 ng to ereml as, e au 1 ne a ccoun 0 e or s up-

pei" contai ns ldioms forei gn to Paul. Therefore, Luke di d not necessari ly 

reproduce l Cori nthi ans , l : 24b-25, but may have drawn upon a pre-Paul i ne 

491 liturgical source. Both Jeremi as and Schuermann he l d that Luke shows r) 
492 

dependence upon a pre-Pauline liturglcal source. 

As we have already pointed out. ?chuermann had attempted to prove 

that Luke dld not edit material from l Corinthians 11:24b-25. 493 He 

defended the view that the Lucan construction 76 urr~ 0fW" dld6féVO V 

{ \ c _ 

is to be preferred to the Pauline phrase rou~uiUùV , because the lat-

ter represents an almost intolerable difficulty.494 

Accordlng to Neuenzeit.~5 from a literary-critical standpoint, 

the lectio dlViclllor is to be preferred to the smoothe~ Lucan ver­

sion. 496 In his opinion, Schuenmann's argument that the Pauline form 

represents a shortened fonn of t,he more complete Lucan verSlon 1S " 

untenable.
497 

Since the participle conveys the idea of devotion, it 

woul d have greatly strengthened Pauli s argul1WJ1tati on. 498 An Dm; ss i on 

of the participle, on the other hand, would obviously have made an under­

standi ng of the text more difficul t. 499 }herefore, Schuermann can only 

appeal to his stylistic observation as evide~,"'br the priority of ,the 

~can Phras~.500 Sehuerman~'s argumentation brings a basic methodflogi-
501 ~ . 

cal problem into foeus. 'He seems to have plaeed much emphasis upon 

the Synoptics and their sources;.but he has hardly done any justice to 

the transmitted pieces of the Pauline tradition. 502 

According to Schuermann, the omission of the copula in Luke 22:20a 
4. 

is another c1ear indication that Luke is faithfully following his Aramaic 

Vorlage. 503 Neuenzeit, who strongly defended the priority of the Pauline 

account of institution, pointed out that in the mouth of Jesus. the word 

\ 
\ 

\ 
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of instltution could not have ~tained a copula, beeause only in the 

later Aramalc was thlS copula reproduced by hü. 504 As to the Pauline 

and Lucan accounts. this is of l,ttle significance, since both had al-

ready been formulated in Greek during the pre-Lucan or pre-Paullne stage 

~ of the development. But Slnce the copula is present in the Lucan bread-
li. 

word. it would be lnconceivable for the Luean account as a whole to be 

closer to its Aramaic source than the Pauline verslon. 505 Furthermore, 

lt is possible to assume that Luke himself had omitted the copula for 

stylistic reasons. 506 

ln connectlon with Schuermann's preference for the Lucan posses­

sive Phrasebrf!JC:I'r"fov to Paul's iLlr~€I'i:( O"fri.Tf , Neuenzelt 

has argued that the possessive pronoun i~the Lucan eup-word may not 

necessarily be of pre-Lucan origin. 507 lt cou1d a1so be explained as 

a stylistic adaPtation. 508 Schuermann's argument that the possessive 

pronoun was transposed by Paul for the purpose of accentuating the con­

cepts 6WftQ and (1ïtq fails to ,be convincing. Any attempt by the apostle 

Paul to change the cul tic formula would have resulted in a loss of his 

authority. He would have put himself on the same level with the liber­

tines at Corinth. who were carelessly handling the normative material 

based on revelation. 509 

Neuenzeit pointed out that on the basis of traditio-historical 

considerations~ may pâ'concluded that the 'pauline conception of the 

Eucharist 1s not'original with the apostleAlimself. for it is in full , 

agreement with·the primitive apostolic con~ePJrl0n of the Eucharist. 510 

Where the apostle first came into contact with this tradition it 1s im­

pos~le to say. 51' He cited it in his 1etter to the Corinthians in 

the year 4~J50.5l2 Marx,sen was certain. however •. that this tradition 
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can be traced back to the proximity of the historical sltuatlon of the 

Last supper. 513 Consequently, one could hardly assume that during the 

short period of time between the historical supper and Paul's recep-
514 tlon of the tradltion, a change of content shou1d have taken place. 

In the light of these considerations, it seems that a good case 

could be made~ut for the hypoth~sis that the Paullne account of the 

Eucharist represents the oldest attainable tradltion of the Eucharlst. 

The Form of the Eucharistie Words 

1. Grouping of the texts 

On the basis of a careful comparison of the eucharlstic texts, 

scholars have recognized that the four accounts can be grouped lnto 

~ ----/ two main strands of the tradition. 515 On one hand, Paul and Luke show 

a very close relationship.516 In SChuermann's511 opinion, both represent 

two independent forms of one and the same stream of the tradition which 

was probably circulating at Antioch. 518 The source of this tradition, 

however, is Palestine. 519 We will have to decide which of these, two 

forms represents the older one. 

On the other hand, the accounts of Mark (14:22-25) and Matthew 

(26:26-29) seem to be closely related, because of the striking resem­

blances whichcan be d.iscovered in these two forms. 520 In Betz's521 

opinion, Palestine seems to be the home of this strand of the tradition. 

1 'Benoit522 has po1nted to Jerusalem as home of the Marcan account, while 

Lessig5Z3 contended that Caesarea must be considered as the starting­

point for the two-traditions of Mark (Roman) and Matthew (Syrian). In 

SPf te of these di fferences between .,.the two strands of the tradi ti on, 

, 

LE ... ) ;g W3,2M'Wig ccgi 
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scho1ars have found good reasons in support of the thesls that the 

dlfferent text-forms represent a further developwent of a basic core 

of the tradition. 524 At this pOlnt, the question must be raised: "Wlll 

,t be possible to determine the aldest, attainable form of the tradltlOn 

and to recover the commOfl archetype of the vé\riant forms of the tradltlon?" 

In arder ta answer thlS question we must examlne (1) the bread-
c , 

and cup-words, (2) the urrt:f -phrases. (3) the command to repeat the rite, 

an~(4) the eschatological prospect. 

2. The bread-word 

In connection with the bread-word, we observe that with the 

exception of the nan-semltlc position of the pronoun in the Paullne phrase, 

a 11 tex ts transmit the l ogi on: roûro ~6T1V}-D 6iJta fOV .525 Patsch has 

pointed out that the same sentence is a1so found in John 6:51c, with the 

exception that here the roüro is paraphrased and 6éy~ has taken the place 

526" ~ 
Of(J~. It remains uncertain, however, whether~l"7 represents a 

- 527 translation variant of 64J)'a. 

A glance 'at the Marcan tradition reveals the presence of an 

invitation to take (MarkA~~; Matthew A&~,~).528 This in­

vitation is missing from the Lucan-Pauline tradition. 529 But here we 
l C \ Co "-

fi nd the phrase 10 Urrr U!t.()~ and the conmand to repeat the ri te. Luke 

adds the oIld~"ov.530 In Matthew, a ~ was added, whicQ appears as 

~ a parallel form tovi~.531 
• 

At thi 5 point the questi on arises. "How did the imp~rati ve 

originate?" In Lessig's opinion, this invitation "to take" was first 

; ntrOduced when the break; ng of bread as a culti c acti on found i ts way . ~-

into circles which were not acquain~ed with the Jewish rite. 532 He has 

) 
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also dlrected our attention te the lnscriptlon on the Jewlsh golden beaker, 

AA5E E1MI?A . According ta Lessig, this in5crlption 15 an ind1catlon that 

h t t k t Judalsm. 533 u·th S h 534 te lnvlta 100 to a e was eus omary ln v.l C uermann, 

Patsch eonJectured that oflginally thi5 invltation lOto take" formed part 

of the Lucan trêldltion (Luke 22:17). For l1turgical reasons it was trans­

posed ta the ward of institution ln Mark 14:22. 535 The hypothetical na­

ture of the se various attempts to explain the origln of;l~ is ap-

parent. None of them may be eonsidered to be a satisfactory answer to 

our questlon. Slnce it is only of ïninor importance, we will, therefore, 

foeus our attention upon the~~- phrases. 

t \ 

3. The urrr -phrases 
~ \ 

The UTef-fPhrases are of real importance, for they are theolog1-

cally motivated. 536 The addition to the Pauline bread-ward reads: TID 

ùffir UfWV .537 In Luke 22:19 the~wf phrase lS supplemented by the 

'. d JI' 538 l h ' .. particlple IO~V.. n t e Marcan-Matthaean tradlt10n, the bread-
(\. 539 

word appears without theurrr- phrase. If one does not try to explain 

" 
the omission of this phrase in term,s of an attemPf to create a speclally 

short formula, then one must assume that originally the bread-ward was 

. th t th 't .. t' h 540 Th· l . h . b Wl ou e ln erpreta lve prase., lS exp anatlon, owever, 15 y 

no means convincing. Betz, on the other hand, argued that originally the 

phrase was indispensable. 541 It was omitted as saon as the Lord's Supper 

became a very familiar rite to the Christian co~unity.542 But why did 

Mark retain it in conneetion with the eup-word? In Lessig ' s
543 opinion, 

it is conceivable that originally the bread$ord was without an inter-

., pretative phrase. It was probably missin.g \rom the eup-word as well. 

Only at a later ti~, was ft added to the already transformed Caesarean 

, , 

Lli. 
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version of the eup-word. From here it found its way into the Antioehene 

traditlon. 544 In the Pauliné aeeount, it moved to the bread-word, whlle \ 

545 in Luke 1 t was a ttracted to both the bread- and cup-words. In sup-
l 

port of the Vlew that the interpretative phrases in the Antiochene tra-

dl t i on are l ater than those of the Caesarean tradl t ion, Less i 9 argued 

- ~ - 546 that the Marcan nvUeùv 15 more original than the Antloeheneutwv. 

According to Betz, the Marcan rrriJ.,dJv ie; a 5emitlsm which lS to be under-

547 stood in an lnclusive sense, for it embraces the many. 
c • 548 

Wlth regard to the original position of theurrt('-phràse, Marxsen 

env1sioned the following cour(e of development. The Pau11ne account con­

si5ts of a double equation: éfo~ . ~ and TrO~roV · dl~1 (€-v Ti;; 

't~ qlrn. 51 nee 6r and d~/«( are not correspondi ng terms, Marxsen 

argued that the first part of the equatlon required a different accentu-
~ 

ation for the purpose of creating a parallelism. This resulted in the 

fo 11 OWl ng eq'ua t ion: Ofroc, . ~~ and tro1rov ::: cI~ .549 Th 15 equa t ion 

is fourld in Mark. According to Marxsen, this does not mean that the 

Marcan form had developed out of the Pauline version. In Marxsen's 
. 

opinion, it is possible to assume that in the primal form, the second word 

of ; nterpretation aimed at the d~; concept. Thi s fonn i s preserved 

in 1 Corinthians '11. Since the Pauline versio1 represents the more dif­

fieu\f reading, it must be considered as the o~der form of the tradi­

tion. 550 In the 1ight ~f this consideration it will be possible to make 
~ \ 

some judgment concerning the original location of theu"r -phrase. On 
, 

the assumption that the original eup-word was tra,nsf'ormtll into a cup-blood 
<l' 

, ' 

j 

word, it can ea,si ly be seen that the interpretative participle ~UVVOrltV()" 
_f' 551 ( , 552 

moved toot~ . The participle in turn attracted the U7r~ -word. 

Mar~sen held that in the archetype the ~ ~~ was conneeted with 

) 
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l' ( 

the bread-word. In the Paullne tradition it was changed lnto a UrTlfUfevv, 

Whlch ln its Semltic form of the archetype, moved to the wine-word in the 

Marcan tradition. 553 

Contrary to Marxsen, Schuermann frgued that the Lucan version is 
li 

to be preferred ta that of Paul. 554 In his opinion, the Pauline phrase 

cannot be.original because a retranslation 1nto Aramaic 15 hardly 

possible. 555 On the other~ hand, thedld"rHOV would be indispensable 

in Aramaic. 556 From a grammatical point of V1ew, it would be eas;er to 

as~ Paul has shortened the attributive form rather th an that 

Luke has supplemented it. 557 Oppos;ng Schuermann, Neuenzeit argued that 

from a literary-critical point of view, preference should be given ta the 

more dlfficult reading. 558 Thus, in basic agreement with Marxsen, he 

defends the greater originality of the Pauline tradition. He ra i sed the 

d J' 559 question: "Why should Paul have olnitted the 100ra"'V?" In Neuenzeit's 

opinion, the omission of the participle would have made the understanding 

of the text more difficult. 560 In the ljght of these considerations, 
. \ 

Schuermann's arguments are hardly convincing. They become even less 

persuasive in connection with the cup-word. 561 

\ 

/ Schuermann admi ts that there i s a coherence between Luke 22: 20b 

~nd Mark l4:24b. 562 Since in his opinion Mark 14:24b was hardly derived 
, ft;" 

-' From Luké 22:20b, he therefore considers the possibility of Lucan redac-

t10n of Mark 14:24b. 563 Schuermann himself was well aware of the fact 

that this conjecture 1s not without problems. But at least it must be 

considered as a posS~ility.564 He has outlined the traditio-historical 
Co \ 

, development of the lJtlf -phrases as follows: In Schuenmann's opinion, .1<, 

there can be no doubt that the Lucan participial phrase. Luke 22:l9b, 

represents the original form. 565 ln the primal st4ges of the tradition, 

km;. JE UJJ 
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a participial phrase was also connected with the Marcan bread-word. It 

resembled that of Luke 22:l9b. The original phrase of the Marcan bread-

word, however, moved to+:e Marcan wine-word. where it was transformed, 
) 1 566 

and the partiClple ~vw OV was added. The hypothetical nature 

of Schuermann',s attempt to se'fve' the complex prob..lem of the original 10-
t \ 

catlOn of the vrrr- phrase 1S ObV10US. As a result. it fails to be 

convi nci ng. 

Jeremias,567 on the other hand. has envisioned the following 
( , 

traditlo-historical development of the 4 -phrase. In his opinion. Mark 

is ta be considered as the àldest text. because the participial phrase 

r6 ~VWOf&lfOV ~rir~A4J~ corresponds to the Sem; ti c word arder. 568 

Furthermore. he painted out that ~v represents a Semitism, which 1S 

-~ ( - 569 ' (, , -
oldet th-an the UftJl/. The Pauline short form of 10 u~Vtw" does not 

stem fram a Semit;c tradition, because it cannat be retrans1ated into 

Arama;c. 570 Jeremias a1so maintained that in Hebrew, a pa~ticip1e could 

hard1y be omitted. 57l The short form ~~;W probably goes back to 

p'iul himself.
572 

Or;ginally. the ~ -phrase had formed a part of the 

wine-word.
573 

At this point. we must raise the question. "How does 

Jeremias explain the move of the Uir -phrase from the cup-word to the 

bread-word?" First. he pointed to the aSynl1letry, which he detected in 

the Marcan tradition of the words of interpretation. 574 ln Mark, the 
, 575 bread-word 15 without a theologica1 interpretation. Therefore, the 

emphasis is placed rather one-sfdedly upon the cup_w~rd.576 The empti­

ness which occurred after the bread-word cal1ed for a completion. 

especially in view of a ce1ebrat1on sub una. 577 Hence. a I"o~,ement of the 
<1' , 

~~-phra~e from the wine- to the bread-word is more easily conce1vab1e 
1 _ " 

than the reverse procedure. 578 Jeremias 1 attempt to reconstr,uct the 
" 
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( , 
origlnal position of the u-r -phrase is hardly convinclng. Since both 

the Pauline and Lucan accounts may go back to a common source, it is 
( , 

difficult to undprc;tand why the Lucan aCCOlJnt doublc<; thn v"f -phrasp, 

whi1e in the Paullne account it appears on1y in connection with the bread-

ward. 

With regard to the origlnal position of the~rrf ~phrase, Patsch579 

has attempted the following reconstruction: He suggests that origina11y 
• .. (\ , f".I 

in Luke 22:19b, just as in the Pé\uline text, only the phrase,"T(,~OtwV 

was found. 580 This tradition came into contact with another one of the 
( , 581 

Marcan type, where· the umr -phrase was connected with the cup-word. 
, \ 

In the harmonizing process, the ~ -phrase of ~he eup-word was assimilated 

by the Lucan tradition. 582 The redaction, however, was carried out rather 

1" '", haphazardly, because the gràrrmatical subject is now "'OT~W0(J , whi re the 

10gieal subject~ appears rather awkwardly in the dative. 583 The 
<. ~ 

doubling of the ùJf -phrase is ta be understood as an attempt at harmoni-

zation. 584 This process probably took place as soon as two traditions 

corresponding to the Pauline and Marcan versions met. This does,not 
.' .,..~ 1 

necessarily mean that the Lucan text represents a mixture basea on Mar~ 

and Paul, for it contains parts whieh belong to a pre-Pauline stage. 585 

~ , 
At the pre-Pauline, pre-Lucan stage, the unr -phrase was probably not con-

nected with the cup-word. 586 

'According to Sehuermann, it is possible that Luke hilnself has ad­

ded the participial phrase 1n verse 20b. 587 In agreement with Schuermann. 
<: , 

Patsch has also ma1nta1ned that the Lucan vrr -phrase in conneetron with 

the eup-word can be und~rstood as a secondary addition. S88 But with 

regard to his own reconstruction 1 he had to admit that his criteria are 

insufficient for a decision concernfng the original position of the 

~ 

i 
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r ' 589 
u~ -phrase. 

Q 
4. The cup-word 

In an attempt to reconstruct an archetype of the euchari sti c 

words, scho1ars havi discovered that the c,up--word poses a dlfficult 

prob1em. S90 The interpretation of the eucharistie words seems to de­

pend upon the decision regarding the oldest attalnab1e\farm'of the tra­

dition. 591 ,Thus it will be neeessary to determine whie~of the 

eup-ward is the oldest one. Lessig592 emphasized the differenee between 

the Caesarean and Antiochene forms of the eup-word. In his opinion, the 

~1I"tiochene version of the cup-word -roV7V m lTl)n1PIOV ~ kQ'IV~ dlC(&,1<1 €V 

.~ CiÎtœrf f'tfI} (Luke 22:20) or 1Oüro ro TOn1pIOV 11 /(Ct',v~ d1aéil<.1 é~v 
€v~ J./o/dFt{l Corinthians 11:25) is to be distinguished fram the. 

Caesarean vers i on of the cup-wor,d, wvr6 €:énv ro clitfx /,b'U rij~ Olo'é,f I<'~t; 
(Mark 14:24).593 

According to' Lessig. 594 if special consideration is given to the 
• 

re1igionsgeschicht1iéhe motifs, it is to be admitted that the concept of 

the "New Covenant" is much c10ser to the specifie milieu of Jesus ènd the 
, 

primitive conmunity than the concept "b1oad of the cavenant." He polnted 

out, however. that on the basis'of this consideration one could hard1y 

draw any conclusions with regard to the age of these two versions. 595 

Ano\her religionsgeschichtlicher point"of yiew has been introduced inta 

the discussion. Several seholars held that the drinking of blood was 

regarded by Jews with horror. 596 Sinee the verses describing the i'rlsti­

tution of the Eucharist are repulsive to Jews~ therefore. t~e Antiochene 

597 version df the eup-word was considered to be the more 5ig;na1 one. 

On the other hand, the great number of Semitisms in t'~ Marcan 10910n 

~-----------------~. 
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r 
seems to lend support to the theory that the Marcan version of the cup-

word is the more original one. 59B 

According to Betz,599 linguistic conslderations lend support to 
'" 

the view that the Marcan phrase represents a Jesus-loglon. He was quick 

to point out, however, that the parallel form of the interpretative words 

in the Marcan formula must be regarded as the result of an effort ~o 
• 

transform the origlnal non-parallel form found in the Lucan-Pauline 

tradition. 600 Therefore, the Marcan form must be secondary. Furthermore, 

- " the argument that the two concepts ~-ora belong to the Semitic saCrl-

ficial termlnology, lends no support to the view that the"tlarcan lnter-
..... 

pretative phrases are more original, for in the LXX,OOfGt cannot be 
, 

found as a correlative ofri1fO-' ~stead, one can only find the two con-

cepts ~.J~ or ~_~.60l 
Hi 9gi ns602 ma i ntained that the words. "of the covenant" form no 

part of the original tradition of this saying of Jesus. He reached this 
\ 

conclusion on the following basis: 

In Greek, the expression is rather harsh. The words "of the 

covenant" are probably a later addi,tion ta the reported utterance of 

Jesus for the purpose of interpreting tlmy blood. tl603 The genuineness 

of the phrase becomes even more questionable, when it is realized that' .. 
it cannat be retranslated into Aramaic. 604 Furthennore. the ~xpressiffn'/ 

/ , 
"blood of the covenant" or "covenant blood" in later Judaism was under-

"" stood in the $ense of blood~of circumcision. Therefore. the concept 

"of the covenant" may represe~t a later additiol). 6~5 But while the 
l • 

covenant-concep,t may be a 1 ater addi ti on, Hi ggins ·is convi nced ttlat the 

Marca" eup-ward mus t be 01 der than the one of tHe Pauli ne vers ion. 606 
., 1· 

In Jeremias' opinion. the Pauline-Luean v~rsion of thé·eup-word. 
~ 

.. 
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"ThlS cup lS the new covenant ln my blood,"-Slgnlfles substantlally the 

same th1ng as the words found in the Marcan-Matthaean trad1t1on, "ThlS 

607 
lS my blood of the covenant " From a lwgulStlC pOlnt of Vlew, the 

608 Marcan cup-word may be secondary 
.. 

Wrede, for lnstance, had already 

pOlnted out that a retranslatlon of ~wo genltives appearing ln succes­

S 1 on, such as ln the Marcan cQvenant phrase ro a'fd.ft7V ryc. ~]"K7t:" 
609 creates a problem. In his essay "The Aramaic Underlying ID ~r~ 

TljC; d,(i)~K7$ in Mark XIV:24," Emerton610 maintained that the Marcan 

constructlon would be possible in Syriac. It should be pOlnted-out, 

however, that no solution has been found to this rather complex 

linguistlc problem, as yet. 611 Therefore, we can hardly draw any 

conclUSlon~ as ta the greater originality of the Marcan versIon on 

a lingulstic basls alone. 

Neuenzeit6l2 did not set up any linguistic or literary criteria 
~ . 

to establish the tra~O-h;storical development of the eucharistic 

accounts in the New Testament. He, rather, exam;ned the text, trylng 

to determine ta what extent each text reflects an interest in the glfts 

of salvation, namely in the body and blood of the Lord. On the basls 

of these,criteria, he determined that the·Pauline conception of the 

Eucharist was less developed than the Marcan conception. He concluded 

that the Pa~ne version must be older than the Marcan one. 6l3 

Neuenzeit's method of arranging the eucharistie texts of the 
, f 

New Te\tament has a ~ef1nij:e 'ad:a_"'~~~.9Y~..r_.~~literary-erit;cal analysis 

of the texts, for it 15 fa~éS5 complicated. On the other hand, we 

can scarcely discern anY/Ubswntial difference between the ~1arean and 

Pauline wards of in~tation with regard ta the interest in the body 
v .. ---..... .. __ / 

and blood of the Lord. Hi s criteri a. therefore. are hardly adequate for 

" , 
\ -

• 
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separatlng the eucharistic texts of the New Testament on a hlstorlcal 

development baS1S. 

In an attempt to determine the origlnal form of the cup-word , 

on a llterary-critlcal basis, Patsch was concerned to fi~d out whether 

614 the Pauline-Lucan verSlO~ may have been derlved from the Marcan form. . 

Then, he reversed the procec;s, in order ta see whether the Marcan form 

represents a further development of the Pauline-Lucan verslon. J,He held .-
that if one of these two transpositlons would prove to be more se'nslble 

than the other, an important criterion ~ould have been gained. 615 In ... 
Patsch's OplnlOn, the one who wanted to express in the Marcan text that 

" ~ the covenant ;s to be understood in terms of the INew'Covenant." could 

hardly have i nserted the attribute, because the phrase l S al ready over-

616 charged. In the light of later liturgies it is possible to determine 

how this phrase would sound in the Greek: i)T~c, I<CtlV7C; dld~K.7c.., .~17 
The one who inserted the phrase must have placed the emphasis upon the 

"New Covenant."618 In Patsch's opinion, it may be stated with cer'tainty: 

"To the one who unders tood the phrase 'my b l ood of the covenant'" (ace. 

to Mark) in the light of Jeremiah 31:31 and who wanted ta see this parti-

cular interpretation in the text, it was an easy step ta make the con­

cept of the d~k1 the 109ical subject. In the light of this transposi­

tion. the further development can be outlined as follows: (1) The 
J - , ~ 

construction wi th e-J) (. Aram. be 1) i (2). The phrase rovro 10 7TOrtiOV • 

which was to define the New Covenant more preciselYi (3) Finally, the 
t \ 1 

deletion of the u-r -phrase. which from the grammatical point of view, 

would nôt only be awkward, but would place the emphasis upon b100d 

a9ain. 619 In conclusion: Patsch pointe .. d out that with the he1p of the 
\ 

key-ward kttIV7 • it i s poss i b 1 e to show ~ 1 ogi ca 1 deve 1 opment from, the 

Il ~ 

Co .JX-=zsz. L . ;; s.&. i) 2 ...... .4.2 Ci, ,., 
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to the Paul i ne-Lucan form of the covenant phrase. 
620 ). 

? 621 
Second trlal: From Paul-Luke to Mark. 

-rouro .,0 VOn1f'OV i 1~/V1 dlcig~ ""1 ~v riiï q7rn fOU 
roiirO É6nv .,0 o5f é{ fOU Tijc. d,a ~ ~ 1 t; 

Accordlng ta Patsch a development from Paul-Luke ta Mark appears 
622 to be more plausible than a development from Mark ta Paul-Luke. S\nce 

the Pauline-Lucan text can loglc~lly be derived from Mark, thlS seems to 

lend support to the view that the Marcan form represents the relatively 

older one. 623 Furthermore. a secondary addition of the attribute 

for the purpose of interpreting the covenant appears to be more plauslble 

than a(~deletion of I<rilV7 ,624 On the basls of such considerations, lt is 

conceivable that the Marcan form of the cQvenant phrase is more original 

than the one of thl pauline-LucaJ trad1tion. 625 Patsch, however, was 

quick to point out that it would be improper ta say that a definlte con-

cl us i on has bee n reached, On the who le, the t~arcan tex t seems to be the 

relatively older one. 626 Therefore. one may be able to outline the 

following development: 
> \,- / 

€6TIV Tt; 6tùta fOU 
~6nv ro a~& f OV "le. d"réfkï~ rD &k(UVVf~ ~ ~~. 627 

- .-
TOUro 

~ 1 

TOvrO 

While Patsch has attempted to demonstrate that the Marcan cove­

nant phrase 1S more original than the one of the Lucan-Pauline tradition. 

his argument is far from being conclusive'. Thus we conclude that scholars 

have been unable to determine the oldest parts of the eucharistie tradi­

tion. Our examination of the command to repeat the rite may serve as a 

further illustration that no certafnty can be gained with regard to the 

oldest attainable form of the 'tradition. 
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5. The eschatologlcal prospect 

The eschatolog1cal prospect lS found ln the Synoptlc accounts of 

the Eucharlst. and in the Paullne account of the Last Supper. 628 The 

Lucan form of the eschatologlcal saying differs from that of the other 

texts ln two ways. (1) lt appears before the account of institution, 

and (2) it occurs ln a double form (verse~ 16 and 18).629 

ThlS dlfference in the form of the eschatologlcal prospect has 

led scho1ars to ralse the question ~oncernir.g ltS origlna1 wordïng and 

position.6~O Thus one must decide whether the Lucan form represents a 

further development of the Marcan-Matthaean tradition or whether the 

esch~tological saying of Mark and Matthew has its basis ;n the Lucan 
631 version of the eschatological prospect. 

While sorne sêho1ars have suggested the idea that Luke 22:15-18 

is to be treated as an independent tradition which the evangelist had 

adopted,632 Lietzmann633 was convinced that these verses are the result 

of a literary construction by the third evangelist. He mai"tained that 

Luke had transferred the Marcan eschatological saying, which fo11ows 

ft th ' th' t th b ' . of t'he mea1. 634 Th a er e saylng over e Wlne. 0 e eglnnlng en, 

he has prefixed a parallel eschatological saying referrjng to the mea1 

as a whole. 635 

According to Higgins, Lietzmann's hypothesis is hard1y tenable, 

betause it i s not a Lucan pract; ce to transpose Mark' 5 order of events. 636 

In his opinion. the esc~atological saying of ~erse 18 has occup;ed dif­

ferent places in the special tradition, which Luke had followed, and ;n 

the Marcan tradit;on. 637 With regard' to verse 16, Higgins maintains that 

it could not be the creation of the evangelist to balarce verse 18, for 

Luke, instead of creating parallelisms, tends ta remove them, whenever 

~\ 
, 

< -, 
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he flnds them ln hlS sources,638 The absence of the flrst eschatologlcal 

saylng ln Mark, can best be explalned on the basts that Mark dld not know 
'-, II· 

lt. 639 The flrst eschatologlcal saylng, WhlCh h~'çl formed part of Luke.'s 
","'-... 11j, 

speclal source, but was absent from the Marcan trad1tl0n, cannot simply 

be considered as a redundant varlation of the second eschatological 

saYlng ln verse 18,640 Therefore, Luke probably represents a tradition 

of considerable value in the sense that he supplements our informatlon 
l ~ , , , 641 

of what took place at the Last Supper. 

Since the doubling of the eschato1ogical prospect can hardly be 
/" 

1 . dl' . t' 1 b' . t b .. 1 642 exp alne on il lterary-crl lca as,s,' may e onglna . It should 

be pointed out, however, that original cannot be equated with historical. 

Higgins has recognized that the present form of Luke 22:15-18 shows traces 

'of Lucan redaction. 643 Bultmann had already indicated that these verses 

do not represent the original account, but rather an editorial revision. 644 

According to Dibelius, the passage Luke 22:14-18, does not rep- ~ 

resent an independent special tradition, but rather a Lucan tradition. 

Since Luke was primari1y concerned ta give a description of a Passover 

meal, therefore. he utilized an announcement of the passion (verse 15) 

and a command of distribution (verse 17). To both verses he added a 

corresponding variation of the eschato1ogica1 saying. Mark 14:25. Thus. 

he combined verses 14-18 with the words of institution. The wtfo1e Lucan 

account, Luke 22:14-20 represents an attempt to historicize the words 

of institution by fitting them into the framework of a Passover meal. 

This Lucan creation resulted in a text. which eontained four aets: 

(1) Passover..--1amb (verses 15 and 16); (2) Passover CUPi (3) .~Bread; 

and (4) Eucharistie cup {verse 20).645 

,-'" 

Jeremias p~inted out that in his passion narrative. luke follows 

• 
!EL ML :a=4$ te 



~ 
,~ . 
l·· 

f 

- 270 -

hlS speclal source. In support of hlS thesls he presented the followlng 

arguments. (1) Wherever ln hlS gospel Luke fol1ows the Marcan account, 

he follows hlS sequence of the perlcopes wlth great preC1Slon. (2) There 

are ofl1y two lnslgnlflcant devlatlonS prlor to the passion narrative: 

Luke 6:17-19,8'19-21. 646 

647 Accordlng ta Jeremlas, Luke WdS an enemy of transposltlOns. 

Therefore, any devlatlon from the arrangement of the material must be 

consldered as an lndlcatlon that Luke does not fo11ow the Gospel of 

Mark. 648 
In the Lucan account of the Last Supper, a number of devlations 

from the Marcan order of the materia1 çan be detected. 649 This proves that 
- .. ..P 

the Lucan account of the Last Supper, beglnning with verse 14, does not 

represent an expanslon of the Marcan text, but that it had its orlgln ln 

proto-luke. 650 Furthermore, the .fact that the unit Luke 22:15-18 exhlbits 

strong 1inguistic and sty1istic pecu1iarlties of the Lucan source. speaks 

against the thesis of Lucan dependence up6n Mark 14:25. 651 

Jeremlas has a150 pointed out tAat ln this passage there are 

numerous Semitisms. 652 . These Semltlsms. Patsch contended, were hard1y 

created by the author himself, who was primari1y concerned to greclze. 

the account. According to Patsch, there are strong indicatTons that 

verses 15-18 represent special materia1. 653 

The thesis of a literary dependence of Luke 22:15-18 upon Mark 

14:25 is unlike1y to be substantiated, because of the rather complicated 

relationship between the Lucan text and the Marcan account of the Last 

supper. 654 It shou1d be pointed out, however, that there 1s a striking 
...., f' 1 

resemblance between the Lucan phrase /(0'/ d~ctri+rcx; fOT?f'OV BJ,{df'6ry6Cr{" 

À<YtWLl 1fC>n7f'OV €:U,fff'616CXC; 
, 

(verse 17) and the Marcan phrase ~I 

(Mark 14:23).655 
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Schuermann he1d that Mark 14:23 shows dependence upon a pre-

Lucan fqrm of Luke 22:17. In hlS oplnlon, Luke 22:15-18 repr2sents a 

comp1ete1y independent account of the Eucharlst 656 

Slnce Luke 22.16 and 18 can hard1y be mad~ plausible as 
. 

expanslons of Mark 14:25 it lS probable that Luke found the double form 

of th~ eschatologlca1 prospect ln hlS speclal source. 657 

Thus we are able te .jl~tirlyuish b~tween ':.wo dlfferent forms of 

658 the eschatological prospect. 

6. The command ta repea t 

This command is found only in Luke 22:19b ln cannection wlth the 

bread-ward and in l Corinthians 11:24-25 in a double farm. 659 

The omission of this command in Mark and Matthew has given rise 

ta various hypotheses. 660 On the assumption that Mark's formulation of 

the bread- and wine sayings represent the earliest text underlying the 

New Testament accaunts of the eucharist wards, one may canclude that the 

reference ta remembrance is ta be understoad as a later addition ta the 

wards attributed to Jesus. 661 

According ta Barrett, the significancs of cammensality in ancient 

sacieties is wel1 known. Therefore, it was understood that by their 

eating and drinking with Jesus, the disciples indicated their preparedness 

ta defend,their master, or even to die with him. 662 In the llght of 

thi. con.\derdtion. the command to repedt the rite could hardly have 
1 

formed a part of the original tradition, for if they were gain9 to die 

with Jesus, we may infer that there would have been no need to think of 

any future celebration of the Lord's Supper. 

According to,Jeremias,663 for linguistic and stylistic reasons 

~) , , 
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thlS command be10ngs to the pre-Paul1'rie stage of the traditlOn but not to 

the earllest form of the Lord's Supper narratlve ThlS argument, however, 

does not speak against its authent1city The command ta repeat 1S not nec-

essanly a" part of the l1turglcal formula, for the celebration ltself was 

lts fulfillment. In agreement vllth Beno1t, Jerem1as stated, "On ne réclte 

pas une rubrique, on l'execute. ,,664 ThlS Vlew was a1so endorsed by du Toit 

who argued that every eU<;.!\\1r1stlc celebratlon of a later time is in reallty 

t f th d t t th . 665 H . th J . an execu 10n 0 e cOlTlTlan 0 repea e r1 te. e agrees W1 ereml as 
1 

that the absence of the reference to remembrance in Mark and Matthew does 

t 1 k . t t h t .. 666 no necessarl y spea aga1ns 1 s lS orlclty. 

Higgins, on the other hand, argued that the absence from Mark of 

the ~ouble command to repeat is a clear indication that he d1d nat know 

it.
667 Otherwise, it would be very d1fflCUlt ta understand why he should 

have omttted it. 668 

Wi th rega rd ta the am; s sion of the re ference te remembraf'lce 1 n 

Mark, Dix suggested that the bread- and wine sayings were originally sepa­

rated by the meal proper. 669 Jesus used the ward of remembrance, in order 

te connect the breaking of bread at the beginning of the meal and the "cup 

of blessing" at the end of it in a new meaning, to the exclusion of a11 
'" 

that came in between. 670 As soon as the connection was made in the minds 

of the disciples. even on the f~rst occasion after the last Supper, the 

command to repeat the rite became obsolete and was dropped. 671 But this 

argument 1s hardly convincing, because Paul himself did not drop it. 

Furthermore, the argument that the command to repeat the rite was no 

longer nec~ssary after the rite was fixed must be questioned. especially 

if we consider the fact. that Luke was written after 70 A.D. 672 
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It lS concelvable, however, that the om1SS10n of the reference 

ta remembrance in Mark was due to the euchar1stic practlce of the 

communlty.673 Thus, whenever these Chrlstlans celebrated the Eucharlst, 

they were consclously eating the bread and drlnking the wine ln remem­

brance of Hi~.674 Therefore, the reference would have been unnecessary.675 

It lS obvious, however, that our attempts to solve the proble~ are only 

of a hypothet1cal nature. This means that we must remain "rather sceptlcal 

on this particular point. 

7 The gues t for an arche type 

Slnce the various attempts by competent New Testament scholars 

ta determine the oldest parts of the tradition are merely hypothetical 

we can hardly expect to récover the archetype of the words attriQuted 

ta Jesus. 

With a note of resignation, du Toit'pointed out that one may con­

tinue to present arguments for or against the originality of a certain 

t d . t . . th th' d f' . t l' 676 ra 1 10n W1 ou reac lng any e 1n1 e conc uS10ns. In his opin1on, 

sinee the publication of Schuermann's source-critical studies. the situ­

ation has become more complex, still .677 Even Schuermann?78 himself. 

who had attempted to reconstruct an archetype of the different versions, 

had changed his mind w;th regard ta a possible recovery of the ipsissima 

verba of Jesus, for he stated: 

The aecounts of Jesus' two actions in all four forms of 
the tradition are in fact relatively uniform, but the words 
that accompany them differ considerably. The differences 
clearly show that w~ do not know the actual words spoken by 
Jesus, and we can scarcely hope, now, to be able to recon­
struct their original form behind these different ver$ions. 
We can hope with greater confidence to make out what Jesus 
actually did at the last supper. 679 
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.... 
Having reallzed that we do not know the lpslsslma verba of Jesus, there-

fore, Schuermann was hopeful to reach a firm basls for understandlng the 

eucharistle words of Jesus, by examinlng hlS actions at the Last Supper. 680 

\~hile Jeremias was still convlnced that the cmTlTlon core of the 

tradition of the account5 of the Last Supper was still avai~able in an 
~ 

. essentially reliable farm,68l Schuermann and others did no~ share hlS 

t
.. 682 op lml sm. In the conclusIon to hlS tradltio-hlstorical considera-

tians, du Toit painted out that New Testament research, attempting ta 

recover the aldest attainable form of the tradition, has reached an 
683 lmpasse. While schalars have presented weighty arguments far the 

priority of three out of four eucharistie àccounts, one must raise the 

question: Itt~ho is able to decide whose arguments are to be considered 

as the decisive ones?" Du Toit held that those scholars who have at-

tempted to reconstruct an archetype of the eucharistie words are far tao 

optimistic. 684 In basic agreement with du Toit and Schuermann, Patsch685 

expressed his view on the matter in no uncertain terms..: "An account of 

institution, which supposedly consisted of the relat;vely older parts of 

the tradition, has never existed." In his opinion, one will never be 

able ta reconstruct an archetype on the basis of subtraction or with the 

aid of the literary-eritiGal method. 686 Wi'th Schuermann, he holds that 

the eucharistic,words cannat be treated as the ipsissima vox of Jesus. 687 

These texts s;mply surumarize what was important for the community's cele-
~ ~ 688 

bration of the Eueharist, not ~re and not less. In the light of the 

more recent traditio-historical stu~ies, the following important con-.' , 
J 

sideratfons, come into f'ocus: (1) The eucharistie texts ;n the New Testa-

ment reflect the liturgical practice of the primitive community; (2) ln 
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spite of the fact that all four forms of the tradltlon are relatlve-

ly unlform, the words accompanylng them dlffer considerably. These 

differences are an lndlcation that we are not dealing wlth the 

~slma verba of Jesus; (3) The search for an archetype which 

formed'" the basis of all later developments must be considered as 

a hopeless enterpr1se. 689 

Chr; 5 tHn Passover ar,d Euchan 5 t 

Whlle Jeremi~s ,690 Passover theory proved to be untenabl-e, 

, 

we mu~t not overlook the fact that the Synoptists were concerned to 

portray the Last Supper in terms Qf a Passover meal. 691 Pas chal 

associations can also be deteeted in theologoumena' sueh as l Corinthians 

5:7. In the light of these considerations the question arises~ "Is 

there evidence in the New Testament for a Christian Passover eelebra-

ticn?" If 50, we must seek to determine whether there is a basis for 

Feneberg's contention that the Christian Passover celebration is to be 

eonsidered as the possible Sitz im Leben of the eucharistie aecounts. 692 

In order to answer these questions, we will turn te the studies by 

H. SChuermann,693 J. Jeremias,694 F. Hahn. 695 B. LOhse696 and 

R. Feneberg. 697 

1. Heinz Schuenmann 1 
/ 

Schuermann had found traces of a primiti v~' Chri s ti an Passover 

celebratlon ln Acts 12:3 and 20:6. 698 In bath ~~s refere~ce 1, made 

to th~ ;t"~( .,.r;,,, O(V;"". He also appealed to the" Passover celebration 
} 

'. 
\ es a,w.U(' 
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of the Quartodeclmans. 699 In hlS oplnion, they re1y UPjn 

which pOlnt back to the apostolic age. Schuermann 5ee~ 

nectlon between the Quartodeciman Passover celebratlon land 

theologoumena of 1 Corinthians 5:7 and John 19:36 70n 

tradl t lOns 

defl ni te con-

the 

The Quartodeclmans celebrated the Passover slmultaneously wlth 

the Jews, namely during the nlg~t of Nlsan 14/15. The purpose of thlS 

celebration was to commemorate the redemptive death of Christ. It was 

not a memorlal of the Exodus from Egypt. The Quartodecimans seem to 

have consld~red Nlsan 14th as the date for the death of Jesus. 701 

According to Schuermann, the comparison of Jesus wlth the Passover lamb is 

a possible indlcation that Paul was followlng a chronology which coin­

cided with that of John.
702 

He appealed especia11y to the longer Lucan 

text, luke 22:15-20, as support for the theory of a primitive Christian 
" Passover celebration. This unit represents a~ archaic account nf 

Jesus 1 Last Supper. These verses describe Jesus 1 Last Supper in terms 

of a new paschal meal. 703 In its taciturnity the Lucan account, Luke 

22:15-18, was ln need of.supp1ementation. Therefore verses 19 and 20 were 

added.
704 

The combination luke 22:15-20, however, results in a new uo;t, 

which. pri~ents severa1 prob1ems. 705 

.In Schuermann's opinion, it seems to be certain that the eucha-

ristic cup follOwed after the.meal (Luke 22:20, 1 Cor. 11:25). He argued 

that this must have been the third cup, whi~h at Jewish festive meals 1 

was offered to each meal participant. This cup was offered before the 

mea1, provided sufficient wine was avai1able.706 

On the basis of the combinat1on of the two units, luke 22:15-18 

and 19-20. an expanded Passover meal account came into existence. 707 

It presents thè pri~it1ve Christian celebration of the Passover, in wh1ch 

LM & 
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\ 
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the Euchanst became the substltute for the eatlng .of the Passover 
70B . 

meal. 
709 

In the llght of several observations, Schuerrnann concluded 

that a communlty WhlCh in a new and Chrlstian manner continued to 

ce1ebrate the Jewlsh Passover feast. sought the pattern for its new 

action ln the Last ~upper of Jesus. Here is the basis for lts interest 

in the paschal characteristlc5 of the first celebration of the Eucharist. 

Therefore, the Synoptlc accounts and the early traditlons which form 

the basis of these accounts, are to be considered as a reflection of 

the prlmltlve Christian Passaver celebration of the apostallc era. In . 
other words, besides the celebration of the Eucharlst, which determines 

the day of the Lord. the writings of the tlew Testament alr,eady attest 
710 

an oesterliche Hochform of the same. 

2. Joachim Jeremias 

Jeremias,?ll like Schuermann. 712 Lohse?13 and others held that 

the primitive Christian cOnInunity celebrated a tm"fS"t4afl'~ssover. This: , ~ 

Passove-t of the ear1y church 1 i ved on in that of the Quartodecimans'. In 

agr~ment with Lohse, he pointed out that a11 previous conceptions of the 

procedure and meanings 'of the Quartodeciman Passover celebration were 
714 erroneous. 

In his opinion, the "breaking of the fast" came at cock-crow. 

during the Passover night. This has been estab11shed by the diScov~rY of 
- . , 

the Epi stula, Apostolortn (140-70' A:O. )'.115 Accord; n9 to Jerem; as, the 

?assover celèbration of the Quartodecimans as well as that of the 'ear1y 

Jewish Christian community, whose practice lived on in that of the 

Quartodecimans took the fo11owing form: Whi le the Jews were holding 
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the 'passover mea1 in .the night of Nisan 14/15. the Christlans fasted 
. 716 

representatively for Israel. On this occqsion, Exodus 12 ~as read 

and exp1alned. At about 3 a.~ .• the fast was d~scontlnued and the 

Lord's Supper (~ and Eucharist) was celebrated. In thelr ce1e­

bratlon they were greatly concerned wlth the expectation of the 

parousia. Both Jews and Chrlstians a11ke entertalned the hope that 
717 

the Messiah would come on the nlght of the Passover. Each year, 

therefore, durlng the Passover nlght, the primitive community would 
( 

pray and fast until'midnight, thus awaiting the return of the Lord. ' 

Their wai~ing was pro1onged even for hours after midnight. If the 

" Lord had not bodi1y come by cock-crow, they unlted themse1ves with him 

in the celebration of t3ble-fellowship. 
718 

According to Jeremias, the same sequence of ,the Qua.rtodecirnan 
719 

Passover celebration can also be detected in luk,e, 22:15-20. In Luke, 

the fasting of Jesus comes at the very beginning, because the traditlon 

preserved in the Lucan account has been influenced by the primitive 
, 

Christian Passover celebration. In Jeremias' opinion. Luke portrays 

the Last Supper as the prototype of the Christian Passover. 720 As Jesus 

renounced the feast a~ the wine in view of the fulfillment of .the Pa~s­

over in th~ Kingdom of God (Luke 22:15-18).,,\,~o the Christians fasted on 

Passover eve. In thi 5 way, they prepared themse 1 ves for the comi ng of , 

the Kingdom in the parousia. ,As Jesus tendered breaq and win~ (Luke 

22:19f). 50 the Chr1stians broke their fast when ~he cock crew by cele-

b t1 th L diS 721 1 . th S h 722 J . ra ng e or s upper., n agreement Wl c uermann, eremlas 

pointed out that Jesus 1s the founder of the new Passov~r. in which the 

IEucharist replaces the paschal lamb. 723 A cOflIT1unHy which continued the 

celebration of the Jewish Passover in a "new" Christian manner sought a 
1 

/ 

, ,. 
. , 
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model for its new celebration in the Last $upper of Jesus. 724 But whlle 

the arrangement of the two pieces of the traditlon corresponds to the 

sequence of the early Christian Passover celebration, th~ historlcal 

basis for this celebration is not to be 19nored. According to Jeremlas, 

the early Chrlstlan practice of fasting must have developed out of Jesus' 

l f b · 725 
aVOWd 0 a stlnence. , 

3. Ferdinand Hahn 

ln his essay "Die alttestamentlichen Motive in der urchristlichen 

Abendmahl süberl ieferung," Hahn has attempted to determine the extent of 
\ 

the influence of the Jewish Passover celebration upon the eucharlstic 

accounts and other New Testament passages, such as l Corinthians 5:7. 726 

With regard to the Paullne-Lucan accounts of institutlon 

(1 Cor. 11:23ff; Luke 22:19ff) and those of the Marcan-Matthaean tra­

dition (Mark 14:22-25; Matt. 26:26-29), he pointed out that one cannot 

find any reference to the Passover. 727 On the other hand, the escha-

tological prospect in Mark, Matthew and in Paul, plays an important 
./ 728 

role. Another form is to be found in the context of the Marcan ac-

count of institution. Here, the Last Supper takes place in the frame-

work of a Passover celebration. The meal itself, however, ;s not at 

a11 related to a Passover celebration. 729 

The. Lucan account. luke 22: 15-20, represents a thi rd form J 30 

In disagreement with Schuermann73l and Jeremias,732 Hahn averred that 
. 

we fai~ to comprehend the peculiarity of Luke 22:15-20, when we attempt 

to f1nd 1n verses 15-18 reminiscences or even a reliable historical ac­
J}- ' 

count of Jesus 1 1 as t me'a 1. 733 

Hahn argued that in Luke 22:15-18 we do not find-the description 
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of a Jewi sh Passover mea 1 ?34 Oppos i ng Schuermann, who had defended 

the authentici ty of verses l5-l8;Îlahn declared that Higgins
735 

' has 

seen much more cl early that "The Las t Supper was the pat(ern of future 

celebrations of the Passover for the followers of Jesus." Unfortunately 

Higgins does not pursue the idea any further, because he is pri mar1ly 

concerned to prove the paschal character of the Last Supper and the 
736 hlstoricity of the Lucan account. In Hahn's opinion, verses 15-18 

are to be treated as a cult-etiology.737 In comblnation with verses 

19-20, they reflect the liturgical custom of a cOlTlTlumty celebration. 738 ... 

The cup-rlte was the only remaining part of the entire Passover ~ 

739 ceremony. In connection with the promise and avowal of abstlnence, 

thlS rite became a substitute for the traditional meal. 740 According 

to Hahn, this primitive Christian Passover celebration was cllmaxed by 

the celebration of the Eucharist. 741 An identical pattern can also be 

'detected in the meal practice of the Quartodec'imans.742 The;r mea1 cele­

bration took place after the Passover night had expired. It was held 

according to Luke 22:19ff in its oldest form. In other words. the bread­

ward introduced the total meal ahd the eup-ward "f~rô dttlrV1CC(/ Il con­

cludes the meal celebration.743 While Hahn had attempted to explain the 

Lucan account of the Last Supper in terms of a cijlt-etiology. Patsch was 

opposed ta this theory. In his opinion, the unit Luke 22:15'-18 can best 

be understood in terms of a catechesis.744 

4. Bernhard lohse 

Lohse held that the Passo~er celebration of the Quartodecimans 
1 

can be traced back to the Passover celebration of the primitiVe)hristian 
. 745 
community. He also assumed thlt the LIst Supper of J~S a 

"./ 
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, . 

He pOlnt~d-'QUt thae the primitive Christian cOlTlTlunity was still 
'!I 

following the Jewish ca1endar. The days of un1eavened bread, referred 

ta in Acts 12'3 and 20:6 were used by the Christlans for the purpose 

of datlng. Thus he assumed that to the Christians these days were still 

of importance. 747 

.' The QuartodeClmar'Passover celebration cOlnclded with that of 

the Jews. ThlS phenomenon can best be exp'lained on the basis that the 

Quartodeclmans had adopted the Jewish feast. 748 

Melito of Sardis and Hippo1ytus had used Exodus 12 as a text for 

their Passover homi1ies,749 while Origen had utillzed Exodus 13:1ff. 750 

The reading of this chapter forms a vital part of every Jewish 

Passover celebration. The fact that the Christians a1so made use of lt 

during their Passover celebration is important. It seems ta indlcate 

that the Chr;stians, who had come out of Judaism, had been accustamed 

to the reading of this text. Thus ,.,hen they became Christians, they 

continued ta use this chapter in connection w;th their own Christ;an;zed 

Passover celebration. 751 

The Christians, however, interpreted the liberation from Egypt 

in terms of the redemptive let of Jesus, the true Passover Lamb. 152 

. .This idea that the l1beration from Egypt had found its fulfillment in 

the redemption through Jesus. characterizes the Passover homily of .. 
Melito of Sardis. 753 

According to Lohse. 1 Corinthians 5:6-8 and the Synoptic ac­

counts of the passion. point to a primitive Christian Passover ce1e­

bration.
754 

From the perspective of the Quartodeciman Passover 

celebration. LOhse argued that the primitive Christian Passover cele-

• ~. j. <. 
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bration consisted of ~ and Eucharist. 755 In agreement with 

Sehuermann,756 he he1d that this practice is ref1ected by Luke 22:15-18, 

19-20. Whi1e verses 15-18 refer to the ~, verses 19-20 point ta 

the Eucharist. 757 

5. Rupert Feneberg 
758 According to Feneberg, al1 previous attempts ta solve the eueha-

ristic prob1ems on a historica1 and theo10gica1 basis have failed. In his 

opinion, one has no ehoice, but to dispense with Objektivierbarkeit. 759 

Faith, he pointed out, 1S a vital factor WhlCh enab1es one ta comprehend 

the eucharistie accounts and the whole gospel as an expression of 11fe. 760 

, Faith, however, cannat be shawn on the bas;s of a right coordination of the 

historical and the theo1ogica1 questions. 76l This coordination of the 

historica1 and the theo1ogica1 question can only be experienced as a living 

process. in the sense that one enters into the relationship with the faith 

and its history.762 

The eucharistic accounts are to be treated as the expression of 
< 763 

the faith of a certain community. As such they can only be comprehended 

if one 1s a part of th1s rea1ity of life, and as one ehters into relation­

ship w1th this Serachgeschehen a~ its very expreSSion.
764 

On1yon the 

basis of th1s pre-understanding of faith can one ~void turning the scien-
~ 

,tific investigation of the text into a Hfeless and unfruitful 
765 

calculation. 

Whi1e Feneberg's methodological principles ca11 for a personal 

inYOlvement 1n tbe real1ty of lite, he does not 'at al1 think that a 
766 scientific investigation 1s superfluous. He maintains, however, that 

a scientif1c enqu1ry cannot take place outside the her~neutical circle. 

o 1 
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Faith must be considered as an essential key to the understanding of the 

~ucharistic accounts as well as to the gospel as an expression of life. 767 

ln order to get a correct view of the life which finds express10n in the 

accounts as part of the gospel, a careful form-critical investigation 

of the gospel materials is necessary.768 

With regal~d to the form-critical work in tbe gospels, the ré­

searches of K. L. Schmidt. M. Dibelius and R. Bultm~nn are of great 

value. 769 Among Old Testament scholars, V. Rad has shown a remarkable 

grasp of the problems connected with the Hexateuch. This is clearly in­

dicated by his question: "Which guiding statements of faith determine 

" the Hexateuch in its present fOrm?"no 

Unfortunately, New Testament scholars have not as yet determined 

the form of the Gospels on the whole, considerfng and treating the 5mall 

units as a socialogical fact. 77l Apart fram the form-critical considera­

tions, it is essential to view the Eucharist in its central function in 

the primitive community. Its celebration is the first unfolding of a 

Christian mystery. Loisy had already pointed to this central aspect of 

the Eucharist, when he stated that it 1s "le Mystère chrétien, qui 

consistait essentiellement dans le culte du Seigneur Jesus-Christ, m~rt 

et ressusè1té, prince du siècle a venir. II772 The central ity of the Eu- _ 
'. 

charist for the 1ife of faith 1s not expresse~ by the designation ,"cult­

narrative. Il !his tact was recognized by Bertram773 and Schille .174 , 

Pointing to the passion plays at Oberammergau, Bertram raised the 

question concerning the relat10nship bétween these mimical plays and the 
775 New Testament narratives of the suffering of Jesus on Golgatha. In 

Bertramls opinion, the passion narratives must be considered as the 

shaping of t~e kerysm! of the cruc1f1ed Saviour. They are to he under-

, 

, , 
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stood in connection with the cultic life of the prinlltive cOllllTlunity.776 

The passion narrattves. ~d~Ubt, contain a hlstorlcal core. but this core 

was covered with layers of legendary features. which, if removed, would 

only leav~ ~ehind sorne insignificant results.
777 

Bertram also referred 

te the cul.tic exper.-ience of the early Chr;stians as the motivating force 

behind the formation of the tradition. Jesus was the focal point of 

the culti c 1 He of the community. The Chri s ti ans looked up to hlm as 

their c~lt-hero. In turn, they projected their conceptions back into 
778 history. In his analy~is of the sources. Bertram h~s manifested a 

concern for the historical events in the life of Jesus. But he makes 

a clear distinction betwèen the actual facts of the passion story and the 

Christ cult. 779 Schille780 on the other hand, is more concerned about the 

aspect of the cult. In his opinion, with the passion narra(.1ve, the com­

munit y has formed a new genre of literature. 

The works of Bertram and Schille are of real importance, because 

these scholars have made the fit'st attempts to determine the Sitz in der 

Geschicht~ des 'Glaubenslebens (Sitz in the history.of the 'life 'of faith)J81 

While Bertram's hypothesis is characterized by a historical concern,782 

SChille783 maintained that the historical, not the cultic, calls .for an 

explanation. For Sc.hille,' the anall1'1esis is the cultic venue for the 

passion narrative. Thus, he creates a cultic frame fo~ a certain histor­

ical interl!st, which (in his opinion. determines the form of the passionJ84 

Açcord~ng to Feneberg, Bertram and Schille did not con cern {hem­

Selves with the question of the independent pos1t1orr of the'eucharistic 
• 

accounts within the passion narrathe and their coordination to ft. For 
• 

Feneberg, the relationship between the celebration of the Eucharist and 

the passion 1s a cardinal point for determining the Sitz in der Geschtchte 

• 
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• des Glaubenslebens. 78S The ;'olution to this problem is of real im-

portance for a clearer understanding of the historicized form of the 

gospel 85 an expression of the life of faith of the Christian com-

. munity. 786 With regard to the celebration of the Eucharist, Feneberg 

proposed the following solution: 

In harmony with his basic thesis, Feneberg argued that the eu­

charistie accounts had the;r origin in the Easter celebration of the 

Christian community, and not in the weekly celebration of the Eucha-

i t 7e7 r s . In the light of th1s presupposition, the historical question 

as to whether Jesus' last meal was a Passover meal or not. is no longer 

sign1ficant. 788 Neither the Synoptic nor the Johannine dating of the 

Passover meal are adequate in expla1ning the nearness of the Passover 

atmosphere. If the celebration of Easter can be considered as the ~ 
II 

im Glaubensleben for the eucharistie aeeounts, then Easter was cele-

brated in the atmosphere of the Passover. 789 The Eucharist ;5 to be 
, 

'considered as a cul t-mystery ,. for it refers to the saving work of God 

in the eOrmlunity·.190 In Feneberg's opinion, there is a close con­

necti,on betwee~ the etJcharisti c traditiO~ arde passion on one ·hand, 

8Rd the two acts of the Passove,r feas t, the Haggadah and the mea 1. on 

the 'other. 791 Which ev1denfe d~es Feneberg present in support of his 

t~es1s? 

Feneberg .argued that the ChriStian celebration of the old Jewish 

feast led to a tralisfonnation of the two basic parts 'of the feast. the 
1 • 

Ha~gadah and the meal.79~ The Haggadah 'was the place where the Jews 

had remembered the saving work of Yahweh with h1s people. Therefore. it 

must be consl~red as thé log1cal place where th~ Chris~ians wo'uld give 

a reason for ~~,r new celebration. 793 Fe~eberg o~t11nes a hypothetical 
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celebration as follows: The paterfamilias does 'lot only relate the 

Exodus experience from Egypt and the anticipation of the future re-

dempti on during the coming night, but he al 50 refers to the saving 

death of Jesus. ln the course of the transformation of the ancient 

Exodus Haggadah, t~ saving act of God in Jesus became an aspect of 

central importance. Therefore, it is on1y consequent when soon the . 
Christians a1so actua1ize the second part of the Passover feast fro~. 

the perspective of their new historical experience. 794 For the 

Christians, ,Christ 1s the true Passover Lamb, but a Christian Passover 
795 

meal cannot exist. 

On the assumption that in their core, the Gospels are to be 

interpreted as hi~toric;zing accounts of a Christian Passover cele­

bration which can be traced back to Jesus. new possibilities of under­

standing will emerge. 796 ln the light of this consideration, the basic 

material, which was hist9ricized. consisted of the Christian Haggadah 

and the account of the Chri~tian meal celebration. 797 The process of ..... 

historicizing, of course, required a change of the order, which was pre-

, scribed by the cult. The meal was narrated as a meal of institution by 

Jesus and found its place before the pas~ion narrative. The eucharistie 

tradition 1n the Synopties is eharaeterized by an assimilation of the meal 

to the Passover, wh11e in John 1t is the death of Jesus which is àssi­

mi1ated to the Passover celebration. These differentes in the under­

standing of the separation fram Judaism 15 reflected by various tra-

\ ditions of an apoealyptieal and typological nature. 798 

If the Christian Passover celebfation can be understood as a 
. 

sacral realm, which 15 to be considered as the locale of the mediation 

and realizat10n of salvation, then the cultie tradition of the Passover 

. . 

-1 
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feast appears to be the common origin of the various forms of this sal­

vatlon history in the New Testame~t. From this perspective, the cul tic 

tradition could be understood in its difference as well as in its 
799 

uni ty. 

6. Critical appraisal 

In his attempt to trace the Christian Passover celebration back 
800 

to New Testament tlmes. Schuermann was fully aware of the fact that 

there is little definite evidence ir. the New Testament itself which 

seems ta favour such a theory. On the other hand, various testimonies and 

considerations seem ta lend support to the view that a C"ristian Passover 
801 

celebration was already known in apo~tolic times. Like Jeremias, 

Lohse, Hahn and ethers, Schuermann had appealed ta the Quartodeciman 

practice ef the second-century. In his opinion, this practice is based 
802 

upon traditions which point back to the apostolic era. His view that 

the Johannine chronology a1ready reflects a Christian Passover cele­

bration is very probable, but 1t is hardly more than a conjecture. 

With regard to Acts 12:3 and 20:6. Schuermann pointed Out that 

these days of Unleavened Bread are mentioned in such a way as to allow 

for the conjecture that such references were still significant to the 
803 .' 

Chr1stians. AS regards 1 Corinthians 5:7 as definite evidence in 

support of the theory of a primitive Christian Passover celebration. 
804 

Schuermann was very caut1ous. . . 
His theory that Luke 22:15-18 in its present fotm 15 the account 

\ 

of a transformed Passover mea1. where the Passover 1amb was substituted 

for by the eucharistie 91ft. must be considend as a ser10us attempt to 
805 cast new light on a rather complex prob1em~ Schuermann's propôsa', , 
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t\OU9h, fai1s ta be canvincing, because there is no evidence that the 

pr\m;tive Christian community ever ce1ebrated a Christian Passaver accord­

ing ta Luke 22. 806 

In his attempt to exp1ain the pecu1iarity of the Lucan text, 

Luke 22:15-18, Jere~ias had a1so appea1ed ta the Quartodeclman practice 

of the second century, 807 But oppos ing Jeremi as, Hahn 808 has ri ghtly 

pointed out that there l~ no mention of a Passover fast in the Lucan 

, text as it was practised by the Quartodecimans, Thus Jeremias is pro-

~jecting a second-century practice into the Lucan text. which in our· 
\ 
\ 

bpinion is a serious methodological mistake. 

Hahn 809 had a1so focussed his attention upon the Lucan complex, 

Luke 22;15-20. Fo11owing Schuermann, Jeremias and Lohse. he a1so ap­

pealed to the Passover practice of the Quartodecimans. 810 As we have 

a1ready indicated, Hahn was more carefu1 than Jeremias not to project 

a second-century practice back into the Lucan text. 

"Hahn was impressed with LOhse's811 reconstruction, but he sug-. ( 

gested that Lohse had barred his own way towards a correct understanding 
-------- -

of the passage~ because he had cons;dered verses 15-18 as an account 

of'the ~. which was c1imaxed by the celebration of the Eucharist in 

verses 19 anç 20.
812 

According to Hahn. the only possible reference to 
\ '.J ,. - 813 ' 

an ~ wou1d be the phrase req 10 ul:ftrV~ta( of verse 20. In his 

opinion. ver~es 15-18 point to this Christian Passover celebration 

preceding,the celebration of the Eucharist. 814 

Hahn's exp1anation of the Lucan text is hard1y convincing. for 

if we assume that Luke 22:15-18 reflects a thristian Passover cele· 

bration which is the resu1t of a transfonmation of the Jew;sh'Passover, 

the following question comes into focus: "What changes were effected by 

r---~-~ ..... ~-~ ~_I . 
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this process of transformation?" It wou1d be quite conceivab1e that 

Jesus was considered as the Passover Lamb of the Christians. On the 

assumption that the e1ements of bread and wine pointed to Jesus as 

the Passover Lamb, 5t is very difficult to understand why other parts 

of a regular Passover meal should have been 1eft out, while the cup­

rite was still retained. According to some scho1ars', this cup was 
, 

probably the third cup of the Passover ce1ebrati.on, or the cup of 

benediction. 8l5 The Lucan account, Luke 22:15-18, appears to be 

rather fragmentary, and it seems to be difficult 'to envision a Christian 
.. 

Passover celebration as outlined in this passage. 

Several scholars have attempted to explain this rather enigmatic 

passage. Dibe1ius 816 and Schmid, for instan~e. pointed to the histort-
, 

cizing tendencies of the author. According to Schmid, in Luke 22:15-18 

one can detect the hand of Luke, the historian, who was concerned to give 
- 817 to his presentation the character of a c1ear and continuing account. 

He also argued that Luke does not follow a tradition which is lndependent 

of Mark, for there are i~dications that Luke has independent1y"trans­

formed and unfo1ded the Marcan te~t.818 Th~ he is in disagreement with 

Schuermann. who had a ttempted to show that Luke i 5 fo'l1 ow; ng a pre-Lucan 

tradition which is independent of the Marcan tradition. 8l9 Sinee Luke 

may have found the account in his s~c1al source the question arises: 

"In which sense can Luke be conside-'d to be a Mstorian7" 15 he not . :l' ( , 

simp1y a conservative transmitter of the tradition, wh~cCOrding ta 

Luke 1:1-4 is just concerned to record in sequence the resu1ts of his 
;:..---:­

find~ngs?" Only in connection wfth Luke's fonna~ion of the following 

farewell speech. can his historical-tneolog1cal 1nterest be recognized. B20 
, (', 

In harmony with his basic thesis that the Christian Passover 

,,.,:~ .... 1, -, ~" . 
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celebration is a transformation of the Jewish P~ssover feast,'Schwartz 

argued that Luke had transformed the whole narrative. He did not do it 

for l Herary reasons'. but because the community' s positi on towards th~ 

Passover had changed ~ 821 What We 1] hausen had expressed with sorne doubt-­

namely, that Luke was opposed to the Christians' continuation of th~ 

Jewish Passover--was fully endorsed by Schwartz. 822 In his opinion, 

Luke.had,reversed the legend of the Passover meal, because he was con­

cerned, rather. to present it as antiQUated. 823 This argument, howe~er. 
is unconvincing, because verses 15-18 can hardly be considered as'a~o-

lemie against exJsting Jewish Passover eustoms. 

In· his examination of the Luean complex, Luke 22:15-20, Patseh 

argued that thi s passage i~ to be understood as cateche,ti ca,l mater; al. 824 
, 

The author was primari ly concerned to preserve a pi cture of the h,i s tori-
, . 825 

cal situation of the earthly days of Jesus. At the same time, he was 
r 

aware of the historical distance between those days and the practice of 

his owri time. Therefore. the Lucan account cannot be understood in terms 

of an étiological cult-legen~t but rather as an historicizing effort. 826 

Once the author's concern to narrate past events in a selective 

way is recognized. then the concentration upon the kiddush-cup, wh1ch, 

could n~t be èxplained on a cult-h1storical basis, can easily be accQunted 

for. a27 This view, however. fs based upon the assumption that the Last 
, -

Supper was a Passover meal and that the eschatological pr~sp~tt has its 
828 br1ginal position in Luke. 

In vteW of the,vario~problems created by the Luean text~ Lfgier 

has rightly po1nted out that the acc~unt of the Passover preparation and 

"the longer Lucan text remain 'in our hands as 'the le~tio difficil1or. 829 

On account of the varfous problems conneeted w1th the Lucan te~t. sbme 
, "" , ' 

,\. 

" 

. . 
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scholars such as Conzelmann and Marxsen have simply excluded it from 

their discussjon. 

In his book D~e Mitte der Zeit, Conzelmann830 has not treated 

the particular problem .. of the Lucan complex. In his opinion, acc,ord­

ing to Luke, the Eucharist dates back to the time of salvation. Luke, 
J 

he argued, considered the Eucharist as a strengthening ~f ~he disciples' 

for the approachi.ng ."f;f~6,.O' (Luke 22:35-38). 

Feneberg's thesis seems to offer a good option for a concrete ,. 

?itz im Glaubensleben for the passion narrative and the account of the 
~ A 

Last Supper in the New Testament. 83l His investigation was sti'mulated 

by studies dealing with the origin and development of Easter. These 

studie~ are especially associated with the nalllés o~ E. Schwa rtz., K. Holl t 

O. Casel, B. Lohse and W. Huber. 832 
. 

In his"attempt to determine the celeb~ation of Easter as the , . . -
" 

Sitz im Glaubensleben of these accounts, Feneberg was not primarily con-, 

cerned about their historical origin. 833 His basic con~ern was to show 
, 

that these accounts are to be understood as an expressi'an of the cam-
I 1 

" . 834 ' munity's life of faith. ~In agreement with C~selt Feneberg is convinced 
'l 

/that Easter is i~deed the Passover feast of the New Testament community.835 
1 

Schuermann, who argued that the Quartodeciman practice' is based 
, 

qn traditions which point to' the apostolic age, is a1so in agreement with 

Case1 when he states: "Tatsaechl1ch sj)richt alles dafuer. dass sch'on il'! . , 

der apostoHschen leit d~~ Unters'ch1ed 51ch durchsetzte-, indém vor allem 
. . \ 

die kleinas1at1schen Gemeinden die paulinisch-johanne1sche Pischatheologie 

1n 1hrem Feste darstel1ten."836 

ln basic agreement w1th Schwartz. Feneberg defends the view that 

the Christ1an Passover cèlebration 15 rooted in the Jew1sh Passover~837 
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ln other words, he does not tolerate the Vlew that the Lord's Supper 

orlginated lndependently of the Passover. But if we compare the Lord's 

Supper wlth the Passover meal, the fo1lowing dlfferences will come lnto 

focus: 

At the Lord's Supper, the lamb, fruit puree and bitter herbs 

are missing. Wlth regard ta the 1amb, lt cdu1d be argued that ln the 

Chrlstian Passover ce1ebratlon Jesus.represents the Lamb. Bread and 

wine are baslc elements, which can be found ln bath the Pa5sover mea1 

and the Lord's Supper. These two elements, however, are a150 part of 

any other Jewlsh meal. This lncongruity of the e1ements hard1y lends 

support to the Vlew that the Lord's Supper represents a Chrlstianized 

version of the Jewish Passover.838 

In the interpretat"ive texts of the Lord's Supper. hOwever. it is 
839 possible ta detect a remarkab1e resemblance to the Passover Haggadah. 

In the Haggadah the meaning of the celebration, the use of the elements 

was exp1ained. The saving action of God with its historical circum-
840 

stances formed the content of the Haggadah. Especially noteworthy is 

the eschatolagical reference in the interpretation. This interpretation. 

howev~r. is primarily canfined ta the matzoth and the cup.841 It does 

not refer ta the substance Qf the br.ead or the content of the cup. Ac­

cording ta Lessig. it is very significant that the use of this special 

bread aRd this special cup receives an eschatological meaning. 842 Since 

some of the basic elements of the Passover meal, such as bitter herbs, 

fruit puree and the lamb are missing from the Lard's Supper, Feneberg's 

thesis that the lord's Supper developed out of th~ Passover celebration 

must be questioned. , 

f 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

S UI111'1a ry : 

l~ The identification of the Last Supper with either a haburah­

meal or a kiddush for the purpose of a historical reconstruction of the 

Last Supper proved ta be inadequate. For this reason most New Testament 

scholars have abandoned these theories. 

2. Our negative judgment about the haburah-meals and the kiddush 

also applies to the Passover theory. Even if it could historically be 

established that the Last Supper was a Passover meal, how much would it 

help to advanee our understanding of the Lord's Supper? 

In our opinion, Jeremias, who is the champion of this view, h-as 

not succeeded in proving h;s point that the Last Supper was indeed a 

- ~meal. 
/ 

/ 
/ 

His ins1stence upon the,historicity of 'the Synoptic dating, acird-
/ 

1 ng to wh1,ch the Last Supper was a Passover mea 1 has fai 1 ed to be convi ne­

ing for twa basic reasons: (l) The chronological data of the Synoptics 

are imprecise and he has not, made a strong enough case for the view that 

the execution could have taken place on a feast-day; (2) Jeremias' presen­

tation of the new materia1 can hard1y be considered as proof that the Last 

Supper was a Passover mea 1,' for a 11 the symptoms. whi ch coul d be Y"eferred 

to in support of the Passover theory could a150 aC,company any other reg­

ular Jew1sh meal. He i5 correct. however. 1n painting' out that the var10us 

attempts at harmon1zation. including the one by Mlle A. Jaub~rt. have been 

unsuccessful. 

- 330-
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While the actua1 date of the Last Supper hal not been estab1ished 

as yet, it is certain that Jesus died on a Friday in or near the Passover 

season. 'l . ~ 
Jeremias' historica1 reconstruction, which was primari1y aimed at 

the recovery of the ipsissima verba of Jesus must a1so be considered as 

unsuccessfu1. From.a traditio-historical pOlnt of v-;ew, the r:ecanstruc­

tlon of an archetype, from where one might expect to reach back ta the 

actua1 words spoken by Jesus has proved to be impossible. For various 

reasons the words of interpretation cannat be considered as the ipsissima 

verba of Jesus. The 1iturgica1 characteristlcs of the formu1ae of insti-

tutlon are an indication that their Sitz im Leben is the creatlve milieu 

of the primitive Christian community. 

Jeremlas' exegetical sections, which are primarily based on the 

assumptian that the last Supper was a Passover mea1, appears ta be weak, 

especially his view that Jesu~ considered himself in tenms of a Passover 

Lamb and as the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53. 

3. With the discovery of the Qumran documents it was hoped that 

these texts might furnish us with new and valuable materia1, which would 

enable us ta make important decisions with regard ta the date and identity 

of the lord's Supper. On the basis of a comparison of .he meal types 

referred to in the Qumran materials and the texts of the New Testament, 

we conc1ude that the Qumran texts have no immediate bearing upon the prob­

lem of eucharistie origins. 

4. Lietzmann's monograph Messe und Herrenmahl set in motion a whole 

series of discussions. ,Sorne of the'm turned out to be mere modifications 

of lietzmann's hypothesis, while others were serious attempts ta overeome 

the two-type hypothesis. 

-
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Lietzmann obyiously approacned the references to the meals ln 

Acts 2:42, 46; 20:7 and in l Corinthian 11:23f with the theolog~cal a 

priori of a Lutherin scholar. In his opinion there was no bridge leading' 

from the meals in Acts. which are characterized by an eschatological joy. 

to the Pauline type. which was primarily a memorial of the sacrificial 

death of Jesus. ln our opinion, Lietzmann's hypothesis falls to the ground 

for the following reasons: (1) The. meals in Acts are not exclusively 

bread-eucharists. On the assumption that these meals followed the pattern 

of a regular Jewish meal, which was introduced by the breaking of bread 

and concluded with "the cup of blessing" Lietzmann's argument becomes un-

tenable; (2) the shorter Lucan text lends no support to the theory of a 
\ 

wineless Eucharist and l3) Lietzmann's distinction between two different 

meal types on a theological basis results from a misunderstanding of the 

situation in the primitive Christian càmmunity. ln the ~ight of Easter, 

the death' 6f Jesus was no longer considered as a ~ause ~ sadn;ss. Jesus' 

.....- death and resurrection are considered as the basis of· the Christian hope 

and are therefore a reason for rejoicing rather than mourning .. 

5. A duplicate of Lietzmann's hypothesis occurs in the writings of 

O. Cultmann. His thes;s differs fram Lietzmann's only in'one respect. 

The meals of the disciples ~ith the Risen Lord are introduced as the his­

torical link between the Last Supper and the daily meals of the primiti~e 
" 

~ Christian c~unity. Cullmann's theorYt however, 15 untenable, because it 

1s primarily based upon Lietzmann's two-type hypothesis. Furthenmore, h1s 

argument, accord1ng tô wh1c~ the narratives of the meals of the disciples 

wfth the Risen Lord are to be considered as the historiéal link between 

the Last Supper of Jesus ~nd the daily ~als of the primitive C~istian 

community, fails to be conv1ncfng. The appearance narratives can hardly 

I!l 
.. ' ~ r- .... ~.' ~~ , • 
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'\ 
be utl11Zfd for hlstOrlcal purposes. 

6. Lohmeyer's theory lS also a varla~lon of Lletzmann's hypothesls . 
., 

LBhmeyer, however, does not make such a sharp dlstlnctlon between the two 
t 

types as Lietzmann and Cullmann do. He must be credited wlth the theo-
1 

10glcal evaluatlon of the meal-cLfstoms and practlces of Jesus. He has 

partlcularly pOlnted to the eschatologlCtil nature of these meals. They 

allowed for the oppartunlty to have table-fellowshlp wlth the one ln whose 

persan and ward, one must meet the call to declSlon for the Klngdom of God. 

On the other hand, Lohmeyer's dlstlnctlon between a Gall1ean and a Jeru-

salem type of Chnstlanlty appears to be unwarranted. Therefore, hlS .. 

reconstructlon, WhlCh 15 primarl1y based on the assumptlon that there was 

a Galilean and a Jerusalem type of the Eucharlst lS to be abandoned. 

7. While Schwelzer's reaction agalnst Lletzmann's theory was prob-

ably the first serious attack upon the two-type hypothesls, he himself 

had to face the old problem ln a new way. H1S distlnctlon between two 

different traditions, namely, the eschatological strand of the tradition 

and the words of interpretation appears to be unwarranted by the evidence. 

8. A vanation of this "new hypothesls" was presented by R. D. 

Rlchardson, who also claimed that it would be poss1ble ta dlstinguish 

between two lines of interpretation in the New Testament itself. While 

Richardson's presentation does not ônly lack clarity, it fails ta be con-

vincing, especially in v;ew of his contention that the Pauline account of 

the Eucharist represents a second-century insertion into the text. In 

the light of recent traditio-historical studies this view appears to be 

almost perverse. 

9. Another variation of this IInew hypothesis ll was introduced by 

R. H. Fuller, who distinguished between the daily meals, which were char-

2. JI4. hJ .&!t2 
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aeterlzed by an esehatological JOy and the words of l~rpretatlon, whose 

ereatlve mil1eu lS to be found ln the Chrlstian1zed verSlon of the annual 
.-

Passover. ThlS Passover began w1th the azuma and was eoneluded wlth the 

"eup of blesslng". The Passover anamneS1S has ltS Sltz lm Leben ln this 

Passover celebratlon. Fuller's theory 15 essentially a comblnatlon of the 

"new hypothes 1 s" wi th the resea rehes of B. Lohse. Full er, however, has 

unerltlcally accepted the presuppo~ltions of E. Schwelzer and others and 

of B. Lohse. His sketch lS rather speeulatlve and needs ta be more thor-

oughly argued 

10. Marxsen's development hypothesls must be consldered as a major 

breakthrough as regards the questlon of eucharistlc origlns. In agreement 

wlth hlm, we hold that the whole development of the Lord's Supper started 

with a regular mea1, WhlCh Jesus held wlth hlS dlselples shartly before 

hlS death. Slnce traditio-hlstorlea1 studies lndicate that the words of 

lnstl{utlon cannot be treated as the ipsisslma verba of Jesus, Marxsen is 

correct in stating that the Sitz im Leben of these accounts of institution 

is cultle. 

11. In the light of this observation, it was necessary to consider 
-

sorne recent theories, which seek to demonstrate the close eonnection of the 

Eucharist with the primitjve Christian Passover celeb,ation. The Lucan 

text, Luke 22:15-18, 19-20, viewed from the perspective of the Quarto-

deciman practice seerned to portray a primitive Christian Passover celebra-

tion, which was climaxed by the Eucharist. Since Luke 22:15-18 presents 

only a rather fragmentary description of a Passover rneal, because of all 

the basic elements of thfs meal only the third cup has been retained, it 

is very unlikely that thfs passage reflects a primitive Christian Passbver 

celebration. 

'. 
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Even though our flrst eVldence ln support of a Christlan Passover 

celebratl0n comes from the second century A.D ln the llght of l Cor1n-

thians 5:7f and other general conslderat1ons 1t appears that th1S practlce 

was already known ln apostollC times. 

The Vlew that the Lord's Supper had lts SltZ lm Leben ln the Chrls-

tlanized version of the Passover lS based on the assumptlon that the Lord's 

Supper represents a Chrlstlanlzed verS10n of the Jewish Passover celebra-

tlon. In other words, the account of the Last Supper and the pass~on nar­

rative are consldered ln terms of the transformed Passover Haggadah and the 

Passover meal. The hypothetlcal nature of thlS argument cornes into focus, 

however, as soon as we recogn l ze that ln the accounts of the Lord' 5 Supper, 

the maln elements of a Passover meal are m1sslng. The Lord's Sup~ can 

hardly be considered as a ChrlstianlZed verSlon of the Jewlsh Passover. It 

is easier to assume that it developed 1ndependently of the main feast of 

the Jews. On the other hand, its associatlon with paschal motifs seems to 

indicate that it was considered by the Chr1stlan community as a Lhr1stian 

Passover. ',-

Conclusion: 

At this point it has beeome clear that there is no easy solution 

to the comp1ex prob1em of eucharistie origin. In spite of the various 
~ 

attempts by competent New Testament scholars to solve it on a historical 

or theologica1 basis, it is to be admitted that the question concerning 

the origins of the Eucharist still remains a puzzle. This rather negative \.. ....... 

result, however, must not surprise us, because the New Testament data avai1-

able for our investigation are scanty. Furthermore, we have on1y a limited 

knowledge of the forms of worship in the primitive Christian community. 

> lduu:u.:s:;&1 k ... IALIOL i:4t1 



t 
1 

1 , 
1 
t 

r , 

! 

-

- 336 -

The hypotheses of Marxsen and Feneberg. however. must be consld-

ered as a breakthrough with regard to the question of eucharistie orlgln: 

We may not be able to agree with these scholars on all points, but they 

have placed the emphasis where it belongs. Thus they have redireeted our 

atte~tion fram a strlctly historical concern, which, for example, dominates 

the works of Jeremias, towards an understanding of the Eucharist in its 

variant forms as the result of the liturglcal development. As in Judalsm. 

lt was in worship that the primitlve Christian community found the best 

way of expresslng its faith. 

,. 
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