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Les origines de 1'Eucharistie: evalpation
critigue des récentes recherches

¥ . Durant les cinquante derni2res années, de nombreuses &tudes ont
tréité des origines de 1'Eucharistie. On peut alors se poser la question
suivante: "Quel prog}és a 6té accompli pendant cette période de recherche?"
Pour se répondre 3 cette question; nous avons voulu présenter un historique
et une &valuation critique des travaux les plus importants qui ont &té
publiés par les spécialistes de Nouveau Testament depuis 1'8tude classique

de Lietzmann, Messe und Herrenmahl, publi&e en 1926.

Les exégdtes 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 1'Eycharistie ont leur Sitz im Leben dans

Ta célébration de Paques. .
L'analyse de diverses théories nous a montré que les recherches

actuelles sur le Nouveau Testament se penchent surtout sur la communauté

chrétienne comme milieu d'inspiration des &crits sur 1'Eucharistie. Ici

B

les travau;\de Marxsen et Feneberg prennent une importance capitale.

[}




Religious Studies

Herbert Kiesler .

Eucharistic Origins - A Critical Appraisal

of Recent Research

During the last fifty years much work has been done on eucha-

)
ristic origins. Thus one may raise the question: "How much progress /

has been made during thi; period of research?" In order to answer this /
question we -have attempted to present an historical survey and critical .
appra;sa1 of the most important contributioﬁs made by competent New

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

Messe und Herrenmahl, in 1926.

)

Scholars have tried to unravel this complex problem on a histor-
ical, theological and on a traditio-historical basis. Some have sug-

gested that the eucharistic accounts have their Sitz im Leben in the

Christian Passover celebration. ii
As a positive resul{ of our examination of the various theories 5
we hive discovered that New Testament scholarship is now focussing ~ i

its attention upon the Christian community as the creative milieu of "the

- eucharistic accounts. Here the studies of Marxsep and Feneberg are of

importance. . ”
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PREFACE

Since the publication of Lietzmann's classical study, Messe und
Herrenmahl in 1526, much work has been done on eucharistic origins.
Scholars have attempted to solve this complex problem on a historical,
theological and traditio-historical basis. )

A survey of recent literature on the subject clearly indicates
that scholars have treated almost every single aspect of the problem on
hand. At this point the question arises: "How much has"yeen accomplished
during the last fifty years of research?” In order to answer this ques-
tion it was necessary to present an historical survey of the most impor-
tant gontribut::ns made by competent New Testament scholars and to give a
critical appraisal of them. We believe that such an account will be a
useful contribution to New Testament and liturgical scholarship.

In this study the biblical quotations in Greek.havg been made
from the Greek New Téstément, edited by Kurt Aland, Matthew Black,

Bruce M. Metzger and Allen Wikgren. Quotations from other ancient sources
have been taken from standard English translations..

5 Some persons have.placed me in debt for their interest they have
taken in the progress of my work at the Faculty of Graduate Studies of
McGill‘University.

My thanks are due Brofessor George Johnston for his invitation to
take up graduate studies at McGill University and for his kind advice and

“encouragdhent
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Above all, however, I wish to thank my adv{sor Professor
John C. Kirby, who not only suggested the topic to me, but-who has
taken a personal interest in the.progress of this study. Professor
Kirby has always been ready to offer suggeétions and constructive
criticisms. Without his advice this study would never have mater{alized.

My appreciation is also extended to the librarians of the
University of Chicago and of Notre Dame University, South Bend,
Indiana; and to Miss Norma Johnston/ikd staff of the library of the
Faculty of Religious Studies of McG&]T University, Montréal. ‘

I would also like to thank Mrs. Cﬁeryl Bristow, Mrs. Suzanne
Benner and Mrs. Klara Banki for their help in preparing the manuscript.

Finally, I am especially thankful to my wife, who has not only

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

way.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the introduction of the critical historical method of re-

[

search, the New Testament accounts of the origins of the Eucharist have
been subjected to very minute and critical investigations. This has re-
sulted in a great number of traditio-historical, form- and literary-

critical analyses of these accounts.1

In all their efforts, scholars were prim&ri]y concerned with a

reconstruction of* the historical events of the Last Supper and with a

2 But in their attempt to come

recovery of the ipsissima verba of Jegys.
\as close as pqssible to the hisporicdf situation, tbey encountered some
very basic problems. These problems were primarily posed by the New
Testamen; accounts of the Euch;}ist. for they are both brief and enigmatic.
. They could therefore furnish only a very limited amount of information.
. The problem was rendered more difficult py the meal accouﬁts in Acts.
Acts 2:42, 46 refer to meals within a chtic setting, which are character-
Y B ied by an aspect of overflowing joy (a/o'rulb’é’é) , but they make no
. reference at all to the words attributed to Jesus in the Gospels and in
v o q Corinéhians. The other reference in Acts to the "breaking of bread"
(20:7) does not refer to them either.
;ﬁ? The situation is furthér complicaizd by the Cucan text-proble;
Luke 22:15-20. From a text-critical point of view, the Lucan text has
presented the most knotty problem. Schotarship is still ﬁharpl; divided
on the question whether the short or the lopg text represents the authen-

tic text-fofm. In 1881 in The New Testament in_the Original Greek,

‘

‘e ’ . .
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Westcott and Hort had pronounced an unfavourable Judgment upon Luke
22:19b-20, and Shortly afterwards, Schuerer, a German scholar, became

convinced of ‘the guthentisity of the short text.3 He was followed by

i
L1et;mann,4 Jeremiésg and others.

In more recent years, French and German scholars have decided

! ! \
in favour of the long text. British scholars, however, e.g., Caird,®

7

Chadwick and,,keaney8 still defend the authenticity of the Lucan short J

text.

' In their work on eucharistic origins, scholars have sought to:

identify the Last Supper of Jesus with his disciples as either a haburah-,
a kiddush, or a Passover meal.? With the discovery of the Qumran docu-
ments, scholarly interesf nas:particular]y,focussed'on the question of a
possible relationship between the Eucharist and the Qumran mea]s.]0
Scholarly opinion is still divided over thé'nuestion of the iden-
tity of the Lasg'Sdpper witn any one of'the above mentioned Jewish meal
practices. British schoTarship,,for,1ns£§nce. has abandoned the Passover
theory almost comblete]y, because it thinks that the Johannine dating of
the Last Supper .and of the crucifixion is the correct one. H
For some time the Passover theory was also unpopu1ar with German

12 but it gained a new lease on life through the researches of

13

scholars,
J. Jeremias, > who was here following in the footsteps of Dalman and
Billerbeck. . . -~

Religionsgéschichtliche réSearch oh' the Eucharist started with

Eichhorn's. Abendmahl in Neuen Téstnment. in 1898.]4 Eichhorn had pri-

marily been concerned with a different evaluation of ihe texts. In
contradistinction from the cr1t1?a1-histor1ca1 method, which considered

the eucharistic accounts.as historically relidble reports of the 1ife of

»
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\ memaration of the death of Jesus.

‘ Vergegenwaertigung des Todes Jesu oder ein eschatologisches Freudenmahl?"

o ' - 3 -

»

Jesus, the religionsgeschichtliche method looked at these accounts in

a

terms of how they would have been understood by their authors and readers.
Eichhorn's theory was accepted and extended by Heitmuelter. It -
was further developed by Bousset and J. wsgss. The whole religions-

geschichtliche discussion was interrupted by the First World War. But

shortly after the/war, the Eucharist became once more the subject of
further discussions by liturgists and New Testament scholars such as

Wetter, Casel, Lietzmann and K. L. Schm‘idt.]5

!»J(»:*tter,]6 who may be considered as a forerunner of Lietzmann,
strong]y reacted aga+ns¥ the text-critics. In his opinion, lhey had
given too much emphq§1§ to the rather ambiguoys texts of the New Testa-
ment, and too little attention to the religious iife of the primitive
Ch;iétian community as reflected in the ancient 1liturgies.

7 who followed spitta,!®

With Lietzmann, the §€age was set for
a.series of discussions which for some time revxlvgd around the gubject
of the double origin of the Eucharist. 'The dist'ﬁttion between the two
different types of the Eucharist was primarily madé on a theological

basis. In Lietzmann's op{n{on, the Jerusalem type of the Eucharist was

. characterized as “an eschatological meal, which was celebrated with great ’

rejoicing. The Pauline type of the Eucharist, however, was held in com-
19 '

Lietzmann's basic thesis was considerably modified by scholars

20

such as Culimann™ and Lohmeyer.21 These discussions to?k a definite

. turn after the publication of Schwelizer's essay "Das Abeﬁpmahl eine

22

and. Jeremias' Die Abendmahlsworte Jesu.23

N
\

The more recent essays of échweizér (1956) and Marxsen (1963) show

\ o
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the influence of the "new quest," which marks a new era in the "life of

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

on the Eucharist, "The Lord's Supper as a Christological Problem," 1s
of special importance here.
Since the publication of Lietzmann's famous study, Messe und

Herrenmahl, in f926,25 much work has been done on eucharistic origins.

We believe that an account and an appraisal of the most important studies
which have been made in this area during the last fifty years‘wi11 be a
useful contribution to New Testament and liturgical scholarship.

It is, therefore, the purpose of this study to present a histori-
cal survey of the most important attempts to solve the problem of eucha-
ristic origins and to give a ¢ritical appraisal of them.

In some casés it was necessary to present the liturgical aspect
of an argument. But since the liturgical problems are outside the scope
of this study, we have not engaged in a detai]éd examination of them,

LI W*,-"am&wv
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FOOTNOTES TO INTRODUCTION

]Hermann Patsch, Abendmahl und Historischer Jesus (Stuttgart: Calwer
verlag, 1972), p. 59.

»

zThe recovery of the ipsissima verba of Jesus was of special concern
to scholars such as Joachim Jeremias and Heinz Schuermann; see, e.qg.
Professor Jeremias' chapter on "The Oldest Text of the Eucharistic Words
of Jesus" (The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, trans. by Norman Perrin [New
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1966]); see also the essay by H. Schuermann,
"Jesus' Words in the Light of His Actions at the Last Supper," Vol. 40 of
Concilium, ed. by P. Benoit, R. E. Murphy, B. von Iersel (New York: Paulist
Press, 1969}, 'pp. 119-31.

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

4Hans Lietzmann, Mass and Lord's Supper: A Study in the History of
the Liturgy, trans. Dorothea H. G. Reeve {Leiden: Brill, 1953-58), p. 175.

5D‘ie Abendmahlsworte Jesu, pp. 42ff., cited by Willi Marxsen, "Die
Einsetzungsberichte zum Abendmahl," (unpublished Th.D. dissertation,
University of Kiel, 1951), p. 32.

6George B. Caird, The Gospel of Luke (London: Cox and Wyman Ltd.,
1963), pp. 237ff; see also Joachim Jeremias, review of The Eucharistic 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), pp. 249-58.

8. R. C. Leaney, A Commentary According to St. Luke (London: Adam &
Charles Black, 1958), pp. 72-75.

. 9A critical evaluation of the various attempts to identify the Last

Supper with éither one of these Jewish meals is presented by Professor
Dugmore; see, e.g. his chapter on "The Study of the Origins. of the
Eucharist: Retrospect and Revaluation" (Studies in Church History II
[London: Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd., 1965]).

IOA summary of the.recent debate about a possible relationship between
the Lord's Supper and.the Qumran meals is presented by Herbert Braun in

gumran und das Neue Testament, Vol. II, (Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr, [Paul
ebeck] » PP. £3-04.

194 l;ir"St Lohmeyer, “Vom urchristlichen Abendmahl," ThRNF, 9 (1937), pp.

12414., p. 201.
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]3Professor Jeremias defended the theory that the Last Supper was a
Passover meal at great length; see Jeremias, op. cit., pp. 15-84. This
view was endorsed by scholars such as A. J. B. Higgins, The Lord's Supper
in the Néw Testament (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1952), pp. 13-23. In note l
on p. 23, Higgins Tisted a number of recent supporters of the Passover
theory as well as some opponents to it.

MHans Lessig, "Die Abendmahlsprobleme im Lichte der neutestamentlichen
Forschung seit 1900" (unpublished Th.D. dissertation, University of Bonn,
1953), p. 72. ‘

YS1bid., p. 72.

]GAltchristliche Liturgien I und II, cited by August Arnold, Der
Ursprung des Christlichen Abendmahls (Freiburg 1.B.: Herder & Co., GMBH,
VerlagsbuchhandTung, T937), p. 3.

17

Lietzmann, op. cit.

IBFriedrich Spitta, Zur Geschichte und Litteratur des Urchristentums,
1 (Goettingen: 1893), pp. 207-66.

19

Lietzmann, op. cit., pp. 204-208.

2005car Cullmann and F. J. Leenhardt, Essays on the Lord's Supper,
trans. by J. G. Davies (London: Lutterworth Press, 1958), pp. 5-23.

. 2]Lohmeyer, "Das Abendmahl in der Urgemeinde," JBL, LVI (1937),
219-52.

22Eduar'd Schweizer, "Das Abendmahl eine Vergegenwaertigung des Todes
g$s#6gder ein eschatologisches Freudenmahl?," ThZ, 2 (March/April 1946),

23Jerem1as. opw cit..

24Professor Reumann takes nqtice of this in his introduction to
Professor Schweizer's essay; see his . "Introduction" (The Lord's Supper
According to the New Testament [Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 196/),
p. XII. See also John Kselman's chapter on "Modern New Testament Criticism"
§The J$ggge)81b11cal Commentary, Vol. Il [Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall,
nc., 1). .

25L1etzmann, op. cit.
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CHAPTER 1

HISTORICAL APPROACHES

The Last Supper--a Haburah Meal?

t

We begin with an exposition of the theories of two well-known

] and G. Dix.2 Both scholars, -

exponents of the haburah theory, F. L. Cirlot
held that the Last Supper could best be understood in terms of a haburah

meal.

1. Felix L. Cirlot

Without presenting a critical evaluation of Lietzmann's hypoth-
l

esis of the dual origin of the Eucharist in the Neﬁ 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, tbat the meals of the
haburoth might throw new 1ight upon the complex p#oblem of éucharistic
oriéins.4

In his refutation of Lietzmann's hypothesis of the dual origin
of the Eucharist, Cirlot was not alone. Dix,s‘for instance, also found
himself in disagreement with Lietzmann. UWhile he used a different ap-

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

to those of Cirlot‘s.6

Cirlot held that the Eucharist as a corporate meal had its roots

7

in Jewish meal practice.” 1In the 1ight of his reconstruction of its

Jewish background, Cirlot concluded that the Eucharist best conforms to

' .

. -7 -

-
NS
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the haburah meal, rather than to a Passover meal or to the ki&dush.8

In the light of the haburah theory, one of the puzzling aspects
of this problem, that of the relationship between the agape and the Eu-
charist, find} its solution. On the basis of his, examination of a post-
resurrection haburah meal, Cirlot pointed out that it consists of the
fol]owiné parts: (1) a preliminary course, (2) the blessing and breaking
of bread at ;pe beginning of the formal part of the meal, (3) the main
body of the foéma] meal, which would always be festive or joyous, and
(4) the "cup of blessing" at the end_ of the mea].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 ideniica1
with "the Eutharist" of a later time.lo On the assumption that the
Jewish meal practice served as the pattern or norm for the meal customs
of the early Christian church, certain New Testament passages wh}ch are

n

still much debated would seem to be far less prob]ematic. The phrase

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

12

haburah meal. In the light o% this consjderation; the phrase "break-

ing of bread" does not at all mean that the "cup of blessing" was infe-
rior to bread, neither does it prove its total absence as Lietzmann and
others maim:ained.]3

On the basis of his examination of the eucharistic accounts fn
the Synoptic Gospels, Acts and Paul, Cirlot was unable to find any sup-
port for Lietzmann's view of a considerable gulf between the "breaking
of bread" as practiced in the Pauline communities and in the primitive

_Palestinian r;hur'ch..'4

15

In connection with 1 -Corinthians 11:17ff, “:Cirlot pointed out

thatfthis passage, the next important one outside the Synoptic Gospels,
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’

preséhts a more complete picture as to how the primitive Eucharist and
agape had been conducted. Accord ng'to Cirlot, the problem jn this pas-
sage is one of semantics, for it is not clear whether the title "Lord's
Supper" applied to the whole meal, the eucharistic bread and cup, or to
the common part on]y.‘6 Again, Cirlot is convincéd that a knowledge of
the Jewish meals, which are fﬁe prototype of the Christian Eucharist,

17 In the‘light of his recon-

will be helpful in solving the problem.

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 iﬁ connection with an ordinary

haburah meal, but without the preliminary course,-which’was customary in

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

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

When confronted by this problem, Paul expressed his disagreement with this

innovation and appealed for the restoration of the original custom.]8
Cirlot also examined the fb]]owing references: Jude 12, 2 Peter

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

Apostolic Traditions of Hippolytus. In the light of the evidence, he -

postulated the existence of an ordinary coﬁmunity meal in the primitive *

community and its union with the Euchar'ist.]9

His examination of the D1dache.20 which he dated at 130-150 A.D.zl
made ‘him aware of the problem of the inverted form of the eucharistic
elements, which in his opinion can be solved by postulating a prior

2z where the eucharistic cup was at the end after

stage of development,
the common meal, having as its consecration prayer the grace-after-

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

the Christian “breaking of bread,” as well as of the pre-Christian
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' formal haburah banquet. When finally the cup was moved before the bread,
23

the Didache form came into existence.
While the exact time for the separation of the Eucharist from
¢ _ngaggggg_cannot be determined, Cirlot held that it must have taken
place during the second centyry, because of the lack of evidence prior
to the time ;f St. Ignatius. On the other hand, there seems to be no
A evidence that they were still united at_the time of St. Irenaeus and
Clement of A]exandria.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

meaning and‘vglue should be retained.25

" 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 "body of Christf appears at the beginning,
followed by a common meal and the "blood of Christ"; (3) in the Didache
the cup is already transposed into the higher spiritual key; and (4) after
this, a double development would set in. As soon as the agape had been
deleted, bread and cup would not simply be givgn up, but would come into
Juxtaposition. The double consecration prayer would seem to have lost
its raison d'&tre, and would soon merge into one eucharistic prayer,“
which was pronounced over both elements. Justin Martyr is a witness of
this deve]opment.26 '

The haburah theory also helps to explain the variant forms of
the eucharistic accounts. Thus, the first cup of the Lucan account, if

. . 1t is historical, may be considered as the cup drunk during a prelimi-

nary course. ~ The covenant-blood-cup, which is placed after the bread,
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' 18 probabfy to be identified with the concluding "cup of blessing" of
the customary feast.27
The first eschatological logion in Luke 22:15-16 is in its
right place. With regard to the second eschqto]ogical logion, the

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

positibn.28 If the command to repeat is historical at all, preference
shou;d be given to its double form in Pau].zg

After these traditio-historical considerations, Cirlot con-
cerns himself with the historicity and meaning of the actions and
logia.20 With regard to the words "This is my body" (Luke 22:15-16)
he pointed out that they refer to the Lord's imminent death. Jesus in-

31 He

terprets it to his disciples on the basis of an acted parable.
not only interpreted to them the significance of that death, but insti-
tuted a memorial of it. The covenant-blood logion is historical, because
it is attested by Matthew, 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 logion forms the basis for his teaching | .
of the significance of his death, which effects the forgiveness of

33 As to the commind to repeat the rite, Cirlot concluded that

4

sins.

there are strong’reasons for accepting it as h15tor1cal.3 On the

basis of this premise, he proceeds with the reconstruction of the Last

f

Supper.36
While concerning himself with the historical aspects of the b

Last Supper, Cirlot alsd?attempted to establish its meaning. For this
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purpose he turned to the writings of the early 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 lgnger Lucan text. The only
way oné can account for its origin is by tracing it back to the Last

Supper and the authority of Christ himse]f.39

The early Christians consider the Eucharist as a sacrifice,40
a fact which finds sypport on the bJ?is of the sacrificial terminology
being applied, such as Qusfa, ddpa, vpoaqor&,Tb them the Eucharist

is not a mental, subjective recalling of the passion. It is rather an
objective memorial or representation of the passion, which is effected
by the offering of the eucharistic e]emépts, the sqcrificed body and
blood of Christ.a]

The realistic interpretationyis gvidenced in John.42 Here, the
Eucharist claims to be the actual ldy and blood of Christ. This made
it impossible for the Docetists §6 accept it. On the assumﬁtion that
Hebrews 13:15 is a eucharistic reference, it may be considered as the
first extant text in which the term "sacrifice" is applied to the Eu-
charist. This passage lends strong support to the conclusions reached

in Cirlot's previous chapters about the eucharistic doctrine.43

44

Paul " also seems to éonsider the Eucharist in terms of a sac-

rifice. In 1 Corinthians 11:25-26 the sacrificial aspect of the Eucha-

rist is emphasized, because these verses»clear1y indicate that~1t is a

memorial of the sacrift;jh] death of Christ on the cross.

I
L

2. Gregory DX 7
The publication of Dix's book, The Shape of the Liturgy, in

S
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‘1945,45 represents an important contribution of British scholarship to
the study of liturgics in general and the eucharistic problem in par-

ticular. In his study, Dix was primarily concerned with the problem

of the origin and developmefnt of the structure of the 1iturgy.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 1i-
turgical problems, the fourth chapter, dealing specifically with the

prob]egé‘of the origin and meaning of the Eucharist, is our main con-

cern here.48

In his discussion of the eucharistic problems, he Eeacted very

49

strongly againsl the liberal views. He was especially ill-disposed

towards Lietzmann's theory of the double origin of the Eucharist, . ---

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

¢
ev'idence.50

. In Wis identification of the Eucharist with the haburah meal,

Dix is f lowing the trend of British scholarship, beginning with

51 52 53

Oesterley,” who in turn is followed by Cirlot,”” Otto™~ and others.

Dix strongly defends the historicity of the Pauline tradition
é//g; the Last Supper. This tradition originated in Jerusalem, being

attested to by Peter and all thoée who were present on that occasion.54

In Dix's opinion, the structure or shape of the liturgy, having

' its basis in the “four-action" scheme, must be considered as a product

of history. It has itsroots in an historical event, namely in the Last
Supper of Jesus with his disciples, which conformed to the "seven-

55

action" scheme. The change from the "seven-" to the "four-action"
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' scheme probably took place after the writing of 1 Corinthians but before
the writing of the first of the four gospels. This change may have been

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

' %' out, is a rather speculative one. 96

With regard to the question of eucharistic origins, Dix followed

E Oester1ey.57 He held that the Eucharist cannot be identified with a

i Passover meal, because of the existing discrepancy between the Synoptic

and Johannine datings of the.passion.58

i

With Oester’ley,59 Dix decided in favour of the Johannine chro-

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

which took place twenty-four hours before the Passover.60 It is evident
that the Last Supper was a typical Jewish meal, wWhich-Dix preferredito

- T identify with the formal supper of a haburah. %!

While critics were unable to establish the historicity of the
comhand to repeat the rite, Dix was quick to point out that there i§
only. one reasoq for the existence of this command of Jesus; namely, to

P

invest a universal Jewish custom with a new and peculiar meaning for

R A " & JAE
vy

his companj‘of friends. This new meaning, which was attached to the
‘ two corporate ac acts, ‘had aFEEEETETTEdﬁﬁEEtTUn“wfth-the atoning death of
T Jesus, viewed in the 1light of Isaiah 53.62

According to Dix, the words "Do this for the recalling.of me"

in 1 Corinthians 11:24 either have a historical basis, or they represent

» ot

an accidental elaboration in good faith, 63 He excludes the latter view.
Dix also dismisses the theory of deliberate invention, bécause it would
be absurd to argue that any fabrication would have pass;& by the critical

Judgment of. Peter and those other ten witnesses.64 /

Dix's criticism of Lietzmann's hypothesis is particularly




; ' -"15 - ' \

L J .
. directed against the .idea that the breaking of bread is to be .con- R
sidered as an essential feature of the Eucharist, while the sacra-
A mental use of the cup is but a Pauline creation under Hellenistic

inf]uence.65 In other words, Dix insisted that there is no scrap of

Er -~

evidence for Lietzmann's hypothesis of the bread and water-Eucharists
) within the New Testament.66 ' |
The short Lucan text, which Lietzmann holgs"to be the only
authentic account o%'what had happened at the Lést Supper, does not o
at all present a complete.picture of this occésion.67
Since the last meal was a haburah meal, it would never have
been considgred as such'without the "cup of blegsing," which normally
formed the conclusion of that meal.68
Lietzmannts théory that the "breaking of bread" in Acts repre-
sents a designation for the eucharistic rite in the Jerusalem church,
.‘i§ untenable., In Dix's opinion, Lie;zmann's argumentation is abso-
Tutely paradoxical, because the identical phrase "?reaking of bread," P

which has been referred to in Act$ 2:42, 46, is also being used in

Acts 20:11, where, accordipg to an eyewitness report, Paul celebrates

the Eucharist. Thus, it would be absurd to assume that the iden-

tical phrase, having been used in both instances, would exclude the

cup at Jerusalem but 1qclude it in the practice of Paul.69

Dix admits, however, that our knowledge of the pre-Pauline

Eucharists at Jerusalem is 1imited. The information from Paul, on the
other hand, is considerable.’® /

<

72

While L1etzmann.71 who was followep by Cullmann,” © had ac-

counted for the Pauline conception of the Eucharist in terms of the

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

e
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by the standards of scientific scholarship.73

In his opinion: the first group of the Galiledn discjples had
been in contact with this tradition. Since Paul had associated with
some eyewitnesses, it is only reasonable io assume that he would have
assured. himself of the veracity of %he whole story. Paul's story as
tdld in 1 Coriqth1 ns 11 cannot be an invention. In defense of the
historicity of the Pauline tradition of the Eucharist, Dix appealed
'especia11y to Paul's integrity, and to the opposigjon party at Corinth.
In his opinion, the histor1cai.truth of the Pauline tradition rests
primarily on Peter and all those who were eyewitnesses of the Last

Supper.74 p' -«

75 of the Eucharist, Dix pointed out that

As.to the meaning
Jesus ascribed to his person a messianic; redeeming and sacrif{cial
significance. This meaning was'fu11y understood by the church. During
the Las% Supper, Jesus had focussed his attention on something totally'
beyond time, but which would some day break into time, namely, the ‘
Kingdom of éod. The Kingdom, according to Dix's own definition, rep-
resents the state of affairs where hen will acknow]édge 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 waﬁq 6!65 . As such,
he 1s concerned to make the  disciples his copartners.

Ag to the deve'lapmant76 of‘the eucharistic rite within the '
éar]y church, Dix outlined the various stages as fqllows:
1. In 1 Corinthians 11 the Eucharist was still connected with the agape.
2. In Matthew and Mark, thé combination of Eucharist and Supper was
considered to be p1ther an accoﬁnt of the past brras of no interest to

Chrisi1ans‘any longer. In both writings occurs & change of the cup-word
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from "This cup is the New Covenant in my blood" to "This is my blood
of the New Covenant." This change has been made for stylistic reasoﬁg.
3. In Jude 12 and 2 Peter 2:13, the word agape has already become

a terminus technicus, in orde(\to describe the Supper apart from the

Eucharist.

4. In the following generation, the word is being used in order to
describe” an observance of the Supper in complete independence of the
Titurgical Eucharist.

5. At the time of Ignatius (ca. 115 A.D.), the Greek term agape has
become an accepted translation of the term habdrah. The Eucharistia,

on the other hand, is the berakah, independent of the haburah supper.

6. Justin makes reference to the Eucharist, but he remains silent with

regard to the agape.

7. At the time of Tertullian, the word agape designated a religious

supper in complete independence of the Eucharist.

+

“ 7
\

3. Critical Appraisal

1

Several scholars, who could not accebi the Passover theory as
an explanation of the historical circumstances of the Last Supper,

wer% convinced that this occasion could best be understood in terms

of the formal 'supper of a haburah.’’ e
Lietzmann,78 for instance, followed by F. Cir]ot,79 G. D'ix.80

K. G. Goetz®! and R. 0tt0,82 had pointed to those Jewish meals which

were invested with religiousﬁsolempity:\ L1etzm3gn83 maintained that

these meals might be held by a company of friends whenever they felt

the need. This assertion, however, can<hard1y be correct, for there is

nolavidence for such a practice.84 }
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“has rather uncritically adopted Oesterley's
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In his description of'the haburah customs, Oesterley pointed
out that among the Jews of the post-exilic period, it was customary to
arrange for Friday afternoon méetings. Friends wou]d‘meet in someone's
home for the purpose of discussing religious matters and to partake of
a meal. These weekly gatherings were a;ranged by societies of friends,

which were called haburoth (haburah, sing.). The term is derived from

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

!

meal began rather early in the afternoon and was extenéed until the

commencement of the Sabbath.85

In his study of the Last Supper in The Kingdom of God and the
86

Son of Man, R. Otto™ argued that the Last Supper belongs to the categary

of the religious, festive meals of a heber or haburah, with sacramental

character and with ritualistic peculiarities. He quotes verbatim the
following sentence from A. Gef533:87 "A1l meals which were held in
fellowship were meritorious and consecrated by a réligious character."
In Jeremias' opinion, however, this statement is ‘erroneous because Sanh.

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

general, but rather with a haburot m1§wah. On account of this erroneous

statement, the consequences which 0tto draws from it are also wrong.88

In The Early Eucharist, Cirlot had declared rather boldly that

the interpxetation of the Last Supper in terms of the haburah meal is

89

botthasy and obvious. ~But, is the identification of the Last Supper

with the haburah meal really all that easy and obvious? Cirlot himself
30 theory concerning these

quasi-religious meals, and has made it the foundation of his own theory.

.Therefore, when he tries to establish the correct meaning of the term

haburah, he relies entirely upon Oesterley's definition of the word.
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The latteér maintained that the word haburah is to be defined in terms of
fellowship and ]ove.91

Oesterley, however, did not derive this particular meaning from
the word haburah, ! He rather interpreted it in the light of John 13:34,
Prier to this, he had suggested that the circle of friends formed by “
Christ and the apostles constituted a haburah. After all, in John 15:14
Jesus refers to this 1n the words, "Ye are my friends, if ye do the things
which I command you." Furthermore, Oesterley was almost persuaded that
the words of John 13:34, 7V0( &/afrr&re &Mf)MU(; can be taken as an allusion
to the word haburah, which means fellowship or even love.92 Oesterl‘ey's
trjeory, however, is unconvincing, because he was unable to present a°ny
definite evider)ce in support of his view thatIJesus and his disciples had
consfituted a haburah. Instead of presenting proof that the Johannine
references are to be understood as references to a haburah, he appeals to
them in support of his own theory. From a methodological point of view,
this appears to be a serious mistake.

In the light of our examination of Qesterley's theory, we have
discovered tﬁat there is hardly any basis for his thesis that Jesus and
his disciples had constituted a haburah. 'His definit%on of the term in
the sense of love is hardly more than an ad hoc conjecture.

Cirlot, who uncritically followed in the footsteps of his prede-
cessor has also made the mistake of reading into the word haburah a
meaning wh1ch—he has derived from New Testament references, rather than
from the Jewish sources. There seems to be no basis for his claim that
these haburoth had as their raison d'8tre acts of piety.and love, a§ indeed
. is implied by the name ha'bur'ah.93

* Dix was also intrigued by the haburah theory, popularized by
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Qesterley. He, too, was convinced that Jesus and his disciples had

formed a haburah.94

According to Dugmore, a haburah was "a voluntary
association of those who pledged themselves to separate their tithes in
accardance with the Torah." They were also committed to uphold the laws
‘of clean and unclean laid 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 to Jesus and his disciples.

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

with the so-called duty mea]s.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 shown that
these duty meals were ﬁe]d only on special ocgasions such as betrothals,
weddings, circumcisions, funerals and the Passover. Those who are present
at any such festive meals, form a Qgggrgn.97

Strictly speaking, on the basis of the available evidence, the
term haburah, in the sense of a table-fellowship, can only be applied to
the Passover meal. Only in a broader sense does the word become a terminus
technicus for an association.98

According to Dugmore, there is no real evidence that these asso-
cfations followed the custom of halding meals, except on gabbaths and
special feast days.99 He pointed out that Dix himself had expressed
doubts on the sub,ject..l00 For this reason Dix had invited the disbeliey-
ing reader to omit the word from this chapter and to accept the regula-

tions cited as governing any rather formal evening meal in a pious Jewish

v
-
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household. In Dugmore's opinion, Dix is wrong in regarding the regula-
tions recorded in Berakoth as referring to the formal supper of a haburah.
But while Dix was rather doubtful with regard to the haburah theory, he
asserted: "That the Last Supper was a haburah meeting seems to arise
straight out of the New Testament evidence."10]
While there may be points of resemblance between the Last Supper
and the meals of Jewish confraternities, we must realize that the parallel

102

cannot be pushed too far. In our opinion, it would be much safer to

assume that the Last Supper conformed to 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 modgl for the eucharistic rite

instituted by Jesus. 9% This theory was 6gg§1arized by F. Spitta'%% {n

105 106

Germany. MWith Foxley and Box, it made its appearance in England

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

eucharistic rite with a Sabbath-kiddush, they encountered some serious

-

problems, because a Sabbath meal could take place only on Friday night.

On the other hand, according to the Synoptics and John, the Last Supper

had taken place on a Thursday night.‘07. ’

Box]08 obviously had no difficulty in solving this problem. He
assumed that the celebration of the kiddush gradually emancipated itself
from 1ts formal connection with the weekly Sabbath. Nisan 14th, the
preparation day.of the Passover was treated as a Passover, and the giggggg\
ceremony was put back from Friday to Thursday. 109 ’

Bur-k'ltt."0 however, found this so]ut{on'unacceptable.n He
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pointed out that the kiddush immediately precedes the actual ce]eBration

of the day. Thus, a kiddush for the Sabbath 1s done on Friday night, not
twenty-four hours earlier. The Passover kiddush, on the other hand, re-
presents the opening of the Passover meal. It was pronounced over the
first of the %our Passover cups. In connection with Burkitt's observation,
Jeremias raised his voice in protest against the wholly illusory Passover

(BRI

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

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

112

R. Otto, for instance, was first attracted by the kiddush theory. Then

he began to look out for some other similar rites. In Jeremias' opinion,

these kiddush-like rites are nothing else but Otto's own invention.]]3

The Sabbath-kiddush theory was further refined by Oesterley, '’
who had appealed to the Passover kiddush, a ritual sanctification of
the feast, which is supposed to have taken place the night before the
feast. This view was already advanced by Kennet'c.”5 He pointed out
that it was a Jewish custom for friends to gather late in the afternoon
on the day before the Sabbath, or on a high feast day. These gatherings
were religious and social in nature. When the Passover day began, while
the meal was still in process, the president would interrupt the meal,
1ifting a cup filled with wine. He then pronounced the blessing in
order to sanctify the day. The meal would continue until Tate at night:

According to Oes'cerley,”6

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 poveéty prevented the meal participants of
partaking in wine.]]7 On the basis of these considerations Oeéterley
concluded that the group of disciples formed a haburah which had gathered

for a weekly social meal on Thursday, rather than on'Friday.”8
! b
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The theory of a Passover kiddush was widely accepted in England.

119 120 121 122

Besides Kennett and Oesterley, Macgregor, Maxfield and

Gavin]23 became adherents of this hypothesis. In Germany it found ac-

ceptance with Huber124 and M. Dibe‘h‘us.l25 Since these 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

126

account for a time difference of twenty-four hours. 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' opinion,

the theory of the Passover kiddush is nothing more than pure fantasy.]27

i 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 sense that

Jesus was hoping to eat the Passover with his disciples. But the unfa-
vourable circumstances prevented him from 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 act he had to rely upon exist-

ing table rites. Therefore, his institution of the Eucharist took on the

. form of a'kiddush. This observation is further supported by the fact

129

4

that a single cup was handed to all the meal participants.
In the 1ight of this consideration, we must seek for a proper

definition of the term. From Jeremias’ discussion of the kiddush theory,

it haS-bec§me apparent that there was a real confusion among scholars as

to the actual meaning of the wgrd “k1ddush".13° Consequently, on the basis

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

131 Dunbitz]32 defines it as a

defined in terms of a simple blessing.
ceremony and prayer by which the holiness of the Sabbath or of a festival
is 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 aver it the usual
blessing: "Blessed art Thou, O 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 all other meal particiﬁants drank from the "cup of blessing."
After the blessing -over the wine, followed the blessing over the bread.]33
It was customary to place two loaves of bread before the head of the house.
These loaves of bread symbolized the doufle pértion of the manna on the
Sabbath. After the bread blessing, the meal proceeded.]3a This pattern of
the ritual, connected with the cup of wine and the breaking of the bread,
reflects a practi® of a later period (200 A.D.), and not that of the time
of .Jesus.]35 ‘

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 preceding work day, we must conclude that the Eucharisi cannot be iden-
tified with a kiddush. Only the meal practice which was connected with the
kiddush may show some resemblance to the Last Supper. These meal customs,
however, are 1ﬁdependent and are not necessarily confined to the kiddush.

b 3 -
The Last Supper--a Passover Meal?

.

4

Thus far New Testament schdlarship has been unable to present
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convincing arguments in support of the Passover theory. The discrgpant
datings of the Last Supper 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 this theory

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

1. Jeremias' Passover theory

Jeremias' monograph, Die Abendmahlisworte Jesu, must be con-

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

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

has dominated the eucharistic discussion in Ger*many.]36

137

Contrary to Bultmann, who had defined the Eucharist in terms

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

138

marily concerned to defend its historicity. In fact, it is quite char-

acteristic of Jeremias to always reflect upon the historical question

139 Therefore, it is hardly sur-

throughout his minute investigation.
- prising when he begins his study of the eucharistic words with the his-
torical questioﬁ‘concérning the Passover. The answer to this question

*does not only serve to solve the chronological question of the life of

Jesus. Jerémias 1s much more concerned with the recoveripg of the

ipsissima verba of Jesus. He also views the Eucharist as a vital link
140 Y

in the scheme of salvation-history.
For Jeremias, ‘theological interpretation must have a firm his-
torical basis. Thus, he is convinced that we must find our way back to

the historical Jesus and his message:14]'

We cannot bypass him. Quite apart from all theological con-

,

&



- 26 -

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." Every verse tells us, rather, that the origin of Christian-
"jty lies in the appearance of the man who was crucified under
Pontius Pilate, Jésus 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 imﬁlications, for he holds
that our understanding of the eucharistic words depends upon it.]43 In
his attempt to prove that the Last Supper was a Passover meal, Jeremias
had to come to grips with a serious chronological problem, namely the
discrepant datings of the death of Jesus.144 The chronplogical problem
may be briefly summarized as follows: A1l the evangelists agree that
Jesus was executed on a Friday.]45 Therefore, the Last Supper was held
on Thursday night. To-be more specific, the Supper must have taken place
during the first hours of Friday, beq}gping at sunset.]46

In this connection, the question arises: "Was this Friday the
first day of the Passover feast?" In other words, did the Last Supper
take place at the beginnind\of Nisan 15 or a day before?147 On this
question the Synoptists and John are divided.]48 According to the for-
mer the Last Supper was a Passdver meal. A1l the events from the .Last
Supper to the burja) take place during the night of Nisan 14/15 and

Nisan 15.]49 John, on the other hand, who does not report the insti-

o
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1! tution of the Eucharist, seems to consider Nisan 14 as the day of exe-
cution for, according to John 18:28, the Jews do not go to the judgment

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

as yet.]SO

51

In Mark 14:12] there is a contradiction between the first

half and the second half of the time reference. According to the unusual
152

reckoning, the phraserﬁu'fa’zrn ﬁﬁe}u an&CL’)/wV points to Nisan-15.
But there is evidence that occasionally this phrase referred to the pre-
ceding day. The second half of the time reference , STeTo nvltbp £6uvov,
definitely refers to Nisan 14;]53 Therefore, only this day can be
intended.

“Which possible solution can be found in order to remove the dis-

crepancies? The following attempts must be made in order to solve the

BT O O e

complex chronological problem:

1. John has to be explained on the basis of the Synopt:ists.]54

2. The Synoptists have to be explained on the basis of John.]55

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

ent datings can be explained.156

o

Jeremias, who may be considered as the champién of the Synoptic

157

chronology, had accumulated a series of incidental data, which in his

¥ opin1on would lend qef1n1€e support to his thesis that the Last Supper

158

was a Passover meal. We will briefly refer to some of the most im-

gggf portant incidents mentioned by Jeremias:
1. On the basis of the unanimous festimony of the Synoptics (Mark 14:13
par.; 14:26 par.;) and of John (18:1), the Last Supper took place

159

. in Jerusalem and not in Bethany. While it was impossible for aﬁ

the pilgrims to stay over night within the precincts-of the Holy City,
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as it was expressly demandeqd by Deuteronomy 16:7, the Passover lamb had
160

to be eaten within the gates of the city. .

2. Accordihg to 1 Corinthians 11:23 and John 13:30, the Last Supﬁer was

held at night.]6] In Jeremias' opinion, this is quite unusual, for ) ‘

nowhere in the gospels do we find any reference that a regular meal was
eaten at night. The only'exceptiOn to this rule is Matthew 14:15 with
its reference to the miraculous feeding of the five thousand. Since it

was not customary to hold a meal in the evening, the textual references

must point to a Passover mea].]62

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

@3, 25, 28) are in agreement on the point that Jesus and the disciples

163

celebrated the Eucharist while reclining at table. Only for the

celebration of a special meal was it customary to recline at tab]e.164

The Passover meal, of course, was part of such a special meal cele-

165

bration. The objection that Exodus 12:11 speaks against the reclining

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

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

edeus.]66

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

acterizes the meal as a festive occasion, because in everyday life water

167

was drunk . Matthew 11:16-19 Snd John 2:1-11 are the only other ref-

erences in the gospels which indicate that Jesus drank wine.168 The

idea tHQt Jesd;®§n$ his disciples used wine with their dailywneals is

- simply unfounded.169 In Jeremias' opinion} the drinking of wine at the

Last Supper is an indication that this occasion was a Pgssover feaSt.17°

According to rabbinic fegu]ationsu each participant had to have four .

cups of wine.]7]
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172

5. After the Last Supper a hallel was sung. This singing of a hymn

1s mentioned rather incidentally in Mark 14:26 and in Matthew 26:30. It
15 a further indication that the Last Supper was a Passover meal.!73

6. “The last argument 1s the weiéhtiest one in support of the Passover
theory. The manner of Jdesus' announcement of the passion becomes intel-
ligible only within the setting of a Passover meal.”4 Jesus spoke words
of interpretation over bread and wine, which is a fixed part of the Pass-

175 According to Jeremias, they primarily concern the frame-

over ritual.
work and the substance of the narrative. Therefore, they cannot be con-
sidered in terms of later embellishments for the purpose of giving a
paschal character to the Last Supper.]76 -
Jeremias.! attempt to strengthen his position wiih regard to the
Synoptic tradition on the basis of new materials was very soon met with

177 who did not believe in the paschal

strong opposition. Kaesemann,
character of the Eucharist, objected to Jeremias' presentation of the
new materials. In his opinion, these data are not fully convincing. They
simp]y'serve to underline the fact that the Synoptic tradition does speaf
of a Passover mea'l.”8

In Schweizer's opinion, the arguments collected by Jeremias in
support of the bassover character qfﬂfﬁe last meal, and those against it,

seem to counterbalance‘one anbthe;: As positive evidence, he accepted.

the following arguments: (1) Jesus eats in the city and not in the sub-
urbg; (2) he eats at night, and not in the late afternoon; (3) his dis-
ciples sing a hymn of praise at the end of the mé&] (Mark 14:26a).

But, he pointed out that the’arguménts against the Passover theory
seem to be more persuasive than those cited in its stport. In‘h;s opin-

ion, there is a distinct differencg between the Passover and the Lord's

e L N,
.
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‘ Supper-. The former was hardly celebrated only once a year in the earliest

ii) church. Schweizer holds the view that in Acts 20:6 and the "Epistle of
the Apostles 15(26)," and among the Quartodecimans, the Passover had
nothing to do with the Lord's Supper. Red winé, for instance, was not

%3 ' only used at a Passover ce{ebration, but was drunk on other festive oc-
casions and special mea]s;a1so. The argument concerning the reclining
position at the table does not prove anything, because it is frequently
mentioned iq’all four gospels; The disciples' lingering within the con-
fines of fhe c;ty does not stand out as anything unusual in John 18:2,
Luke 21:3} 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
which the poor are to be found on the streets. In the light of these
arguments, Schweizer seems to imply that a good case could be made out
against .the bassover theory. Most particularly, the lack of any ré*er-
ence to’the Passover in Mark and Raul, which may be considered as the
oldest passages, seems to lend support to this view.]79
From a theological point of view, Schweizer argued, this question
is unimportant, because a meal held on the eve of the Passover could have

taken db the ideas of the impending celebr'ation.]80 But if the quqstioﬁ .

.is of no theological significance, we can hardly understand why Schweizer

is so anxioug to point out that even a meal held in tﬁe atmosphere of

the Passover ﬁould have been influenced by paschal ideas.

* . With regard to Jeremias' presentation of. the new materials in
subport of the Passover theory, pugmonels]\has particularly objected

to Jeremias' argument that it was customary at ordinary meals 1n.Jesus’

time to eat sitting, rather than reclining. He pointed out that of the

two passages which Jeremias cites "from the Rabbinic 1iterature" {(J. Ber.

L
"
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' \ VII, 11b, 62, 11c, 42 and 48), the first mentions reclining at meals,
while the second makes no reference either to reclining or sitting.
He also pointed out that neither Ber. VI nor b. Sanh. 3Ba warrants the
statement in his text.]82 Furthermore, the<;gﬂypn Greek words for "to
sit" Ko(Ql’(w s KO(QG’Z'O/MOH and K&97/4al are constantly used in the
gospels. For instance, when Jesus healed the sick of the ba]sy, “there

were certain of the scribes sitting there (Mark ?'6)."]83

Actording to
Dugmore, whenever the gospels mention a meal at which Jesus was pre§ent--

including the feeding of the multitude (Mark 6:39; Luke 9:14; dohn 6:11;)

and the meal at Emmaus (Luke 24:30)--they employ words like awxels B
etc., all of which mean "to fall back, to recline." Thus, Jeremias'
argument that because Jesus and his disciples reclined at the Last Sup-

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

passes a similar judgment on other arguments presented by Jeremias in
§upport of the Synoptic chrono]ogy.]84 He concludes that Jeremias has
made it less impossible to believe that the Last Supper was a Passover‘«
meal, but he is far from haying proved that it was.]85
Without engaging in a detailed analysis of each single point of r
the new material, which Jeremias presented in support of the Synopfic
chronology, we must agreé with Dugmore, Kaesemann and Schweizer that
Jeremias has failed to convince us that the Last Supper was a Passover
' meal. 18
Frod a discussion of the various points in support of the Pass-
over theory, Jeremias turned to an examination of eleven major objections
to the Synopfic assertion that the Last Supper was a Passover meal. In
his- treatment of these objection§, we noticed that Jeremias has simply

tried to explain them away. "Furthermore, he tends to make exceptions
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the rule for his explanation.lB7 This can best be illustrated on phe

basis of his rather inadequate explanation of the Sanhedrin's meeting

and condemnation of Jesus on Nisan 15, which was actually forbidden by
Jewish law. According to the Mishnah, "none may sit in judgment .

»188 In the light of this mishnaic statement, the ques-

on a feast day.
tion comes into focus: '"Was this law already enforced at the time of
Jesus?" In Jeremias' opinion, Blinzler has conclusively demonstrated
that the rabbinic-mishnaic criminal law was not yet in force at the
time of Jesus.]89 A

In support of his thes%s, Jeremias appealed to a statement by
Rabbi,Akiba, who died after 135 A.D. According to this statement, a
convict was to be brought to Jerusalem and kept in prison until the feast,
for it is said: "And all the people shall hear it, so that they may fear

w190 According to the Torah, the

it and not act presumptuously again.
exception on a feast day was ruled out. But by referring to Rabbi Akiba,
Jeremias indicated that Jesus' case was a legal exception to the law of
no judging on feast days, and concluded that Jesus had to 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 recommendations to the Roman procurator,

191

who would pass legal judgment himself. The Jews admitted that they

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

to issue an effective sentzance.l92

In Gaug]er"s]93 opinion, the Sanhedrin's meeting durin§ the Pass-

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

194

pose a serious problem which cannot easily be solved. Preiss, in
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basic agreement with Gaugler, also expressed strong doubts about Jeremias’
claim that Jesus should have been judged, condemned and crucified in the
midst of the feast. That would have been contrary to the prescriptions of
the law. It is impossible to understand that the disciples should be armed
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, lfor there is evidence that people were allowed to work in the
fields until noon of that particular day. In his opinion, this detail of
the Marcan tradition strengthens the Johannine data.]95 Thus , the San-
hedrin's meeting, the disciples' bearing of arms, and Simon's return form

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

Nisan 15.

2, T?Z chronological problem

In the course of his defense of the historicity of the Synoptic chro-

196

nologyl, Jeremias had refuted all attempts seeking to harmonize the dis-

crepant chronologies of John an%,the Synoptics. He also refuted the rather

197

ingenious study by Mlle A. Jaubert. In connection with K, Holds' critical ‘

198

observations, Jeremias argued that the "strange passion week chronology”

which occurs in the Didascalia for the first time, represents a secondary

development which had its origin in the fasting practice of the chu\rch.l99

a) Attempts at harmonization
Since Jaubert's hypothesis was considered by several scholars
as a possible solution to the puzzling chronoIogical problem, in the

sense that it respects the integrity of both the Synoptic and Johannine

2 K
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chronology, it will be necessary to briefly discuss 1t. -?

Jaubert's book La Date de la cene2% is divided into three sec-
tions. In the first partZO] the author discusses the solar calendar,

which is represented by the Book of Jubilees, the "Astronomical Book" in

Ethiopian Enoch and 1n the Qumran texts (CDC XVI:1-5; II1:13-15; CDC

VI:18-19f and IQSI:14-15; 1QS X:5-7). While there is no need to enter
1nto a discussion of the technicalities concerning this calendar, we
must briefly state the.fo!lowing déta: (1) The year was a solar year
of exactly 364 days. X£ was divided up into exactly 52 weeks, which
means that the days of the week were fixed days. In other words, 1f
the year would begin on a certain day, the next year would begin pre-
cisely 52 weeks later on the same day. Furthermore, the year was di-
vided into four parts: Each part consisted of two months of thirty
days edch, plus one month of thirty-one days. On the basis of some
complicated ca1cu1ation; it has been worked out that ;he year, accord-
ing to this solar calendar, began on a Wednesday, and that the Passover
also fell on that day. V

What is the history of this calendar? It can a]ready be found
in the 01d Testament, namely in the Hexateuch and in Chronicles. This
calendar also exerted its influence upon the liturgical practice of the
early church. The first indications of liturgical dates appear in the‘
Didache. From, this document it appears that the Christians had chosen
Sunday, Heanesday and 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 celebrated the Passover on any

202

In the second part of her work, Jaubert concerned herself
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. with the patristic tradition. The most important texts attesting a Tues-
day night Passover can be found in the Didascalia (21) and in Epipham’us.zo3
The tradition was, of course, more widespread than our present dOCUmgnta-
tion 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 is, .
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 night from Tuesday to Wednesday. He was crucified

[
on Friday.204

205

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

£
v tive church's tradition of the three-day passion with the solar calendar.
According to this calendar Jesus had celebrated the Last Supper on Tues-

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

to be justified.

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

k

F ,

% with the official Jewish calendar. ‘Therefore, the Johannine dating seems
}

)

day night, it is highly improbable that the priests would have permitted :\
the ki]iing of lambs in the temple. The official day for the slaughter

- was Nisan 14. Therefore, the Marcan phrase Kon n] rrpurq r,,uepa va

’ an/AderErNTadla éQUOV » {(Mark 14:12), appears to be a secondary
gloss, because the glossator probably no longer understood which Pass-
over celebration he was referriég to, the priestly one or the one\of the
official calendar.
The double calendar has also affected ‘the dating of certain

feasts in the early churck. The Quartodecimans of Asia Minor,” for in- .

stance, celebrated Easter according to the official Jewish calendar on

-~
[ t
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Nisan 14. Rome and the rest of the churches, seem to have followed the
priestly calendar, because they have chosen a certain day of the week,
namely Sunday, as their date for Easter.

Jaubert's hypothesis seems to offer a far better solution to
the puzzling passion chronology than any other one suggested thus far,
It was favourably received by a number of scholars such as Allegro,

207 opinion,

Carmignac, Cross, Walther and,others.206 In Johnston's
Jaubert's hypothesis does not depend upon any arbitrary a]ieration 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

208 Burrows,

fully convincing. Therefore, scholars such as Blinzler,
Schubert209 and Jeremias210 have found it unacceptable. Johnston, for
instance, raised the question whether Jesus ever followed the Qumran
calendar.2]] Secondly, the problem of intercalation calls for further
investigations. K.yhn,m2 for instance, pointed out that the Qumran cal-
endar could only have functioned properly for a longer period of time,
if authentic proof for an intercalation of the calendar were available.

Unfortunately, there is no shred of evidence that the solar calendar has

ever been intercalated. According to I(uhn.ﬂ3 Ethiopian Enoch 80:2-8
is to be considered as an example that the solar calendar did not functian

at all, because 1t was not fntercalated. In‘Ethiopian Enoch 74:13-14,

for instance, an attempt was made to calculate the days of an eight

year period on the basis 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 Tight of these considerations, Kuhn concluded that

Jaubert's thesis of a Tuesday night Passover could be accepted only if
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v

. . 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 wés actually intercalated for
the purpose of adjusting it to the solar year. Such proof, however, is
not'av%ilab]e.Z]a i
Blinzler also objected to Jaubert's Tuesday Passover theory, be-
B cause the following considerations seem to militate against such 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
i - the assistance of the priests and according to their specifications?
Since the temple priests, who were the representatives of official,
Judaism, celebrated the Passover on a Friday night, 1t is to be assumed
. that for the slaughter of the lambs, the priests were available only on
E Friday afternoon, rather than on Tuesday afternoon, which would have
& “been Nisan 11. Therefore, if Jesus ate the lamb on Tuesday night, it
cannot strictly be designated as a Passover lamb, because it was not

killed and prepared at the appropriate time and place.m5 Furthermore,

on the basis of this consideration, the Last Supper could not be speci-

fied in terms of a ritual pesach meal of sacrifice of the 0ld Covenant.216

We can hardly enter into a detailed discussion of Jaubert's book.
But while Jaubert‘s thesis promises to fit the facts in a rather impres-

sive way, it is to be'admitted that-there are certain problem areas such

ol as the intercalation of the ca]endar2]7 and the Tuesday Passover fheory,2]8

A,

. which stand in need of further research. Therefore, he} thesis, which

has been favourably received by several scholars, is still far from be-

I

ing conclusive.

In this connection, it sheuld be pointed out, that several schol-

"
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ars were not at all persuaded by Jeremias' extraordinary, learned arqu-
ments in support of the Synoptic dating. In his essay "Are Both Synop-
tics and John Correct About the Date of Je;us' Death?" Shepherd2]9
sugges ted thdt the problem of the discrepant datings could best be
solved on the basis that two different ways of reckoning the Passover
may have existed.220
John, for instance, who was following a Palestinian tradition
based upon the ?alestinian reckoning of the day of the Passover, re-

22] The year when Jesus died, the Passover coin-

corded the true date.
cided with the Sabbath. Therefore, Jesus died 6n -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 fell on a Friday.222
This hypothesis seems to provide a rather simple solution to a
“gomplex problem. It is so convenient as to arouse the suspicion that
it may have been invented for the purpose of solving the rather complex
problem on hand.
b) Defense of the Johannine chronology
/ While Jeremtas defended the historicity of the Synoptic dating
of%thé Last Supper, some scholars were convinced that the Johannine chro-
nology is, the correct oma.?jz3
According to Branscomb.224 the evidence strongly supports the
Johannine presantation that Jesus was crucified before the Passover
feast/began. He presented the fb]lowing reasons for his conclusion:

1. Mark's dating is not consistent. There are indications that

- N
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. he has combined portions of two different traditions.
2. Some episodes of the Passover narrative seem very unlikely on the
_ E. 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
f the slaughter of the paschal lambs, as John affirms. Secondly, if Paul
J had understood that the meal had taken place on a Passover night one would
expect to find a reference to it 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.225 |
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 mea1.226 -
In his essay "Der Termin des Todes Jesu," Strobe1227 also in-
f ; siﬁted that preference should be given to the Johannine chronology. In
L : his opinion, B. Lohse, who had attempted to 1n5erpret the Quart;deciman
| practice in terms of a direct continuation of the last Passover of Jesus
onﬂuisan 14th, had made a mistake. Since pohse was primarily concerned
with establishing the age of the celebration, he had failed to notice
that the special content of this celebration was responsible for the
discrepancy of twenty-four hours, as compared with the historical date
of the Last Supper.

t

According to Strobel, the Quartodeciman-apostolic celebration

was characterized by a strong emphasis upon the eschatological expecta-




with the midnight hour of the Passover.
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tion. This particular aspect of the celebration had connected itself
228 In the light of this con-

siderdtion, 1t is highly probable that the Synoptic presentation of the
last meal reflects the common practice of the primitive Christian com-

229

munity. Therefore, the Johannine chronology, with«=Nisan 13 as the

date %or the Last Supper and Nisan 14 as the day of Jesus' crucifixion,
is to be preferred.230

Strobel found further support for his thesis on the basis 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 chronology.23]

His basic assumption, that the meal account could be considered
as a factor which has introduced disorder into the Synoptic chronology
of the passion, can also be supported on the basis of Mark 15:42, where
the day of crucifixion is designated as paraskeue, but with the addji-
tional phrase "that is the day of preparation for the Sabbath.“232
While we must admit that these are weighty. arguments in favour of ther
Johannine'chrono]ogy, Strobel's attempt to explain the cause of the
discrepaﬁcy is unconvincing.

Recently, P. Benoit233 stated his view concerning the Johannine
problem as follows: "The issue’ is not settled as yet. %or our theme

it is of no decisive importance. Jesus' farewell meal may have taken

place on the eve before the Pasdover, or even earlier. At any rate, it
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_was submerged in the atmosphere of the Jewish feast."

In another artic]e,2.34 Benoit, observing the various attempts
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 slaughter of the Passover lamb, he
himse1f would die. Therefore , he antedated the Passover celebration
by one day. At the celebration of his last meal, Jegus 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 this very
foundatlon ' According to Benoit, this solution certainly respects the
Johannine as well as the Synoptic datings. 235

Benoi¢ was fully aware of the fact that there is no easy solu-
tion to the cdmplex chronological problem. Since he was unable to es-
tablish the historicity of either the Jghannine or of the Synoptic
datings, he decided to make a compromise. In other words, for Benoit
the question of the historicity of either dating seems to be no longer
of any fundamental importance as long as one can be certain that the Last
Supper took place in the atmosphere of the Passover.23? In this way he
can find at least some basis for h1s\theologica1 interpretation. Benoit's
solution, however, can hardly satisfy. L

237 the chronological discrepancy was created

According to Preiss,
by thé mistaken Marcan chronology. He argued that Mark 14:1-2 "Now after ,
two days was the feast of the Passzver and of unleavened bread . . . not
during the feast," presupposes the Johannine chronology.238

Preiss was particularly concerned to find a solution to the rather
complex problem whether Jesus' last meal was a Passover meal or not. In

his opinion, the last 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
rnot:ifs.239 The eschatological prgpect, for instance, may be con-
sidered as proof that the Last Supper was an anticipa‘tion of the
Kingdom.zﬂ'O 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
appear as a Passover mea1.24]

The rise 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
of a simple meal with a Passover theme into a paschal mea].za2 In the
course of this development, only the editorial framework of the Marcan
narrative was affected, while its substance remained uninfluenced by

this trend .243

?
c) Attempts of Jewish scholarship
In this connection, it should be pointed out that some Jewish

scholars have also been sharply divided over the question concerning
the correct chronology of the Last Suppgr and the crucifixion of Jesus.
Torr"e,y.m4 for instance, had attempted to dispose of the discrepancy
by 1nterpret1ng the word mfaaqu in the Fourth Gospel as a refer-
ence not to the eve of the Passover, but rather to the Frtday of the .
Passover week. In Torrey's opinion, the word merGKéU'] in John 19:14
is not the .colourless Greek yord preparation, but a Jewish technical
term.245

~ In disagreement with Torrey, Zeit14n246 pointed éut that the

word mrwsxeur] is not a Jewish technical term equivalent to the eve
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L of the Sabbath. | . {
Heawood247 also attempted to reconcile the contradiction between
the Syngptic and npn-$<foptic Gospels. He maintained that.in biblical
times the Passover was distisct from the Festival of Unleavened Bread.

The Passover lamb was sacrificed on the 14th day of Nisan, while the

Festival of Unleavened Bread began on the 15th. In later days, the word
Passover was .used to cover the whole of the seven d;ys of the festival.
In Zeit]in'5248 opinion, Heawood's facts are correct, but his
" conclusions are incorrect. On the basis of a careful examination of
the chronological data, Zeitlin conclu&ed with certainty that there is
a discrepancy between the Synoptic(Gospe]s 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 Zeitlin is concerned, the gospels

are irreconcilab]e.249 The contradiction between the Synoptics and

< non-Synoptic Gospels %s not a historical, bit rather an ideological
problem, "Does Jesus personify the Paschal Lamb or the Passover?“250

This disagreement among Jewish scholars may serve as a further

T TR

illustration that there is™no simple solution to the chronological prob-

lem. As we have-already pointed out there is no justification for

R Bt

Jeremias' insistence upo; tﬁe historicity of the SyMoptic chronology.
SRy In our opinion,.there are some weighty arguments in favour of the

Johgnnine,chronology. But thus far, it is to be admitted that we have
4 _ no conclusive evidence in support of either fhe Johannine ‘or the Sy"?

optic datingé.

. The Last Supper--not a Passover Meal'

251 252

Apart from any chronological considerations, Bornkamm, Hahn.

’
AR
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Prei55253 and others have pointed out that there are other basic con-
siderations which hardly permit us to identify the Last Supper with a

-

Passover meal.

1. Objections to the Passover theory

Contrary to Jeremias, Hahn254 contended that the question whetﬁer
the Last Supper was a Passover meal or not could nat beihecided on a his-
torical basis. From a methodical point of view Hahn saw the following
two possibilities: (1) since the Lord's.Supper was celebrated reguiarly,
the Passover motifs were omitted; (2) the reference to the Passover i;
to be explained as an addition which was theologically motivated.255

In Hahn's opinion, on the basis of historical and traditio-
historical considerations, it is very unlikely that Jesus' Last Supper
was a Passover meg'ly256 Referring to Mark 14:25, Hahn ind1cated§§hat in
this text, we canﬁot recognize any connections with a Passover meal.

He was quick to point out, however: that éhere is a definite f}nk be-
tween the déﬁ%h of Jesus, his farewell meal and the Passover celebra-

5:7 -and John 19:36.2%7

‘ }ign. This, in turn, gave rise to 1nte§:jetat10ns such as 1 Corinthians
In Bornkamm's opinion, Jeremias’'- presentation that the Last Sup- ¢
per was a Passover meal, fails to be poﬁancing. At the most, Jeremias
has preseg}ed proof that the Synoptics have placed the Last Supper with-
in t@e framewprk of a Passover meal. The accounts of institution have
very little, or no connection at all, with the Pas;;;er.2§8
| ‘Bornkamm, who was evéﬁ more critical'than'ﬂihnz pointed to a
number of factors which in his opinidn speak decidedly against any con- *

nections between the Last Supper and a Passover meal: (1) The consti-
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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 ingerpretation be considered in terms of a Passover
~ Haggadah. (3) Against Jeremias, Borﬁkamm argued that the constitutive
words and actions of the Lord's Supper can hardly be fitted into the
framework of a Passover liturgy. (4) In th? agccounts of the Lord's
Supper, there are no intbrpretaiive wor;s f&r the lamb, the matzoth
and bittgr he;bs.' (5) The bread- and cup-words are also without any
analogy to the Jewish celebration of the Passover.259
With regard to fhe Pauline account of the Last Supper Bornkamm
pointed out that the absence of any reference to the Passover from the
words of interpretation is rather striking, because Paul does show fa-
miliarity with qpncepts such as Cﬁ%?st is\our Passover Lamb. On the
basis of his examingtion of pértinent New Tes;ement passages, Bornkamm
concluded -that there was no justification for the assumption of a

poésib]e relationship between the Last Sﬁppér and the Passover.?%0 on

261

this point, Bornkamm is in'disagreement with Hahn, who maintained that

«there was a connection between the Last Supper and the Passover meal. In
Bornkamm's opinion, the textual situation is such that wherever refer-
ence is made to the Lord's Supper, there is no indication of a Passover

lamb. On the other hand, wherever the lamb is referred to, no mention

is made of the Lord's Supper.262

In the 1ight of these considerations, Bornkamm concluded that

263 264

the theses of G. Walther and J. Jeremias 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

idea of the Lord's Suppei".265 ’
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Kuemmel was also unable to find a textual basis for the pas‘pal
interpretation of the Last Supper. He pointed out that according to
Mak; 14:12, the Last Supper was a Passover mea1.266 Matthew and Luke,
on the other hand, have simply adopted.the Marcan dating. Thé Marcan .
and Pauline accounts of the Last Supper do not make reference to any-
thing which is peculiar to the Passover. The lack of any reference to
a lamb is especially striking.267

According to Lohmeyer, there can be no doubt that Mark has in- )
serted his account of the Last Supper into the ritual of a P;ssover
meal. Consequently, he wants to have it understood as a Passover meal.
While there are numerous possibilities 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 all. Therefore, in Lohmeyer's opinion, it is neces-

sary to explain it without any reference to the Passover meal.268

Exegetes have obviously been puzzled by these conflicting tradi-
) 269

tions. This in turn has giyeh rise to numerous hypotheses. OQulton,
for instance, thought it possible that the Lord had intended to hold
a farewell meal instead of a Passover meal.
In his opinion, it wauld be easy to suppose that, fater on in
the minds of the Christian disciples, the farewell meal would be regarded
as having taken place on the actual day of the feast.270 1
We have already stated Preiss' basic thesis and discovereq that
for him the question whether Qesus‘ Tast meal was a Passover meal or
not has no bearing upon the issues involved. In his opinion, we are to

realize that the various traditions of the Last Supper have been ghaped

by the theodlogical interest of the primitive Christian community.27] *
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. From a chronological point of view, with the exception of the mistaken

272
Marcan chronology, the Last Supper was not a Passover meal. Theo-

273
B logically speaking, however, the last meal was a Passover meal. It

was so as the result of the death of Jesus. In the Jewish economyi the
3 Passover was the central point of all the events of the Exodus. Now,

the Passover serves as an enormous symbol, which is realized in Christ.
i On the assumption that Preiss' basic presuppositions are correct, all
attempts which seek to prove that the Last Supper was a Passover meal
become superfluous. The important point to remember is that Jesus in-
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 parousia in the great communion of the Kingdom.gj4 dk

In Branscomb's opinion, the question why the early Christians

wished to identify the last meal, at which the Eucharist was instituted .
with the Jewish Passover, can easily be answereq.275 The first Christians
were mostly Jews, or they were Gentiles who had Jewish leaders. Thus, it
is to be assumed that the Jewish Passover was still considered to be one
of the dominant events of the annual ca]endar.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 the other hand, it
pointed forward to a future deliverance. These ideas also characterize
the Eucharist, which, as a result of the death of Jasus, serves as a me-
morial of the deliverance of God's people. - It is also a promise of a
future salvation. Thus, it is only natural -that the Christian eucha-
ristic meal came to be thought of as a Christian substitute for the

277

Jewish Passover, This substitution resulted from an opposition to

Judaism and its rites. Such an idea would find support by the general
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Christian knowledge that the institution of the Eucharist and the
death of Christ occurred at the Passover season.2’8 )
Branscomb's contention that the Eucharist was a substitute
for the Jewish Pasgover 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 conclude that
Jeremias' insistence upon the historicity of the Synoptic dating,
and the identification of the Last Supper with a Pagsover mghlm is
unfounded. While the chronological problem is still far from being
solved, it is to be admitted that a strong case could be made out
in support of the Johannine chronology of the Last Supper and the
crucifixion of Jesus.
Furthermore, the eucharistic accounts themselves contain
no features peculiar to a Passover meal, For these basic reasons, the
exegete will not be able to interpret them in terms of a Passover
meal. On the other hand, it can hardly,be denied that the early
Christians did associate the Euchari;t with a Passover meal. This
identification was theblogica1]y motivated. The Passover, as the
central aspect of the events of the Exodus, provided a suitable back-

ground for an understanding of the Christ event. It did not only

provi&e a backward 1ook to the redemptive death of Jesus, but also

the prospect 8f a future deliverance in the Kingdom of God.
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‘ “A Critical Appraisal of Jeremias'
¥ . Interpretation of the
Eucharistic 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 command, and

(4) Jesus died as the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53.

1. Jesus' avowal of abstinence

In this section Jeremias develops the thesis that Jesus assumed

280

the role of an intercessor for his deluded people. In order to im-

‘ ; ' press his disciples with a spirit of complete self-surrender, he en-

281

‘gages in a fast for his persecutors (Did. 1:3) In other words,

Jesus begins the last Passover meal as the Servant of God, who according

282 nt this

N to Isaiah 53:12, makes intercession for the transgressors.
point the question arises, “wﬁat is Jeremias' basis for this rather im-

i 1 pressive construction?" |

A In the light of Luke 22:15, Jeremias, in agreement with

F. C. Burkitt and A. E. Brooke,2>

argued that the text should be trans-
lated: "I would very gladly have eaten this Passover lamb with you be-
fore my death." The reason why for Jesus this wish was not fulfilled

is given in verse 16: "for I tell you I shall not eat it until it

d."284

is fulfilled in the Kingdom of Go In Jeremias' opinion, the

.A 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
intent, almost in terms of an oath,.285

Further support for the hypothesis that Jesus abstained complete-
ly from foéd 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
and wine, which he described in terms of his body and b]ood.286

Jeremias also appealed to the Quartodeciman practice in support
of his éhe51s. These Christians of Asia Minor, who were living towards
the end of the first century, celebrated the Passover at the same time
the Jews did. Instead of eating the ceremonial meal 1ike 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—erow.zs7

A survey of source material from late Judaism indicates that re-
nunciations played an impbdrtant 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 order to strengthen persis-
tence in prayer.289 In Jeremias' opinion, these considerations are help-
ful towards a better understanding of Jesus' attitude in abstaining from
food and drink. /%

Jeremias' exegetical construction may be very impressive. But it
causes us to raise the question whether it has a sound textual basis. In
other words, does Luke 22:15-18 warrant Jeremias' portrayal of Jesus' in-
tervention onlbehalf of his deluded people of Israe!? Can we possibly
understand these verses in the sense that Jesus, in an attempt to impress
the urgency of his intercession upon his disciples, underscores this with

a renunciation of the festival celebration and‘pf the wine? Is there any

textual basis for Jeremfas' contention that at the Last Supper Jesus

@
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engaged in a fast?

With this questi;)n in mind, we must briefly examine the Marcan-
Matthaean tradition of the Last Supper, in order to find out whether
there is any indication of Jesus' renunciation with regard to the meal.
In the light of Mark 14:18-20,.it appears that Jesus and his disciples
were eating. Furthermore, the phrase aurd MW Kavov é”ﬁ /346'1\6';?(
10U €0l (Mark 14:25); mvew peb Gudv kartvov év ) asiAéict ToU
rrarpéq Mov (Matt. 26:29) seems to lend support to the idea that
Jesus had partaken of the cup, since he will drink it anew in the
Kingdom of God. On the basis of these considerations we must conclude
that the idea of Jesus' fasting cannot be derived from either Mark or
Matthew. This means that we must focus our attention solely upon Luke
22:15-18. f

With regard to the interpretation of versé 15, it should be
ﬁbinted out that there is no unanimity.among exegetes. Some have inter-
preteq it in the sense that Jesus' desire was actually fulfilfed. They
hold that Jesus did not only express his desire to eat the Passover meal
with his disciples, but he indeed ate 1t.2%)

Jeremias, on the other hand, argued that verse 15 is to be under-

292

stood in terms of an unfulfilled wish. In this connection, he pointed

> ~
out that the use ofen@u,melv "to desire,”" with an infinitive, is a
favourite construction in Luke's special source. In Luke 17:22 it clearly

expresses an unfulfilled desire.293

294 has pointed out

In criticism of Jeremias' position, du Toit
that there seems to be a‘contrad1tt10n between verses 15 and 16. On the
basis of Luke 22:15-18 one wquld have to assume that on one hand Jesus

was longing to eat the Passover meal with his disciples. On the other

.\"
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‘ hand, Jesus seems to 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 to give up his desire to eat

295

the Passover meal. Jeremias suggested that Jesus' intention to ab-

stain from any food was motivated by his great concern for his deluded

296 This argument, as impressive as 1t may be, fails to be con-

vincing, because there is no textual basis for 1t.297 In order to

people.

give some added strength to his argumentation, Jeremias appealed to the
Quartodeciman practice, which in his opinion can be traced back to the
earliest comunity and ultimately to the practice of Jesus himse]f.298 4
But even this attempt to project a second century practice back to the
practice of Jesus must be considered with great caut‘ion.299 According

300 Jeremias' argument could easily be reversed. He thinks

to du Toit,
it would be possible to argue that a redactor of Luke 22:15ff wanted to
project the practice known to him, back into the last meal. In connec- |

tion 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 left. their traces upon it. The Semitism of
L ’ ’
verse 15, EINOU/‘W éréelyl')éﬂ, for instance, may be an indication

301 ,If so, Jeremias’' argument that verse 15 expresses

of Lucan.redaction.
an unfulfilled wish becomes untenable.
. In the light of these considerations we must conclude that

Jeremias' interpretation of Luke 22:15-18 fails to be convincing.
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According to Jeremias, Jesus understood himself in terms of the
302

2. Jesus, the Passover Lamb

eschatological Passover Lamb. Therefore, he represents the fulfillment

of all that of which the Egyptian paschal lamb and all the subsequent

sacrificial lambs were the prototype.303 He presents the following argu-

ments in support of his 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 the unleavened bread and probably also of the wine.305

But to the great amazement of the disciples, he added further words after

the two graces.306 Because this was contrary to the prevailing custom,

Jesus' action must have been as unexpected by the disciples as his avowal

307

of abstinence at the beginning. Jesus' words of interpretation, however,

did not concern the actions of breaking the bread or pouring out the wine,

308 This arqument can be supported on

but rather the elements themselves.
the following basis: (1) the interpretation of the special elements in the
Jewish Passover rite is not concerned with any actions, but with the compo-
nents of the meal themselves, and (2) the early church understood the mumD
as referring to the bread and wingfo9

The terminology useq *or the interpretation of the elements con-

sists of the double concept bdsar wadam or bidra udema.:ﬂ0 The meaning
d 311

The second one deserves special considera-
32

of this concept is twofol

b3}

tion in connection with Jesus' reference to "his flesh~and blood."

Jesus is applying to himself terms from the 1

-

> L T
the participle EKXUWo,uévav conveys .a-sacrificial aspect, so do the two

’
nounsdaPE and a7/'ua .3]3 On the basis of these considerations, Jeremias

concluded that Jesus had referred tp himself in terms of a sacrifice.3]4

Uage of sacrifice. Just ase
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References to Jesus as a Passover Lamb can be found in the
pre-Pauline Passover Haggadah, which is preserved in 1 Corinthians
5:7, 1n early Christian literature as well as in extra-biblical
sources.3]5 The very great age of this comparison of Jesus with a
sacrificial lamb is evidenced by the pre-Pauline phrase "his blood."
Since the crucifixion was a bloodless form of execution, the phrase’
must come from the language of sacm‘fice.zﬂ7

With the words den bisri, “this is my flesh," and den idim,

'

"this is my blood," Jesus probably designated himself as the eschato-

logical paschal Lamb.‘ﬂ8 The tertium comparationis in the case of the

bread is the fact that it was broken, and in the case of the wine, the
red colour.3]9 According to Jeremias, bread and wine represens a double
simile. The broken bread is a simile of the fate of Jesus' body, while
the blood of the grapes is to be considered as a simile of his outpoured
b]ood.320 Therefore, Jesus is saying, "I go to death as the true Pass-
over sacrifice."BZ] Jesus did speak of the nature of his death, but

he gave no details of its manner. In view of the simile and the parti-

’

ciple éKxUVVO/“eVOV , one can be certain that Jesus must have expected

a violent dea'Eh.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 eschatological paschal Lamb,
designated his death as a saving dea;h.324 For Jeremias, the paraillel
between the Egyptian paschal lamb is obvious.325 The blood of the lambs
which were killed at the time of the Exodus from Egypt had redemptive
power. When the blood was applied to the doorposts, God displayed his
mercy towards Israel for he did not execute the death sentence. Similar-

1y, the vicarious death of Jesus brings about the final deliverance of
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God's people.326

Jeremias also saw a very close connection between the phrase

T& éKXUVVéuéUoVCWEfTNDuGUV and the passage relating to the Suffer-

327

ing Servant of Isaiah 53:12. The word noAAof marks it as an

Isaianic concept, for it almost functions like a Leitmotiv in the

328 The "for many" is a Semitic

manner of speaking in an inclusive sense. 329 Therefore, the full

meaning of the phrase TD éKXUWO/M&VOV Ulréfﬂ&uzw , should be
330

Servant Song, Isaiah 52:13 - 53:12.

translated: "which will be shed for the peoples of the world.'
The eucharistic words of Jesus are more than parable and instruction.33]
Their primary purpose was to make clear to the disciples that by partak-
ing of the elements, they would receive a share in the redemptive work
of Jesus, their Saviour.332 Thus they would be the recipients of Jesus'
best and greatest gift, 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 from the perspective of the Passover theology, appears

- to be totally unfounded. The fact that we have found no evidence in

support of his view that the Last Supper was a Passover meal appears

to be a gogd reason for refuting his thesis that Jesus considered him-

self as the eschatological Passover Lamb. In addition to this, there

see;s to be no evidence at all that Jesus considered hf%self in these

terms, and that he ascriEed to his death as a Passover Lamb‘a saving

function. ‘
On close examination of the eucharistic texts 1n the New Testa-

ment we must conclude that the words attributed to Jesds cannot be in-

terpreted—in the 1ight of the Passover theology.

0
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. If we must assume that these words are to be understood in the
sense that the body and blood represent the body and blood of the new
.+ Passover Lamb, then it is puzzling 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 community must have been quite
familiar with such concepts as "Christ, our Passover Lamb" (1 Cor. 5:7;
“John 1:29; 1 Peter 1:19).334
With regard to the blood of the Passover lambs, it should be .
pointed out that a different role was ascribed to it, as compared with "
the eucharistic wine, which was interpreted in terms of blood. Origi-
nally, the blood of the Passover lambs was applied to the doorposts, but
it was not drunk.335 o
In the light of Jeremias' argument that Jesus consideéed,him-
self as the eschatological Passover Lamb, it is extremely difficult to
understand how Jesus, in the presence of the roasted lamb which was cut
up iinto pieces and ready to be eaten, could have seen in it an analogy
to his approaching fate. 336 |
Furthermore, 1t is also inconceivable that the two eleménts of .
" bread and wine should have pointed to Jesus as the sacrificial Tamb. 337

?inallx, we must a]so_object to Jeremias' combination of the

Passover with the Servant theology, which are two essentially different
338

theological aspects.
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3. The anamnesis command

' ] ,\' ’
In Palestinian usage the construction &4 dVd/w'?é'V designates

a presentation before God intended to induce God to act.339

The historicity of the command to repeat “the rite could be chal-

lenged on the basis of its close affinity with the formulae used for the

foundation of ancient ceremonies.in qommemoration of the dead.340

341

o

for instance, considered the early Christian meal cele-
w342

H. Leclerqg,
bration in terms of "un véritable banquet funébre.
This idea was perpetuated by H. Lietzmann, who stated the final

343 At that time he had suggested

result of his investigation in 1931.
that the formula "in remembrancé of me" 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
344

345

dead. The Pauline Supper was the result of this process. Lietzmann's

X,
position was criticized by Jeremias on the following basis:
While theluv'?,“rl -motif plays an important role in antiquity, it
( . L
is important to notice that the construction a'c, 0!V0744V76"' is completely

346

>
absent. Furthermore, in none of the instances of an endowment &G,

’ p I \ .
IMV7IM7V QMV'}/M"CWV is the:‘e any indication of a memorial meal“.":m7

The commemorative meals of cultic fellowships were not held daily
or even weekly as the early Christian Eucharist was. They were, ;'ather,
held annually as birthday celebrations in honour of the dead.M8

The.increasing worldliness of t’tﬂxe memorial feasts makes it hard
toqmderstand that the command for repetition should be considered as
having any connection with these meals for the dead.:m9

The formula é( C’Wi’,“"’w and its variants Were_u;sed in Judaism

’ y 7
at the time of Jesus as follows: (1) éc;OMyW?&V is said for the
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most part in reference to God, and (2) it then designates without any

exception, a presentation before God intended to induce God to act.350

According to Jeremias, the command to repeat the rite may be
understood in the sense: "This do, that God may remember me." God re-

members the Messiah in that he causes the kingdom to break in by the

parousia. 351 This interpretation is based upon Jeremias' exegetical

consideration of the two phrases: TOUIO TDIETE - and €l Tl]V E,M']V
avamvpely .3 : I

-

In the light of several 01d Testament references, the phrase

TOUTO roiEie appears to be an established expression for the repeti-

tion of the ,r1te.3-53‘ This usage also lives on in the Qumran texts. 3/54 -

[t specifically refers to the rite of grace at tab'le.355 Furthermore,

the expression "to break bread" as a technical term is probably due to

the command for vepetition. 356

“The eXpresswn éC, ‘"]V é/“QV UVCV/”V']GN is rather ambiguous. 37
According to Jeremias, the gm,v represents an objective genitive. 358 -
Thus, the phrase should be translated: “"that I be remembered.” , But who
should remember Jesus? Was Jesus afraid that the d1sc1p1es would forget
him?359

According to Jeremias, this is not the most obvious interpreta-

sation. Therefore, he referred to the parallel construction é;_g ,“V?,MOOU\VOV

which is found. in Mark 14:9 (par. Matt. 26:13) and Acts 10:4, “as a \

, \\
360 In Acts 10:4, God is referred to as the sub- )

memorial before God."
Ject of the remembering, and Mark '14:9 seems to relate to the.mercifuyl

remembrance of God: "that God may (mercifully) remember her at the last
judgment w361 ‘ ‘

While the command w0610 to1EiTE €16 17v guqv avamw)é"/ is

’ -

!
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linguistically clear, and as a command has a clear-cut meanmg,362

Jeremias concluded that eiq T;}Vé;M;IV &VO}”V76!V i 1 Corinthians
11:24ff and Luke 22:19 is to be understood in the sense that God
1s being besought to "remember his Messialr\.“363

According to R1chardson,364 Jeremias' interpretation of é;Q TV\]V
ém:’u &m}uv?ow is doubtless correct as far as 1t goes.365 He pointed
out that the anammesis 1s primarily a divine remembering. But its
meaning 1s not at all exhausted here.366 He criticized Jones, who 1n
his opinion does not entertain the possibility that a phrase such as
eig 77\?V 6,7M':]VC)W§"W"OI\/ may contain not merely one meaning but sev-
eral meanings.

Jones,368 however, was more critical of Jeremias' position than
Richardson. 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 asgociation would conspire to make the remembrance
which Jesus commanded chmparab]e to the remembrance inqerent in the
Passover rite, and not the contrast of it, as Jeremias' thesis requires.
In the Passover, the worshipper looked back and remembered. The same

hp]ds true as regards the Eucharist.369

Aceording to Kosmala,370

if Jeremias:%}'s right and the sentence
should be understood in the sense of "do this, that God may remember
me," this could have beeg e;pressed in an appropriate manner. It could
be done, for example, with a final clause where God is the subject, or
with the help of an adverbial phrase.37]

" He also pointed out that the "remembrance of Jesus"” in the primi-
tive C:y’stian comunity never finds expression in terms of "God's re-

membrarce of the Messiah."372 Thus, it is more than probable that the
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participants at the Last Supper did not understand 1t this way.
Ligier373 was also puzzied by‘Jeremias' interpretation of the
command. He was unable to see how in the Christjan economy the Fathgrjf
is able to remember the passion for the sole benefit of his Christ.)
Has he not already brought him to life again and glorified him? In
his opinion, however, it cannot be ruled out that he 1s still able to
remember him and his sufferings for the good of mankind and of the
church.374
While Ligier and Richardson were able to accept at least one
aspect of Jeremias' interpretation of the command to ;;peat the rite,

in the light of Jones' and Kosmala's examination of the command, this

interpretation must be questioned.

4. Jesus, the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53

In connection with his 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 to give his life, his blood, for the
many, the nations.37

This unique theological statement may be very impressive. It
also seems to blend in !eny well with Jeremias' basic conception of

>

}
Heilsgeschichte. But will this statement stand the test of a critical

examination? In the context of this study we can hardly unfold the
numerous problems which are connected with it. Thus, we will fd&ug
our attention on the question: "Did Jesus consider himself in terms of
the Suffering Servant of Isafah 537" '

For the present purpose, it will be necessary (1) to briefly

—
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summarize the arguments presented by some exponents of the traditional
view such as V. Tay1or,376 R. 0tto377 and H. W. WO]ff,378 and (2) to
compare these views with some of the recent attempts to solve this '
complex problem.

In his book Jesus and His Sacrifice379 Taylor concerned himself

with the problem of the influence of the Servant concept upon the passion-
sayings. He was convinced that the Marcan references, such as Mark 9:12b;
8+315 9:31; 10:33—34 and Mark 10:45 as well as 14:24; had been influenced
by Isaiéh 53.380

With regard to Luke 22:37, Taylor was convinced that this passage
is an express citation from Isaiah 53.38] Its presence in the Lucan tra-
dition confirms the view that Jesus had deeply pondered the description
of the Suffering Servant‘ and saw it as a foreshadowing of his own expe-
rience of suffering and death.382 In Taylor's opinion, it would be in-
credible that Jesus should have considered his own suffering in the light
of this sublime poem, while ignoring the representative and vicarious
aspects of the Servant's sufferings.383

Rudolf Otto,384 in the Kingdomwf God and the Son of Man, argued

that Mark 9:]2 represents a definite proof that Jesus considered himself

\ 385

in terms of tﬁé~6uffering Servant of Isaiah 53. Referring to Mark

10:45, he stated: "Here again we have a cléar synthesis of the Son of
Man ‘and Isaiah's Servant of God."386 qn the basis of this identifica-
tion, Otto interpreted the meaning of the death of Jesus.

H. W. Nolff387 had also made a careful study of the Servant-
Song and its influence upon sayings such as Luke 22:37s Mark 10:45; 14:24

388

and 9:12b. He held that the answer to the question, whether Isaiah 53

appears in the word of Jesus is not necessarily an answer to the second -
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question, whether Isatah 53 played an important role 1n the conscious-

ness of Jesus.389 Wolff defended the traditioral view on the basis of

the following two observations: (1) Jesus made frequent reference to

Isaiah 53, and (2) Jesus occupied himself with the fate of John and
;u‘
the martyrdom of the prophets.390 Thus, he concluded, it is highly im-

probable that Jesus should have .ignored this important chapter.39]

On the basis of his e;Emination of Luke 22:37, Wolff pointed

out that Luke knew Jesus as one who referred to his own death as follows:

"And he was reckoned with transgressors."392 Wolff held that Mark 10:45

must be considered as an important witness to the relationship of Jesus

to Isaiah 53.393 Here, as ng1 as in Mark 14:24, the significance of

the death of Jesus is expressed in the light of the 01q Testament chap-

ter.394 The authenticity of Mark 9:12b may be doubted.395

In Bultmann's
opinion, this text represents a secondary, redactional g1o§5.396 Nl ff
argued, however, that the imprecision of the citation is an indication

of Jesus' manner of speaking. In agreemqu with Otto, he defended the \‘\

view that these wo}as can hardly be a theological construction of the \

primitive Christian conmunity.397 In the 1ight of these considerations, | ‘

he concluded that Isaiah 53 exerted an iﬁﬁjquce/upon the thought of

Jesus with regard to his death.398

'

While these scholars were convinced of the definite influence

of Isaiah 53 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 are 3

400

inauthentic. If Jesus had weighed the possibility of a violent death,

and there are definite indications that he did so, then in view of the

Vo
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extraordinary importance of Eﬁconcept of the atoning power 1n late
Judaism, it must be assumed that Jesus had given thought to the mean-
ing and purpose of his death.ao} In support of his supposition,
Jeremiasao2 pointed to the following considerations:

1. We are dealing with a pre-Hellenistic tradition, for none of the
passages, with the exception of Luke 22:37, shows influence of the
LXX.4O3
such as Mark 9:12; 10:45; 14:8, 24, Luke 23:34 and John 10:11; 15:17.%04
Some of these references presuppose either a Hebrew or an Aramaic
background.405

-

2. Since several of the intimations of the passion are so generat,

406

they cannot be considered as an invenf?gn ex eventu. In Jeremias'

opinion, the core of the predictions 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. They form an esgential part of the pericope.408

4. The use of the passive form mrth'dorou in Mark 9:31 is firmly

rooted in the tradition, and recurs in other passages such as Mark 10:33;

14:21 and Matthew 26.%0°

antique Jewish mode of speaking, but it is very frequently employed in
the words of 35395.4 In Jeremias' opinion, this is a clear indica-
tion of Jesus" personal style.4]] \/'

5. The Gné?- phrase in Mark 14:24, the\o}dest and soundest tradition,

412 This view cdn be sub-

represents a definite reference to Isaiah 53.
s"ntiated on the basts of traditio-historical cqnsiderations.4]3
L

Jeremias held that Paul had received his version of the Eucharist pos-

-7
-

Such an 1nfluence 1s completely out of the question for passages

In connection with God's action, it points to an
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s1bly after 40 A.D. 1n the city of Antioch. Since he 1s convinced that
the Synoptic versions are older because of their Semitic features, they
could have arisen in the thirties.‘”4 In the 1ight of these éonsidera-
tions Jeremias concluded that "here we have the bedrock of the
traditnon.”4]5» ,/

Hepadmitted, however, that there are only a few passages where
Jesus applies sayings from Isaiah 53 to himse1f.4]6 There are none
at all in the material peculiar to Matthew and Luke.m7 This scarcity
of references to the 01d Testament chapter on the part of Jesus cin
best be explained on the basis that Jesus never declared himself f:
public as the Servant of God.l”8 Only to his disciples did he disclose

4
the mystery of his sacrificial death on behalf of the many, the nations. 19

In his book The Mission and Achievement of Jesus, R. H. Fu]]erazo

still held the position that the Servant concept can be traced back to
Jesus himself. He had analyzed the Marcan passion predictions (Mark
8:31, 9:12, 9:31, 10:33ff and 10:45) with the purpose of separating the
different strata of the tradition.42] Thus, he distinguished between
“an original substratum in which Jesus speaks of his sufferinés in the

. . . . C 422
light of Isaiah 53, and the residue as a series of vaticinia ex eventu.

In the meantime, H. E. Toedt has analyzed a number of alleged
derivations from Isaiah 53.423 He concluded that these references must
stem from other soéurces, with the exception of Mark 10:35b. and 14:24._

«~ In these two texts Toedt has found allusions to Isaiah 53:11 (MT).424
In Fu]]er‘s425 opinion, the researches of Toedt and Miss Hooker
have completely demolished the thesis defended by the exponents of the

traditional view, according to which Jesus thought of himself in terms

( >
of the Servant of the Lord. Fa( less did he understand himself as the
“‘
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A

suffering, atoning Servant of Isaiah 53.426 Since Hooker's427 thes1s
1s of real importance, it will be necessary to briefly summarize her
basic arguments:

She distinguishes between two different groups of texts in the
Synoptic gospels, which are considered as proof for the influence of the
Servant concept upon the mind of Jesus:428 (1) those texts which have
some linguistic affinity to one of the Servant Songs,429 and (2) those
d‘ich expres; the necessity for Jesus to undergo suffering.‘ao Some
of the passages may be assigned to both groups.43] With regard to the
first group of passages, Hooker had established two basic criteria of
judgment:432
1. Préof that the reference was exclusively to Deutero-Isaiah.

2. The application of the Servant's sufférings to Jesus. .

On the basis of a minute examination of these passages, Hooker
concluded that a considerable number of texts fulfilled the first of
the two conditions. Only Luke 22:37 fulfilled both requirements.433

For the remaining passages of the first group, which speaks of
suffering, it wgs impossible to find any proof of their dependence upon
the Servant SOngs.434 Furthermore, in those passages which belong to
the paﬁsion narratives, there was no indication of an alteration by the
authors, in order to establish the identity of Jesus with the Servant.43

In all passages, which belong to the second group, “there is no
indication that the .ideas concerning Jesus' appfoaching suffering and
death could only be derived from the relevant passages‘in Déutero-lsaiah.436
In the light of her analysis of the pertinent passages, Hooker concluded

that in none of them M¥oes Jesus make a specific reference to Deutero-

43
Isaigh. 7 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 view that Jesus identified his mission with that of the Servant of
the Songs.439 Hooker indicated that the search must be continued in the
rest of the New Testament, in the hope of finding some evidence to show
that 1t was 1n the primitive Christian community where the identifica-
tion of Jesus with the Servant was first made.440 An examination of
the remaining, relevant New Testament Eassages led to the following
conclusions: In Acts 8, the fourth Servant Song 1s associated with the
sufferings of Christ. This reference, therefore, must be considered as
definite proof that at an early date, the passion of Jesus was seen in
connection with the fourth Servant Song.aa] This eonnection, 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
s1’n.442 While to'raul, John and the author of Hebrews the identifica-
tion of Jesus with the Servant seemed to be of minor importance, the
situation is different in 1 Peter, where the significance of the applica-
tion of the fourth Song to Jesus is expounded.443

The second chapter of 1 Peter musifbe sqpn as the earliest, def-
inite evidence for the identification of Jesﬁs with the Servant.444 In
the 1ight of these considerations, Hooker concluded thét the Synoptic
gospels do not offer any definite evidence that Jesus considered himself
in terms of the Sérvant.445 This concept was not even of any significance
to the early church. Those who defend the traditional view must therefore
be able to give an explanation for the lack of evidence that Jesus inter-
preted his death in terms of the vicar10u§7§‘5uffering Sérvant.446 They

must also give an account as to the church's apparent failure to attri-

bute any signifieance to those passages which Jesus considered as the

.
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key to his passion.447

While Hooker has thus exposed the weaknesses of the traditional .
position, she did not exclude the possibility that Jesus saw in the

oracles of Deutero-Isailah a forecast of Israel's sufferings, of which

his own were but a part.448

449

In his criticism of Hooker's thesis, Hahn pointed out that

she is right in refuting a recognizable after-effect of Isaiah 53 and

450

a messianic understanding of this chapter in late Judaism. 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-

52 With regard to

tant book by E. Lohse, Maertyrer und Gottesknecht.4
her treatment of the Synoptic texts, Hahn pointed out that Hooker has %d
not 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 Synoptics to support the traditional view that Jesus identified ’
his mission with that of the Servant of the Songs.454 In agreement with
Fu]ler.455 and opposing Barrett456 and Hooker,457 Hahn maintained that
an‘{nfluence of Isafah 53 upon Mark 10:45 and 14:24 can hardly be
disputed.**8

These two texts, Mark 10:45 and 14:24 are the only two texts in
the tradition according to which Jesus attributed an ajoning signifi-
cance to h{s death.459 Their authenticity is still dijputed.

In Bultmann's opinion, for instance, Jesus has not spoken of
his death and resurrection and of their significance for salvatioﬁ.460

In the gospé1s. such words were put into his mouth, but they have their
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.. 4
Sitz im Leben 1in the faith of the Christian community. 61 Bu]tmanq,

however, does not attribute them to the primitive Christian éommunity,

but rather to Hellenistic Christianity.462
We can hardly be certain of tfie authenticity of these words.

The main reason for this uncertainty is the fact that in the whole tra-

463 Thus, one may tend to

dition, .there are only two such references.
agree with Bultmann and«others who hold that Mark 10:45 and 14:24 be-
long to the kerygma of the primitive Christian community. If so, it
appears that Hooker has successfully demonstrated that there is no ev-
;EEﬁte\fgr_the traditional view that Jesus thought of himself in terms
of the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53.

Jeremias' exegetical sections, which are primarily based on the
assumption that the L;st Supper was a Passover meal appear to be weak.
There 1s 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 to solve the eucharistjc prob-

lems on a historicé] and theologicdl basis fails to be convincing.

// The Last Supper--a Qumran Meal?

With the discovery of the Qumran documents, the historical prob-
lems -of the date and the identity o/ the Last Supper became once more
the focal points 6f a widespread scholarly debate.464 Thus, scnplar-
ship was particulaﬁjy concerned to determine the relationship between
the Eucharist and the Qumran mea]s.465 Furthermore$ some scholars were
convinced that the date oé the Last Supper could bel:stablished with
the help of the Qumran cqlendar.466 This aspect of the debate was

F
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closely associated with the name of Mlle A. Jaubert.467 Since we have

already referred to Jaubert's hypothesis, it will not be necessary to
deal with it again in the present context.468 We must focus our atten-

tion, however, on the question of a possible relationship between the

Qumran meals and the Christian Euchérist. -

While we can hardly deal with the jndividual arguments of the

debate, it should be pointad out that scholarship is still sharply di-

vided on the question of the meaning of thd Qumran meals.469 [s it

possible to consider them as common meals, iwhich are accompanied by

prayer and where the special emphasis is pllaced upon ritual purity?47O

Some scholars have argued that the Qumran meals are to be considered in

{EsSene worship service.47]
472 has particularly under]inqdithe sacral character of these

473

. terms of the “sacramental focus" of the
Cullmann
meals, while Daniélou has sought to émphasize the religious, rather
than the cultic meaning of the Qumran méa]s. In his obinion, there was
a close relationship between these community meals and the Christian

‘ 47

!
Eucharist. Other scholars, such as Betz, 4 have argued that these meals ~

475 on the other R |

are to be understood as sacrificial meals. Kosmala,
hand, ffs greatly disturbed by the fact that some have seen a close
parallel between the Qumran meals and the Christian Eucharist. He was
convinced that the Eucharist could only be understood within the con-
text of .a Passover meal.

Without attempting to present a critical appraisal of each in-
dividual theory about the meaning of the Qumran meals, it will be neces-
sary to consider the t;xts themselves. Besides the two pertinent pas-
sages in the Qumran documents, where we find a description of the sacred

76

meal, 10S VI:1-6 and 1Q5ai1:11-22,%7% we also 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 to enter;
pure now themselves, they repair to the refectory, as to some
sacred shrine. When they have taken their seats in silence, the
baker serves out the loaves to them in order, 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 to 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 their return they sup in 1ike manner, and any guests who may
have arrived sit down with them.477 ,

In the 1light of this rather brief description gy Josep?us, we
are still able ’o discern certain fgg?ures which seem to indicate that
the Essene meal was more than merely a meal of satiation. Josephus'
meal account opens with a remark about the religious practices of the
Essenes. Before sunrise they engage in prayer. In this wayﬂthey seem
to entreat the sun to rise. After this period of deéotiont‘they pursue
their daily work until the fifth hour. At that time they assemble them-
selves the second time for the common meal, which is preceded by special
preparations. Here, the emphasis is particularly placed upon the ritual
purity of each meal parttctpant. It is passible to see some connections
between the ritual washings of the temple priests and the washings of
the Essenes. 478 While the temple priests of Jerusalem were requ1red to
wash only their hands and their feet before serving at the altar, the
Essenes bathed their yhole body. According to Deuteronomy 23:12f this

was a requirement in preparation for the Holy Nar.479

‘. -
\
\ i
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' , The aspect of the community's devotional life, its emphasis upon
ritual purity as well as ‘the pronouncement of the .blessings before and
after the meal, seem to underline thé religious nature of the Essene
meal. 6R‘the other hand, the blessings before and after the meal were

typical of every Jewish meal. It should be pointed out that every Jewish
A

L]

meal was a religious nea1.480 w

In 1QS VI:2-8 we also discover several raeulations governing a

: community meal: \\V-~_

P They shall eat together, and worship [1it. blesﬂ,together,
! and take Counsel together. In every place where there are
ten men of the council of the community, there shall not

5 fail from among them a priest. Each according to his
appointed rank, shall sit before him and in that order they
shall be asked for their counsel with regard to every matter.
Whenever the table is set out for eating, or the wine for
: drinking, the priest shall first stretch-out his hazd to
L biess the choice portion of the bread and the wine.

The information tq be gained from this account is rather Timited.
A1l we may safely deduce from it is the fact that a minimum of ten men
was required, in order to constitute a meal fellowship. The meal
itself consisted of bread and W]77'T] %82 scnotarship, however, is
still divided on the question, whether wine or grape-juice 2? intended
her‘e.483 v

According to the text, the priest pronounced the blessing over
bread and wine as an iq}roduction t6 the whole meal. Th%s is obviously
a deviation from the existing Jedish/custom, where the b]esging over je
the bread precedes the meal, while the blessing over the wine follows
after the meal. 484 Furthermore, the text a]so indicates that the bless-
ing is to be pronounced over then WX’I the chaice portion. 485 This
‘ concept obviously belongs to the sacrificial language and seems to point

" to the relationship between the meals of the Essénes and the meals of
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the temple priests.486 Bread and U/ 7‘7’71 come 1nto focus as a priestly
meal. But there 1s no indication that this meal mediates sa}vation.

As we compare the meal account IQSa 2:17-22 with IQS VvI:2-4,
we discover some basic agreements. The meal referred to in IQSa 2:17-22,
however, is characterized by the presence of the Messiah of Israel, and
a high priest taking precedence over the Messiah of Israel.487 \This
high priest seems to represent the eschatological high priest, the
Messiah Aaron.488 While we can hardly pursue the messianic problem
any further, we must raise the question concerning the meaning of the
messianic meal. Black, for instance, pointed out that\ghe second account

489

resembles the messianic Banquet of the Apocalypses. In view of this,
-4

some scholars have ascribed an eschatological significance to the s%cred
v

meal. TXhus, it is interpreted as an anticipation of the messianic Ban-

-

quet or as a meal which is eaten‘in expectation of this consummation.
According to Black, this assumption is merely a conjecture.490 On ac-
count of thé strong agreements 6f the\hessianic meal referred to in
IQSa I11:11-22, with the meal of IQS VI:2-8, it appears that both refer-
ences point to one andpthe same meal But the meal referred to in |
IQSa I1:11-22 is characterized by the presence of the Messiah of Israel,
‘and a priest, who is functioning before h1m.49]
At this point the question regarding the mean%ng of the megsi-
anic meal comes into focus. Gnilka has raised the question regarding
“the re1at19nsh1p of the meal account to the closing remark. On the
basis of this remark men in groups of ten are réquested to perform a
rite in accordance with the meal account.492. In the 1ight of the few
refe*ences in Josephus and IQS VI, we have discovered thﬂt the commu-

nity meal of Qumran was nS@ merely a meal of satiation. It also tran-’

L4



(.

- 73 -

scended the basic religious nature of every other Jewish meal, because
1ts main purpose was to substitute for the sacrificial service of the
temple during the time of its desecration.493 .
It should be pointed out that a number of authors once held that
there is an analogy between the Qumran meals and the Christian Eucha-
r1st.494 The situation has been changing. According to Braun, in the
course of time, scho]aré have become very cautious in pronouncing judg-
ments with regard to this re]ationship.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.??’ .
Some have argugﬁﬁ}hat 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 Didache.
_Qf the many scholars who have concerned themselves with deter-
mining the‘};Iationghip between the Qumran meals and the Eucharist,
K._G. Kuhn is known as one who has engaged in the most thorough investi-

gation of_bhe prob]em.499 According to Braun, Kuhn is to be considered

as the initiator of the whole(debate.soo Therefore, we will briefly

present the basic.results of hi$ research.—-.

On the basis of his comparison of the Essene meal as described
by Josephus with the ipform#tion found in IQS 6:1-6, Kuhn was led to
the concTusdon.

IQS VI in the sense that the meals of the Order were held in common and

there is a general pgreement between Josephus and
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that they also had a cultic character.SO]

In his further discussion, Kuhn also brings IQSa 2:17-22 and the
New Testament texts into focus. But neirther of the two Qumran passages
furnishes any information about the religious significance of the meal.

Such an understanding of the significance of a Jewish meal, however,

502

15 found in the Egyptian-dewishzlegend Joseph and Asenath. Kuhn was

quick to suggest tgeat the sacramental understanding of the fneal in Joseph
and Asenath should not be transferred to the community meal of the Essenes,
since the Qumran texts themselves do not make reference to anything of

this sort.503

A
+In the 1"{ght of the new comparative mater;ah Kuhn also pointef
out that there is a basic difference between the cult-meal of Judaism and
the Eucharist of the Christian corrmunity.so4 The difference cannot be
ignored in spite of the striking paraliels 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 dist%nguished
from the cult-meals of sectarian Judaism.so5 "
With regard to the Marcan cultiformula, Mark 14:22-24, Kuhn is
in basic agreement with Jeremias. He too is convinced that the great
number of Semitisms point to its Palestinian provenance.506 He is also
convinced that the Marcan formula originated with Jesus himse1£.%07 on
the other hand, Kuhn parted company with Jeremias when he argued that
the Marcan text does not prgsuppose a Pa§sover sétt1ng.508 According
to Kuhn, it seems to be futile to appeal to the Passover theory, because
it leaves several features in the Marcaa formula unexplained.so9 On the
basis of the Essene meal practice,~however, these difficulties can be

explained. From the Qumran texts, for instance, we learn that only men '
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were allowed to participate in the meal celebration. The oné presiding

over the meal is not to Be identified with the paterfamilias. He rather

assumes the role of the properly appointed leader of the commum’ty.510

While Kuhn had appealed to the cult-meal of the Essenes in order to find

an explanation for certain features in the Marcan account, he did not go

so far as to postulate a direct dependence of the Last Supper upon the

511 He only attempted to show that the form and praxis of

512

Qumran meal.

the Lord's Supper 1s analogous to that of the Essene cult-meal.

Kuhn also saw in the new material an aid towards a better under--

standing of the daily meals of the Palestinian connmni}y (Acts 2:42, 46).

) 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*gstinian comm‘pity are simply a continuation of the meal

514 These meals are characterized

515

fe]lowshib with the historical Jesus.
by an eschatological expectation of the parousia.
The Marcan formula, Mark 14:22-24, on the other hand, represents
516 But in this account, one
cannot find any indication that it was continued in the Pa]estinian“x
church. Only on Hellenistic soil did this type turn into a cuft-mea{
with words of 'inst'itution.S]7
Having made a clear distinction between the various meal tradi-
tions in the New Testament, Kuhn pointed out that the reference to the
person of Jesus a; well as the non-esoteric and non-priestly elements
of his ministry represent the major differences between the meal prac-
tices of the Qumran community and the Christian Eucrlmarist.‘r’]8
As the result of our attqut.to follow the-'basic course of the

debate concerning the relationship between the Bum}an meals and the
é o !

513

~
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Christian Eucharist, the following considerations have come nto focus:
While the Essene meal practice may be considered as an important criterion
for a differentiation between the various strands of the eucharistic tra-
dition, Kuhn was unable to discover.any dependence of the Eucharist upon
the meal practice of the Essenes.S]9 Marxsen,520 however, has argued

that the Qumran meal may have exerted an influence upon the literary

meal description of the eucharistic accounts ing}he New Testament, a

521 found unacceptaﬁle. In Braun's opinion, the omis-

view which H. Braun
sion of the command to repeat the rite, as found in the Pauline formula,
can hardly be attributed to Qumran ‘influence, for the community meals .
at ﬁumran were a daily affair. In spite of the striking similarities )
between the meals at Qumran and the Christian Eucharist, there is hardly
any evidence of a direct influence of the Essene meal practice upon Jesus
or the Eucharist. Therefore, we must conclude that ;ith regard to the

Eucharist the Qumran documents present us with valuable information which
can be utilized for the purpose of comparison. This,:1n turn, may allow
us to view the eucharistic traditions in the New Testament in their prop-

er perspective. On the other hand, this new maierial has no immediate

beér1ng upon the problem of eucharistic origins.
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term was given to the supernatural, sacramental elements. See Cirlot,

op. cit.. n. 1, p. 24,
71bid., p. 26.

B1bid., pp. 24-28.
19

Ibid., pp. 28-30.

Y
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Ibid., p. 30. | S
. 32.

Ibid., p. 33.
231bid., p. 33.

Ibid., p. 44. -
Ibid., p. 44. F

Ibid., p. 46.

1bid., p. 146.

1bid., p. 148.

1bid., p. 149.

Ibid., p. 149.

3]A summary of the most important attempts to understand the eucharistic
words in terms of a parable, is presented by Patsch, op. cit., pp. 47-50.

324r10t, op. cit., pp. 152-53.

B1bid., p. 153.
34In his defense of the historicity of the command to repeat the rite,

Cirlot pointed out that Jesus had intended that his haburah should continue.

The meal, which Jesus shared with his disciples shouTd be his memorial,

Cirlot, op. cit., p. 156. On the other hand, Barrett has presented the

view that the relation formed by common eating and drinking, included a

sharing of blood; see, e.g., his chapter on "Christ Crucified" (Jesus and

the Gospel Tradition [London: SPCK, 1967]1), p. 50. Therefore, 1T during the

Last Supper the disciples had indicated their willingness to die with Jesus.

then the command to repeat the rite would have beén superfluous. For a

further discussion of this aspect see also The Golden Bough, p. 266, and
The Religion of the Semites, pp. 312-20, 479- y
foc. cft., p. 50. ~ —

3 Cirlot, op. cit., p. 164.

o~

Bpid., p. 40.
371, Apol., 66, cited by Cirlot, op. cit., p. 80. %

3Bcirot, op, cit., p. 84.
1bid., p. 90.

39
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s pp. 122-30.
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, pp. 130-34. '

41bid., pp. 134-44.

45

D op. cit.

d., p. XIl.

X
46 i

—

b

:
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i
%1bid., pp. XII-XIIL.

bid., pp. 48-102.

Yy

4gln Dix's opinion, it is especially disconcerting that on every point
of importance liberal scholarship attributed more creative activity to the
primitive church than to Jesus himself; Dix, Shape, p. 70.

SOWhi1e Dix's criticism of Lietzmann's two-type hypothesis is justified,
he contradicts himself when on the one hand he claims to have used
Lietzmann's study with admiration and profit for thirteen years, and on the
other hand, he points out that Lietzmann has reached conclusions, which are
staggering in their arbitrariness; Ibid., n. 1, p. 63.

S]N. 0. E. Oesterley, The Jewish Background of the Christian Liturgy
(Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1925).

52

Cirlot, op. cit.

53Rudo]f Otto, The Kingdom of God and the Son of Man, trans. by
Floyd V. Filson and Bertram Lee Woolf (London: The Lutterworth Press, 1943).

54

Dix, Shape, p. 64.

Ibid., pp. 48-50.

1bid., p. 101.

57The Jewish Background of the Christian Liturgy, pp. 158-92, esp.
pp. 183ff., cited by DIx, op. cit., n. T, p. 50. “

58Dix, op. cit., p. 50.
*9Jewish Background, pp. 158ff., cited by Dix, op. cit., n. 1, p. 50.

6oln his eriticism of Jeremias' defense of the Synoptic dating of the
Last Supper, V. Taylor pointed out that most British scholars are justified
in holding that the Last Supper and the crucifixion preceded the celebration
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of the Passover; see V. Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark, (London:
Macmillan & Co. Ltd., 1952), p. 666.

51pix, op. cit., p. 50. '

521b1d., pp. 57, 75.

531bid., p. 69

%%1bid., p. 69.

551bid., pp- 60-61

%1pid., p. 61 ‘
67

Dix's textual judgments with regard to the short Lucan text are not

based upon text-critical considerations, but rather on sheer intuition. In

his opinion, a corruption must haye taken place very early. For a discus-
sion of the Lucan text-problem seée Dix, Shape, pp. 61ff.

%8Dix, op. cit., p. 62.

Ibid., pp. 62-63.
7Olbid., p. 63.
7

Lietzmann, Mass, pp. 207ff.

720. Cullmann and F. J. Leenhardt, pp. cit., p. 17.

73Dix, Shape, p. 64.

Ibid., pp. 63-64.

74

Ibid., pp. 74-75.

761bid., pp. 96-102.

77Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, p. 29.

78

79Cirlot, op. cit.
80pix, Shape. -

8]Der Ursprung des kirchlichen Abendmahls: blosse Mahlgemeinschaft von
Jesus und seinem uengern oder eine besondere Handlung und Worte von Jesus?
p. 27, cited by Jeremias, op. cit., p. 29.

Lietzmann, op. cit., pp. 170f., 185.

>

820tto, Kingdom, p. 278.
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83Lietzmann, Mass, p. 171.

84Jeremias, op. ¢it., p. 30.

85Oesterley, Background, p. 167.

860tto, op. cit., p. 278.

' 87Urschrift und Uebersetzungen der Bibel, p. 123;icited by Otto,

Kingdom, p. 278.
88

Y
Jeremias, op. cit., p. 30.

89Cir]ot, op. cit., p. 15.

9odesterley, op. cit., p. 167f.
9 prd., p. 204.
92

Ibid., pp. 172, 204,

93Cir]ot, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

%pix, shape, p. 50.

956regor Dix, review of The Shape of the Liturqy, by C. W. Dugmore,
JTS, 47 (1946), p. 109.

% jeremias, op. cit., p. 30; K. G. Kuhn "Die Abendmahlsworte," ThLZ, 7
(1950), p. 401. . —

?7Lessig, "Abendmah1sprobleme," pp. 1Q4ff.
%1bid., p. 105.

ggDix, review of Shape, by Dugmore, op. cit., pp. 107ff.

]0001x, Shape, n:- 2, p. 50.

] 7fl°‘191g:, p. 232, (cf. Dix, review of Shape, by Dugmore, op. cit., pp.
07ff. \

¢ h]oid. De;orﬂe,u"rh§°Last Suppe; and the Pasch in the NT," in The
ucharist and the New Testament: Symposium trans. by E. M. Stewart
{BaTtimore: Helicon Press, 1964), p. 24f.

]°3Jerem1as. op. cit., p. 26. ) !

10?;ur Geschichte und Litteratur des Urchristentums, I, cited by
Lohmeyer, "Vom urchristTichen AbendmahT,™ ThRNF, 9 (1937), p. 198.

]°5Contgggorarx Review, cited by Lohmeyer, loc. cit., p. 198.
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d ]06The Jewish Antecedents of the Eucharist, cited by Lohmeyer, op. cit.,”
p. 198.
107

Cf. Lessig, "Abendmahisprobleme," p. 148f.

]OBAntecedents, cited by Lohmeyer, op. cit., p. 198. ‘

]OgDugmore, "Study of Origins," op. cit., p. 8.

10 ¢, Burkitt, "The Last Supper and the Paschal Meal," JTS, 17
(1915-16), p. 294.

]]1Jeremias, op. cit., p. 29.

. »
N2)ie Christliche Welt, 31 col. 246, cited by Jeremias, op. Cit., n. 6,
/ p. 28; see also Otto, Kingdom, p. 283f.

H

]13Jeremias, op. cit., n. 6, p. 28.
11§Background, p. 169f., cited by Lohmeyer, op. cit., p. 198.

) 115The Last Supper: its Significance in the Upper Room, cited by
Lohmeyer, op. cit., p. 198. )

]]GOesterley, op. cit., p. 167.

-

]]7Encyclqpedia Jud. IX, p. 1201, cited by Lohmeyer, op. cit., p. 199.

]]BOester]ey, op. cit., p. 175.

]]9Last Supper, cited by Lohmeyer, op. cit., pp. 198, 168.

]ZOOesterley, op. cit., pp. 167-79, esp. p. 175.

]216. H. C. McGregor, Eucharistic Origins (London: James Clarke & J
Co. Ltd., 1928), pp. 22ff.

]22ThSQWOrds of Institution, pp. 22ff., cited by Jeremias, op. cit.,
n. 5, p. 29. o : '

423The Jewish Antecedents of the Christftan Sacraments, p. 65f., cited
by Jeremias, n. 4, p. 29.

JZ4Das Herrenmahl im Neuen Testament, pp. 21, 70, cited by Jeremias,
op. cit., p. 29. ‘ .

125Martin Dibelius, Jesus, trans, by Charles B. Hedrick and Frederick C.
Grant (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1949), p. 132.

]26Lessig. "Abendmahlsprobleme,”" p. 148f,
‘ 127Jerem1as’. op. cit.,.p. 29.
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128 hmeyer, op. cit., ThRNF, 9 (1937), pp. ljf«zoo.

12%1bid., pp. 199-200.
130 )
Jeremias, op. cit., pp. 26-29.
13N bid., p. 27.
132) awis N. Dunbitz, "Kiddush," The Jewish Encyclopedia VII, 1904,

pp. 483-84.

]33George F. Moore, Judaism, Il (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1927), p. 36.

1341bid., p. 36.

]35Jeremias, op. cit., pp. 26-29.

]36A number of important monographs show a strong dependence upon the
researches of Jeremias; see, e.g. H1ggins op. cit. and Patsch, Abendmahl \
p. 39, \

]37Rudo1f Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, trans. by
John Marsh (New York: Harper & Row, 1963), pp. 265, 2/7. See also his
chapter on "The Sacrament8" (Theology of the New Testament [New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 19577), pp. 144-52; cf. E. J. Kilmart1n The
Eucharist in the Primitive Church (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Ha]T"_1964) .
p. 24,

]383erem1as' historical concern comes into focus in connection with his
attempt to recover the ipsissima verba of Jesus.

]395ee Rupert Feneberg, Christliche Passafeier und Abendmahl (Muenchen:
Koesel Verlag, 1971), p. 35.

o

140ug £ fenbarung Gottes im h1. Abendmahl," Luthertum 48; (1937), pp.
340-46( 353-72, cited by Jeremias, op. cit., p. 16, Das Abendmahl, Passamahl,
Bundesmahl und Messiasmahl, cited by Jeremias, op. cit., p. 16.

141 Jerem1as, The Problem of the Historical Jesus, Facet Books (Phila-
delphia:- Fortress Press, 1964), pp. 12-13; cf. Feneberg, op. cit.,
pp. 35ff,

142

-

Jeremias, loc. cit., pp. 12-13.
143

144
145

Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, p. 16.
Ibid., p. 16.
Mark 15:42; Matt, 27:62; Luke 23:54; John 19:31, 42; Ibid., p. 15.

———

1461p1d., pp. 15-16.
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14811 44., p. 16.

1991444., p. 20.

501p1d., pp. 19-20.- .
1511hid., p. 18.
152

No scholarly consensus has beeh reached on this point. In Jeremias'
opinion, the time reference "on the first day of Unleavened Bread" is
probably due to a translation error. B kmy dptyry tan have two meanings.
Obviously, the first one mpd Mids TOv &GUMWY , 1. €., Nisan 14 was intended
in Mk. 14:12; Jeremias, Eucharistic Word$, p. 18. In basic agreement with
Jeremias, Hirsch pointed out that Mk. 14:12 refers to Nisan 14, the day of
the paschal sacrifice. The expression probahly was inserted by soieone who
was unfamiliar with the Jewish custom of the festival. It is possible that
this time reference was introduced by a Christian, who considered Jesus as
the true Passover Lamb, sacrificed on the cross. To this person it was
very significant to mark Nisan 14 as the day of the slaying of the Passover
lamb. Thus, this day was understood as a feast day; Emanuel Hirsch, Frueh-
geschichte des Evangeliums, I (Tuebingen: J. C. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1951},
p. 149. Against those who hold that the statement is essentially incorrect,
Branscomb argued that the Passover actually preceded the first day of un-
leavened bread. This distinction is still preserved in Jewish writings.

See B. H. Branscomb, The Gospel of Mark (London: Hodder and Stoughton,
1937), p. 249. E. Mally, on the other hand, thinks that this date, which
should mean Nisan 15, is immediately corrected by the following clause,
“when the Passover lamb was slaughtered" (Nisan 14). Edward J. Mally,
“Thg]G?spe1 According to Mark" (The Jerome Biblical Commentary, Vol. II,

p. . '

. » AT AL Ik LTI . » .
]53The phrase Sré r‘b r‘id G;Quov determines more exactly the time
reference kori ™ l{éﬂ, 1,« Twv &Cafiwv. Jeremias, op. cit., p. 18.

1541p14d., p. 20.

1551pbid., p. 21.
156 1p1d., p. 21.
157

Scott McCormick, The Lord's Supper (Pﬁi]ade1phia: Westminster Press,
1966), pp. 115-19,

158The names of recent supporters of{the view that the Last Supper. was
a Passover meal, as well as the names of some opponents to this theory are
presented by A. J. B. Higgins, op. cit., n. 1, p. 23; see also Higgins,
“The Origin of the Eucharist, NF§, T (1954), pp. 200ff.

]59Jerem1as, op. cit., p. 42.
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601p4d., n. 6, p. 43. -
IG]This observation was made by A. Oepke, "Ursprung und ﬁrsprueng]icher

Sinn des Abendmahls im Lichte der neuesten Forschung," 111, col. 58, cited by
Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, n. 2, p. 44.
]szeremias, op. cit., p. 44-46. *
1831pid., p. 48. !
164 1

Jeremias allowed for the possibility that the various expressions
&vakéoar |, ocuvakeToBar etc. may have lost their origindl force (1ike the .
post-biblical Heb. heseb), and had come to mean simply 'to have a meal':
Jeremias, op. cit., n. 5, p. 48.

‘55191g., p. 49. | ' »‘e
166;gig., n. 2, p. 49, (cf. Feneberg, op. cit., n. 8, p. 17.)
]67b. Pesach, 109a (Bar.), cited by Jeremias, op. cit., n. 7, p. 50. CU
168144, p. 52. ' : '
1891hid., p. 52. '
1701p44., p. s52. |
]71Accord1ng to Pes. 10:1, it was the duty of e&ery participant to take
at least four cups of wine, 'even if it is from the pauper's dish'[i.e. .
from charityl. Jeremias, op. cit., n. 4, p. 52. \

721hi4., pp. 54-55. °

]73The hallel at the conclusion of an ordinary meal cannot be described *
in the sense of 'to sing a hymn.' The reference can only be to the second
half of the'Passover hallél. Jeremias, op. cit., n. 1, p. 55.

"7%1bid., pp. 55-56. | o

751p14. , 'p. 56.

1761b1d., pp. 56-61. ‘
]77The new material presented by Jeremias can hardly be considered as
conclusive evidence in support of the theory that the Last Supper was a
Passover meal. Kaesemann, e.g. who does not believe in the paschal char- ]
acter of the Lord's Supper, objects to Jeremias' presentation of the new '
material. - In his opinion, the material is not at all convincing, It
simply underlines the fact that/.the Synoptic tradition reports of a Passover
2al. See Ernst Kaesemann, Das Abendmahl im Neuen Testament, pp. 60ff.
cited by Wi111 Marxsen, "Einsetzungsberichte,” p, VIf.
! . i .
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]785chweizer, Lord's Supper, p. 30.

"91bid. , p. 31. ~

]BpThis is in disagreement with Preiss, who attributes the paschal
association of the Eucharist to the theological interest of the primitive
Christian community.” See Thé&o Preiss, "Was the Last Sujper a Passover
Meal?" in Life in Christ, trans. by Harold Knight, (Naperville: Alec R.
Allenson, Inc., 1957), pp. B1-99. Kilmartin also emphasized the theological
interest of the primitive Chvistian community. In his opinfon, the
Eucharist is the fulfillmént'of the 01d Pasch. As such,it has a meaning
analogous to that of the paschal feast in the old dispensation. "While the
paschal feast included a cultic meal, which recalled the crucial redemptive
intervention of Yahweh ‘at the time of the Exodus, the Eucharist or the New
Pasch was the occasion for the re-presentation, the re-actualization of the
redemptive work of Jesus for the benefit of the participants of the Lord's
Supper, Kilmagtin, Eucharist, p. S2.

181

Dugmore, "Study of Origins,"” op. cit., p. 6.
'821p1d., n. 3, p. 6.

—

Qo

W
—
o
—

d. ) pp- 6'7.

|

184I
185

[~ %

i

o

.y p. 7.

Ibi

a

.y PP, 7-8.

]stith regard to Jeremias' presentation of the new material, Marxsen
has pointed out that certain aspects of the problem may be insoluble. On
the other hand, Jeremias has shown how many arguments can be cited in
support of the Passover theory, and herein 1ies the great importance of his .
investigation; Marxsen, "Einsetzungsberichte,”" p. 13. . 4

]87Lohmeyer. "Yom urchristlichen Abendmahl," ThRNF, 9 (1937), p. 197. 4
]88Jeremias. Eucharistic Words, n. 2, p. 78.

]Sgderemias. Toc. citji n. 2, p. 78; Blinzler points to John 8:5 as a
remarkable piece of evidence in support of his thesis. See Joseph ;
Blinzler, "Die Strafe fuer Ehebruch in Bibel und Halacha: Zur Auslegung ;
von Joh. VIII:5." NTS, 4 (1957-58), pp. 32-47. - .

]9°Jerem1as. op. cit., n. 1, p. 69.
lglncCormick, op. cit., pp. 116-117,

1921444., p. 117

193Gaugler pointéd out that even the consideration of G. Dalman (Jesus-
Jeshua, pp. 86-98,) and Billerbeck (in Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus

Talmud und Midrash II, pp. 815-34.) .to which Jeremias appeals in support of

his thesis are hardly more than a pdssibflity; see E. Gaugler, Das Abend- ’
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' mahl im Neuen Testament ("Gegenwartsfragen biblischer Theologie," Basel:
1947}, pp. 24-25. In Kaesemann's opinion, Jeremias has not succeeded in
refuting the most decisive objection against the Passover character of the
Last Supper, namely, that the meeting of the Sanhedrin and the execution
could not have taken place on Such a high feast day; see E. Kaesemann, Das
Abendmahl im Neuen Testament, pp. 60ff. cited by W. Marxsen, "Einsetzungs-
berichte,” pp. 11-12.

194

Preiss, Life, pp. B1-82.

" 1950bid., pp. 81-82.

]96Chwolson, who was followed by Lichtenstetin, Strack and Billerbeck
attempted to explain the discrepancy between the Johannine and Synoptic
dating of the Last Supper on the basis that in the year of Jesus' death,
the Sadducees and Pharisees dated differently the beginning of the month
of Nisan. The Synoptics followed the Pharisaic reckoning and John the
Sadducaic. In Jeremias' opinion, its weakness is that it is wholly con-
Jectural; see Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, pp. 21-23. Gaugler, agreeing
with Jeremias, pointed out that in John we can discover some indications
that the account, which forms the basis of the Johannine narration, shows
paschal associations. On the other hand, the evangelist himself probably
understood the chronological situation as follows: The meal took place on
Nisan 13th, the meeting of the Sanhedrin and the execution of Jesus on Nisdn
14th. In Gaugler's opinion, it is highly probable that the Johannine dating
is theologically motivated. John seems to have adopted the Synoptic dating
rather harmlessly. But he put a new accent upon it. He let Jesus die the
day the Passover lamb was slain. Consequently, he is in line with the
interpretation of the death of Jesus found in 1 Cor. 5:7 and 1. Pet. 1:19;
see Gaugler, Abendmahl, pp. 25-27; see also Marxsen, "Einsetzungsberichte,"
p. 25.

]97Ann1e Jaubert, La Date de la Céne (Paris: J. Gaba]da et Cie, 1957).

]98“Ein Bruchstueck aus einem bisher unbekannten Brief des Epiphanius,"
cited by Jeremias, op. cit., n. 5, p. 24.

lggJerem1as, op. cit., p. 25.
2OOJaubert, op. cit. J
201 yp1d., pp. 13-60.

2021p1q., pp. 79-92.

‘ 203Herber't Braun, Qumran II, p. a4, Jaubert,op. cit., pp. 80ff; see
also]sé ?ghnston, "The Date of the Last Supper," Scripture, 1X (1957),
PP. - 1o. )

= 204Johnston, loc. cit., p. 113ff,

205Jaubert. op. cit., p. 105-34; see also Braun, op. cit., pp. 44-46.
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206Braun, op. cit., p. 4g.

207Johnston, op. cit., pp. 108-15.

208For a critical appraisal of Jaubert's thesis and a presentation of
recent scholarly discussions relating to the chronological problems of the
death of Jesus; see Joseph Blinzler, Der Prozess Jesu (Regensburg: Fried-
rich Pustet, 1967), pp. 109-26.

209

Braun, op. cit., p. 43.

210Jeremias, Eucharistic Woérds, pp. 24-26.

2]]Joﬁnston, op. cit., 114,

212¢3r1 G. Kuhn, "Zum essenischen Kalender," ZNW, 52, (1961),-p. 67.

2131444., p. 67.

2181p4d. , p. 69.

2]5B1inzler, Prozess, p. 117.

21GI i

Kuhn, op. cit., pp. 65-73.

[= %

.y p. 117.
217
218

Blinzler, op. cit., p. 117.

219Massey H. Shepherd, "Are Both the Synoptics and John Correct About
the Date of Jesus' Death?" JBL, LXXX (1961), pp. 123ff.

bid., p. 123f.
2211p44., p. 123f.
» p. 123f.

2238. H. Branscomb, The Gospel of Mark (London: Hodder and Stoughton,
1937, p. 250f. J

2281444, , p. 250. T )
2251p1d. , pp. 250-52. ‘

2261114, , p. 253.
227

4

' August Strobel, "Der Termin des Todes Jesu," ZNW, 51 (1960), p;'24%
2281p14., pp. 71-72.
2290y this point Strobel is in agreement with Ghiarouff. See Strobel,

op. cit., n. 11, p. 72.
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T 2305 tpobel, "Termin," p. 72.

E 231pid., p. 73.

232Th1s phrase can hardly be considered as an explanatory addition by
the evangelist. Originally, it probably referred to the day of preparation

3 for the feast. Therefore, it was his task to enter the chronelogy, which
& was disarranged by the Passover meal account; Strobel, “Termin," p. 73.

"Die eucharistischen Einsetzungsberichte und ihre Bedeutung," in
Exegese und Theologie, p. 88, cited by Feneberg, Passafeier, p. 22.

234"Eucharistie." in: Woerterbuch zur biblischen Botschaft, p. 157,
cited by Feneberg, Passafeier, p. 23.

235144, , p. 157

236Benoit, Eipsetzungsberichte, p. 89, cited by Feneberg, Passafeier,
p. 22. .

237

Preiss, Life, p. 94.
2381054 L p. 82.
Ibid., p. 83.
Ibid., p. 85.
Ibid., p. 85.
2421-bid., pp. 94-95.
Ibid., p. 96.

244€har1es C. Torrey, "In the Fourth Gospel the Last Supper was the
Paschal Meal," JQR, XLII (1951- 52) pp. 237-50.

2851p1d., p. 237f.
6Solomon ZeitTin, "The Time of the Passover Meal," JQR, XLII (1951-
52), pp. 45-56. /
3 ' 247Percy J. Heawood, "The Tipe of the Last Supper,” JQR, XLII (1951-
[ /
248So]omon Zeitlin, iitg/tast Supper As An Ordinany Meal of the Fourth

Gospel," JQR, XLII (1951-52), p. 260,
21b1d., p. 260, -

- ’ B
[ 2501444, , p. 260f.
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25]Guenther Bornkamm, "Herrenmahl un{ Kirche bei Pau]us," ZThK, 53
(1956), pp. 323-24.

252ca rdinand Hahn, "Die alttestamentlichen Motive in der urchristlichen
Abendmahlsueberlieferung," EvTh, 27 (1967), pp. 337-74.

253p1eiss, Life, pp. 83FF.

254Hahn, "Motive," p. 343.

2551pid., p. 343.

2561444, p. 343,

257Ibid., p. 343.

258Bornkamm, "Herrenmahl," p. 323.

259114, , p. 323.

2601pid., pp. 323-24.

261Contrary to Bornkamm, who could see no relationship between the
accounts of the Last Supper and the Passover meal, Hahn held that the death
of Jesus and his farewell meal were connected with the Passover feast. This
in turn gave rise to interpretations such as 1. Cor. 5:7; John 19:36 as well
as to the Synoptic chronology., whereby the Passover and the Lord's Supper
were closely connected; see Hahn, "Motive," n. 27, p. 343.

262Bornkamm,‘"HerrenmahL“ p. 324.

263)esus_das Passahlamm des neues Bundes: der Zentralgedanke des Herren-
mahles, cited by Bornkamm, op. cit., p. 324.

26%h17 (1951), col. 547, cited by Bornkamm, op. cit., p. 324.

265Bornkamn.’ op. cit., p. 324,

266Herner G. Kuemmel, Die Theologie des Neues Testamentes nach seinen
Hauptzeugen Jesus, Paulus, Johannes (Goettingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1969), pp. 82-83. ] ’ .

2671p44., p. 82.
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CHAPTER II

THEOLOGICAL APPROACHES

Lietzmann's monograph Messe und Herrenmahl, which was published

»

in 1926, represents the first scientific approach to the problem of

eucharistic origins.] While he appears to be the best-known represen-
tative of the two-type hypothesis, it sﬁou1d be pointed out that Friedrich
Spitt:a2 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 begin our examination of the various theological

-

approaches with an exposition of Spitta's theory.

The Development from Spitta to Marxsen

1. Friedrich Spitta

)

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 reliable starting point for his 1nvestigat10n.3
In t;1e light of this information Spitta concluded that Jesys had trans-
formed -a Passover meal into a cultic act designed 'for the primitive
Christian communfty. This act was to be repeate& once every year. As
soon as Chr1‘§t1an1_ty moved into a Gentfle region, the connection of the

Lord's Suppér with the agape experienced a change. It was now repeated
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more frequently and to the action was given a new meam'ng.4 But, on

.

the basis of a critical evalgation of the given data, Spitta changed |
his position. With régard 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
é ' ' Ho'ttzmann.6 who strongly defended the Johannine chronology. In connec-
: ’ tion with his acceptance of the Johannine dating, according to which
| gﬁ‘ the Last Supper cdincided with Nisan 13, the day before the Passover
feast, Spitta now argues that the Last Supper was not a Passover ﬁea].
He finds support for this view on the basis of an examination of John
13:17.8 Spitta concluded that in the elaborate speeches of Jesus, found
: in these chapters, there is no allusion to a Passover mea].9 On the
f 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

10 The situation may be dif-

not foreign to the author of the gospel.
ferent with regard to Jesus' speech at Capernaum, John 6:26-58. But .
even in this passage, only verses 51-59 seem to allude to a Passover

feast. This passage, however, is obviously a recension of a speecﬁ of

Jesus given at Capernaum, in which the original thought was transfoimed
N

by the church's\practice of the Eucharist.

There are other considerations which also speak against the

Passover t:hec:nry:"2

1. The Synoptic accounts concerning the preparation for the Passover
meal, such as Mark 14:12-16; Matthew 26:17-19; Luke 22:7-13 are units,

which were inserted at a later stage of developmem;.]3

' 2. On the basis of his examination 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 Passover meal.]4 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 place within the context of a Jewish
Passover meal.]5 In these two traditions, however, one can discdVer
certain features which are absolutely foreign to any Passover
situation.]6

With regard to the early Chrisiian lfturgy of the Eucharist,
Spitta pointed out that it would be a fatal error if one should sub- .
scribe to the view that the liturgy for the celebration of the Eucha-
rist was essentially determined by the historical development of the

17

situation, during which Jesus spoke those meaningful words. It

would also be a methodological mistake, if one simply read the features
of the 1iturgy back into this historical event.18 If, before one en-
gaged in any investigation, it could be established that during the
iast night before his death, Jesus' action resulted in an institution
which the following generat!oné were to regeat in remembrance of him

and of the events during the night of his betrayal, then one might

consider and utilize the liturdy as a historical account of these

19 Byt as certain as it may be that the apostle Paul had such

events.
a conception of things--1 Corinthians 11:24f 10010 MC!H dre 6-74 ":]V
é,ﬂ"\l &Véﬂ'},ﬁl\/--. it 1s Jjust as questionable whether he actually

does Justice to the idea of Jesus and to the original conception of the
community.zo In the 1ight of this argumentation, we discover that Spitta

distinguishes between two different types of the Eucharist:21 (1) The
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first type corresponds to the idea of Jesus and to the original con-
“ception of the primitive Christian community. (2) The second‘or the
Pauline type is characterized as a memorial meal.

In his search-for the orig‘ina} meaning of the eucharistic cel-
ebration, Spitta engaged in an investigation of the oldest form of the

Christian Iiturg); of the Eucharist. In this 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 eucharistic
prayers of the D'idache.22 A comparison of 1 Corinthians 10 and 11 with
Didache 9 and 10 clearly indicates that there is a strong resemblance
between these two eucharistic forms. The fact that in the Didache
referencev is maae to a real meal, which is also referred to in

23 In spitta's opinion,

1 Corinthians 11, points to its early- origins.
there is. a close relationship between these meals and the fraternal
meals of Jude 12 and 2 Peter 2:13.%% The éya'rmn of Acts 2142, 46
occur as an established custom of the Jerusalem church. A comparison
of Acts 20:7-11 with m 14:1 shows that there is no difference
between these meals and the JJéimvov KorIQ'KCSV . Otherwise, one would
have to assume that in the primit1ve Christian community, the agape
and the Lord's Supper were considered as two differ"ent institutions,

25 They would have been united at the time of

26

existing side by side.
Paul and separated again during the middle of the second century.
The primitive Christian agape, however, did not constitute a Christian

27

Passover celebration. The following considerations seem to speak

against such a view: (1) The agape was repeated frequently, while the

Eucharist connected with the Passover would require only an annual

_repetition. (2) There 1s‘no single feature in these 5?'5(!0” .




-
- 107 -

which shows any resemblance to a Passover meal. In Spitta's opinion
28

the 57«§ﬂ1¥l are closely related to the regular Jewish meal.
According to Spitta, the Marcan account of institution is the

most reliable one with regard to the time and occa;ion of the Last‘

Supper.z9 In Mark,’the two actiuns have closely moved together. 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 with Israel, i.e., the Messianic consuﬁmation, connects itself

with the idea of the great meal of God, which has found its classical

31 Since that time, this concept occurs

32

expression in Isaiah 25:6-8.
in the apocalyptic and rabbinical descriptions.
This tradition of the Eucharist, which is characterized by the
eschatological perspective, is to be distinguished from the Eucharist
as 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 SwmA  and 0;?7440( Xr:erob', relating them
to the dqath.pf Christ, prove to be of a secondary nature.34 This
kind of interpretation is already manifest in the apostolic age. But
it 1s obviously a misunderstanding of the original meaning, with seri-
ous consequences.:‘)5
In connection with the origin of the memorial meal, Spitta
pbinted out that the first Eucharist was not only to be repeated, it
was necéssary that new elements were to be added, thus introducing a
process, whereby the Lord's Supper was turned into a Christian Pass-
.over meal, a proclamation of the death of Jesus.?6 The causes for this
deve]opnent must be seen in a custom which may be described in terms of

a postponed Passover celebraéﬁon.37 This custom was required by the

!
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Mosaic Law. According to Numbers 9:10ff, uncleanness resulting from
touching a corpse or from a long journey 1s given as the main reason
for such a postponed Passover celebration.38 Spitta also pointed to
2 Ch}onicles 30:2ff, where a Passover celebration of Hezekiah is recorded,
as furthe; evidence for his hypothesis.39 The disciples, he argued,

t

did not observe the Passover at the appointed time, the year Jesus was
crucified. They celebrated it a month 1ater.40 Spitta also held that
this postponed Passover celebration is to be considered as the Sitz im
Leben of the confeision ™ 1r0’IO’/"Ol 0?/44\5V éwéﬂ? XIOIGTO,AU Cor.5:7).
This Passover meal, wh{ch was now filled with a new content, must have
appealed to the disciples as)a new institution. Psalms 116 and 118 must
now have been considered as a fulfillment of prophecy concerning the

death and resurrection of Jesus. Israel's deliverance from Egypt by

Moses was now seen as & type of the final deliverance by the Messiah

Jesus.4]

Spitta obviously recognized the hypothetical nature of his
argument. Therefore, he attempted to find further support for it by
suggesting that during this postponed Pfssover celebration, the Risen
Lord had appeared to his disciples. He also assumed that in the Spu-
rious ending of Mark and Acts 1:4, reference is made to this Passover
42 !

meal. In the light of this consideration, Spitta discerned a paral-

lel betﬁéen this last meal 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 times he
was taken away from them. The first time he was captured by his ene-
mies, who led him to his death. The second time, he-was separated from

them by the shadows of the night and the darkness of a cloud, in which
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he disappeared, in order not to reveal himself to them again. In the
light of this argument Spitta concluded that this farewell meal was

indeed a Passover mea1.44

On the basis of his critical examination of his former posi-
tion, Spitta 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 to note that
according to Spitta the primitive Christian community celebrated thé
Passover in a specifically Christian way. This basic thesis was re-

cently developed {n detail by B. Lohse in Das Passafest der Quarta-

decimaner.45 Spitta's 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 some 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

Since this theory of the postponed $assover 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 also those words which must be
understood as a further development of thg two concepts OGJ/MO( and
aT/uq . These words represent a later 'initerpretafion of the death of

Jesus on the basis of the Passover analogy. * In other words, the post-

poned Passover celebration is responsible for the connection of the

words of-interpretation with the concept of the Lord's death. This
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. thesié. however, is untenable because his theory of the postponed Pass-
over celebration is merely hypothetical. Furthermore, in the }ight of
recent traditio-historical considerations, his view that the interpreta-

tive words were spoken by Jesus, must be questioned.

2. Hans Ljetznmnn

In his famous monograph Messe und Herrenmahl, Lietzmann clearly

distinguished between a Jerusalem and a Pau]ihe type of th Eucharist.47 ‘

Just as his predecessor F. Spitta had, Lietzmann had discovered two
different strands of the tradition in the New Testament, and in the,
liturgical mater1a1.48 He attempted to trace these traditions back to
the historical Jesus for the purpose of establishing not only their
historical trustworthiness, but also their theological value.
’ ) -

a) The Jerusalem 'type of the Eucharist

As’ the result of his minute reconstruction of both the 1itur-
éical and the New Testament materials, Lietzmann pbrtrayed @he follow-
ing development o% the Lord's Supper:

The Jerusalem type originated in the table-fellowship of Jesus ‘ E

9

with his disciples.4 In the days of their journeys in Galilee, the

disciples had formed with their'Master a company of friends, a ggggggg.so
. While Jesus was still ;n the flesh, he had presiped at the table. In
other words, before the ﬁial began, he pronounced the blessing over the
bread, then he broke it and distributed it to the disciples.’’
As soon as the disciples learned that Jesus was not dead biit
alive, they renewed the daily table-fellowship to which they had become

. « accustomed.szl In one respect, this meal celebration had experienced a-

[
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chlihge, for Jesus was no longer among his disciples in person. He was

_now with them "in the spirit," according to his promise in Matthew 18:20.

Thus, the daily table-fellowship of the discibles with their Master, had
been superseded by the KOIVWVIQ with the risen Lord.>>

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 followed
by a simple meal.54 The disciples drank water rather than wine, because
on those jodrneyings through the land they had learnt from their Master

55

to be temperate and to be content with Tittle. Not even the "cup of

blessing," an essential part of every haburah meal, was passed round

at the conclusion of the meal. The meal was not celebrated in a de-
pressed mood, but rather "with gladness” and in answer to the maranatha
the "Come, Lord Jesus," of their leader, every ﬁeal participant would

56

hail the longed for Lord with shouts of hosannas.”® While after the

resurrection, the Lord was with his disciples in the Spirit, soon the
community came to believe that he would return in the clouds of heaven

like Daniel's Son of Man, in order to-establish his Messianic Kingdom

upon the earth.57 '

This meal celebration soon took on a different form.58 To the

rather simple nucleus, ideas were .added which had their origin in

59

Hellenistic thought. In other words, those added concepts were Gn-

known to the religion of the O1d Testament and the Talmud.5C on
Hellenistic soil the meal was conceived of in terms of a sacrificial
meal.®! fn this process of transformation, other concepts were ab-
sorbed as well. Atoning power, for instance, was ascribed to the sacw

rifice. “The elements were no longer considered as simple food, but as

R ,“%WQ@«M”&W

-
b
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(§ sacred food of a spiritual type. In them dwelt the name, the power of
the Lord. As soon as these elements were eaten, they presumably ef-

fected in the participant incorruptibility, immortality and eterpal

1ife 82

b) The Pauline type of the Eucharist

Besides the Jerusa1et;t 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 tradition, which already appears in the Gospel

! ’ 63

of Mark. The Pauline type is different from the Jerusalem type, be-

cause here, the supper is not -ghe continuation of the daily table-
fellowship 9f the disciples with the risen and exalted Lord, but is
directly connected with the last one gf the daily meals. This meal
alone was repeated by the community as a memorial of the death Qf Jesus.
It is characterji zed 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 symbols of his body. to be broken in death, and his blood to be
" poured ()ut;.64 His death was a sacrificial death for the people. On
this basis, he would seal the New Covenant, which was already foretold
by the prophet:.65 Whenever the comnurﬁty,re-enacted this meal, it re-
membered the prophecy of Jesus' death and its fulfiliment. It also gavé
\XO . wi‘tness to the death, resurrection and th‘é»speedy return of their Mast.er:66
My _ _ ' The furtﬁer development of this meal type began at a very early
. - stage, for it was soon considered as an ana'l,ogué to thosé meals which

were held as memorials of great men, founders of religious communities.

° It was also considered in terms of a sacrificial meal, where. elements

are invested with divine power and could determine eithgr a man's salva-
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” function of tQis rite in the church, came to him'by revelation.
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/

tion or his condemnation.67 By partaking of these elements, a new
union between the Lord and the fellow believer was formed. This in

turn resulted in a corpus mysticum of the church. Thus, the trans-

formation of a simple table-fellowship of Qrimitive times into the
mystical KOWWVIA was effected.68 °
The Pauline type of the Eucharist could be labelled as an

etiological cult legend, if the metaphor "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
ghat 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-

70

sion is to d!rfcognized as a historically reliable tradition. But

whence comes this second type which deviates from the Jerusalem type?
Contrary to K1ttel,7] who argued that Paul is here simply following

72

the tradition, and with Hirsch,’“ Lietzmann maintained that Paul is the

genius who gave a new meaning to the sacred supper of the church at
Jerusalem. The 1de;, however, came to the apostle “by reve1ation."73
In other words,.the risen Lord himself has revealed it to Paul. In
this connéction. Lietzmann pointed out that even though one is engaged
in a historical investigation, it is possible to take the apostie-at
his word. The basic story of the Last Supper was known to the apostie
from the/church's tradition, but the special understanding as to the
74

At: this point, the question arises: "How did Lietzmann reach
such conclusions?”

He held that if it should turn out that the numerous liturgical

!

s

\




- 114 -

' forms could be traced to certain primitive types, then it would be
possible to work back to their roots. As one compares these roots
with the contemporary literary records it may be possible to penetrate
to the liturgical practice of the Apostolic Age and of the Jerusalem

community of disciples.75

Therefore, Lietzmann started his investigation with the great
wealth of the liturgical material, in order to recover their oldest
strata.76 On the basis of his minute analysis of the great authorita-
tive branches of the Eastern and Western 1iturg1'es,77 he was ab1e~to
determine their two basic archetypes: (1) the Hippolytan-Roman, and

(2) the Egyptian.78 M

Conseqdént\y, the starting point for his further énquiry was

the extant text of Hippolytus or, a]tgipative]y, its Greek reconstruc-

tion, and on the other hand, the o]destf}orm of the Egyptian fiturgy.7g

The Anaphora of Sarapion80 is the oldest document of the Egyptian 1i-

turgy. From this basis, Lietzmann attempted to reach baék to the

Apostolic Age. He saw a direct connection between Sarapion, the Didache

81 The latter type, Lietzmann

82

-
and the Jerusalem type of the Eucharist.

pointed out, represents the simpler form of the two meal types.

(1) The Hippolytan 1iturgy
On the basis of his exanination of the Hippolytan 1iturgy,
Lietzmann concluded that this liturgical form could be‘traced back to
a more pr1m1t1ve‘form. one which was already found in the praft1ce of
the Pauline churches.83 In support of his view, Lietzmann pointed
‘. ’ especially to the narrative of institution in the Hippo‘!ytan liturgy,

which characterizes 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, and 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 Hturgy.86 According to Lietzmann, Sarapion's
liturgy does not represent one uniform liturgical type. It is rather
to be considered as the result of a gradual mingling of different ele-

ments.87 The narrative of institution even appears as a foreign ele-

ment.88 The origina] type of this 1iturgy did not know of such a nar-
rative at all. In other words, this 1liturgy did not connect the Supper
with those conceptions which are characteristic of the Pauline type of
the Eucharist, such as the memorial of the death and the remembrance
of Jesus' Last Supper. Lietzmann found further support for his thesis
on the basis of the omitte& anamesis. This idea was added at a later
time. It had arisen on another soil and had the sanction of Pauline
author1ty.89

In Lietzmann's opinion, the Egyptian liturgy is rooted in the
p_i_d_a_g_h_e_.gq There can be no doubt about the presence of the Eucharist

91

in the Didache.” The choice of éxpressions as well as the p’ositi/on of

/

as referred to in Didache XIV is identical with}ww{of Didache IX

- |

‘ the section in the whole, lend strong support to this. Thg,,ﬂ%;naris;"

/
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. and )(.92 The course of the ceremony begins with a short prayer over
the cup. A longer prayer follows over the broken bread. After this
ceremony follows a reqgular meal for the satisfaction of the people's

physical needs of hunger and thirst. At the conclusion of the meal

93

(/uerfx Tl\D €7MT/{’769‘?.VOU) a prayer of thanksgiving was offered. A

comparison of this rite with the Pauline rite, brings the following,

rather striking characteristics into focus:94

3

1. Transfer of the "cup of blessing" from the end to the beginning of

the meal. Thus it is being placed before the bread, rather than after

TR

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 betraya1.96

The meal type as evidenced in the Didache and in Sarapion is

97

also reflected in the Acts of the Apostles,”’ where the eucharistic

4 >
service of the church is simply called KAC&SIQ 1DLJC¥fTDL) , "the break-
ing of the bread" (Acts 2:42, 46; 20:11).
Lietzmann found further evidence for this meal type in writings

98 , 99 100 0 a1co

such as the Apocryphal Acts of Peter,” John”~ and Thomas.
pointed out that only where this form of the rite had been practiced,
‘cou1d the prototype of the Eucharist be found in the miraculous feeding,
where bread was the central feature of the meal. In this connection,
Lietzmann called attention to the quan pictures of the catacombs from
the beginning of the second century,]OI ‘
6:27-58, in connection with the feeding of the five thousand. 102

and to the position of John

Besides certain meal types where the "break1ng of bread" was the

central feature, there existed others where milk or even honey could
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103

serve as a substitute for wine. 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.]o4
The phrase “the breaking of bread" in Acts, according to Lietzmann,

is not an a parte potiore description. It rather indicates that on this

occasion only bread was broken. This view can also be supported on the

105 These facts are in

basis of Acts 20:11 and Luke 24:30 (cf. vs. 35).
complete agreement with the facts described in the shorter Lucan text.
From this, it follows that Luke describes a Eucharist which is charac-
terized by eschatological hopes and where bread is the essential feature.]06
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

107 This type of the

table-fellowship of the disciples with their Lord.
?i’
Eucharist is characterized by the breaking of talfbread at the beginning

of the meal and by its total detachment from the last meal of Jesus.

c) The "breaking of bread"
In support of his two-type hypothesis, Lietzmann had-appealed
to Luke 24:30 (cf. verse 35); Acts 2:42, 46 and 20:7-11 in order_}9/~

.prove that the expression "breaking of bread" is to be understood in the

sense that at the eucharistic celebrations of the primitive Christian
108

3

commdn1ty. only bread was eaten and no wine was drunk.
This hypothesis must now be examined in detail. As to the

origin of the term "breaking of bread."Harxsenm9

‘had pointed out that

it stems from Jewish table-customs. Each Jewish meal began with grace:
’ » ’

(equ(r:d or el’iﬁrléntx-grk.). After the pronouncement of grace,

3
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the paterfamilias would break the loaf of bread and distribute it to

those eating with him.”0

What did this particular term designate? Is it possible to

-

equate "the breaking of bread" in Acts with the Eucharist? According

to J. Munck,]H there is no evidence for such an equation. In his

opinion, the Jerusalem church invested these common meals with a.quasi-

sacramental meaning as a manifestation of unity.

In the opinion of Bet:z,”2 Bu]tmann”3 and others, the designa-

114

tion "breaking of bread" refers to the whole meal. Betz, for in-

stance, maintains that in Judaism this phrase was understood in terms
of the i;troductory rite to the meal. In the Christian community, how-
ever, the expression experienced a change of meaning. Here it was ;p-
plied to the total meal. From the very beginning the term "breaking

of bread" had the tendéncy to develop into a terminus technicus for the

actual Eucharist. Therefore, it is quite certain that the phrase
KACIXGIC. mz?&jwuu has a ‘eucharistic note.”5 ‘
~ In Bultmann's opinion, it i§ very doubtful whether "the break-
ing of bread" (Acts 2:42) or "to break bread" (Acts 2:46; 20:7, 11;)
<'was ever used as a technical designation for the Lord's Supber. So far
as the Lord's Supper was‘é meal, "breaking of bread“ could be used of
" it, even though the phrase itself did not denote the sacramental meal
(1 Cor. 10:16; Didache 14:1). By way of definition, the phrase "break-
ing gf bread" means, simply, a meal. The community meals of Acts 2:42,
- 46 show a remarkable outward resemblance to the Jewish meals. The lat-

ter began with an act of bread-breaking and the accompanying blessing.

These two parts of the rite belongitogether.”6 In disagreement with
17 118

Lietzmann, '’ Bultmann '8 allows for the Use of wine at such a meal,

kS
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pro’vided that it was available. Wine, however, had no cultic signifi-
c,ance,”9 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 his disciples. Like
Lietzmann, he saw no relationship between the community meals in Acts

120 His argument, however, that the meals

and the Last Supper of Jesus.
in Acts were called "the breaking of bread," because wine had no cultic
significance, hardly makes sense.

121

According to Otto, the phrase "breaking of bread" unquestion-

ably signifies the meal of a fellowship of religious brethren.

122 opinion, however, the whole dispute, whether

In Marxsen's
KAdv E'YrTUV designates the whole meal, or just the introductory rite,
is to be séttled on a different level. He argued that KAGV C;(I OV
cannot simply be equated with having a meal. The expressionﬂn? 272
does not literally mean "breaking of bread." It also refers to the meal
to fo]]ow.]23 On the basis of an examination of the pre-Easter accounts
Matthew 14:19 (par. Mark 6:41 and Luke 9:16, KOTOX KAGW), Matthew 15:36
and the pericopes of institution, he concluded that with the exceptiqg
of Mark 8:19, we can clearly distinguish between the following tonsti-
tutive elements of a meal: (1) the eé,faflcn'a 5 (2) the KAQY 5‘,""0\’ ,

and (3) a brief sketch of the meal itseif. In all these cases the break-
124

ing b\f bread designates the introductory rite, or the table-prayer.
“In an attempt to determine the meaning of the expression in the
post-Easter accounts, Marxsen took Acts 27:35 as his point of depar-

125

ture. In his opinion, this text as compared with the pre-Easter

accounts, shows the least d1fference.126 The text features a simple

meal. As a prisoner, the apostle Paul urged the soldiers and the sailors
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to partake of some food (ue € oMa) so that they may be
strengthened. After thatﬂthr?;{:ountrrcontinues /\aﬁdw é',vmv E(,//"Q‘FI‘ZSTQOEV
ri;) 9&2) EVQ IOV marvTWY Kari K)dédc ;jfEmo €’~691161V, Then all of them
were encouraged and ate some food themselves (m; ool nfo“/\o'(ﬁovro
rpopie). 1

On the basis of these statements, Nielen concluded that the
expression KAay O’I!f'FOV and ﬂerc(AO(/w(iéwv rpoffjc. are synoﬁyms.128
In other words, the phrase KA 1<, 00 &fmU , cannot mean anything

129

else, but having a meal. In Marxsen's opinion, this conclusion proves

to be false once it is recognized that /Jero(/\rxluﬁavew T{’O?ﬁa corresponds
to éo@:’e:v. This would mean that euxarnére—'fv and the 1KAGv é?fmv

form the introductory rite to the meal, which in this case is indicated

130 The view that the breaking of bread designates the

by ecOielv.
eucharistic action as distinct from the meal of satiation, is held by

131 and Ph. H. Menoud.'3%

B..Reicke
With regard to“Acts 2:42, 46 Jeremias had argued that the four
phrases found in verse 42: (1) teaching, (2) KolvaIIO(. (3) breaking of
bread, and (4) prayers,'are a description of the typical stages of a
primitive Christian service. On the assumption that the KovvwwIO( in

Acts 2:42 refers to the agape, the breaking of bread must mean the sub-

sequent Eucharist. 133

In Haenchen' s] 34

opinion, the opening action to the ritual meal
- : / a X

came to designate the whole meal. Therefore, the KAX&I§ TOU apTov

must be considered as a designation f'pr the Christian community meal.

135 there can be no doubt that the breaking

According to Gaugler,
of bread in Acts 2:42 refers to the Eucharist. This argument can be sup-

« ’ - M
ported on the basis that the KKAorsi¢ U OfTOU appears among the consti-

1
t
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tutive elements of the community's life. The same phrase also occurs in
the writings of Ignatius (Eph. 2:20) and in the Didache {(ch. 14).

136 Gaugler has rightly observed that

In Marxsen's opinion,
/ ~ N .
IAds1§ OV Q’fTDU appears among the constitutive elements of the commu-
nity's life. He also argued that the term "breaking of bread" neither
/

refers to the mere act of breaking, nor to the KoIVoUIX , which is con-
stituted at the meal.

Marxsen, however, made a distinction between verses 42 and 46 in
the sense that in the former text, he finds a reference to a cultic meal,

137 1he validity

while in his opinion, verse 46 refers to a common meal.
of this argument, however, must be questioned, for in verse 46 the cultic
element is also emphasized in the sense that the Christians ‘were TrfOG-'
KOl pTEPODVTEG 5/4090/@0'5«/ & T ;éﬁl”s

In Acts 20:7, 11 we probably find the description of a cultic
meal. Bultmann douﬂts that the meal on "the first day of the week" in

139

Acts 20:7 is the Lord‘'s Supper. Barnabas, for instance, makes refer-

ence to the celebration of the "eighth day," as the day of Jesus' resu'r-
rection, But he does not mention the Eucharist.”’o
Acéording to the text, the Christia'ns at Troas had gathered for
the purpose of breaking bread. On this occasion Paul g’re)é[éTo CW'TOTQ .
It is possible to assume that Paul preached a farewell sermon to the
Christians at Troas. He extended it until midnight, because he had in-

tended to depart the following day. According to melen.M] verse 11 is

"to be understood in the sense that Paul had just stopped preaching for a.

moment in order to rest and have a 1ittle refreshment. In Nielen‘s opin-

fon, :ln verse 11 the term "breaking of bread” is simply mentioned ‘in

passing, as thpugh"it was only of 1ittle importance. He. arguéd that in

<
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142

i ‘ this verse, probably a common meal was intended. This view, however,

is hardly convincing, because the real purpose of the gathering at Troas

-

was the breaking of bread. Furthermore, it is very unlikely that a com-
mon meal was held after midnight. Thus, 1t would be more reasonable to
assume that Paul, after he had presented his farewell diseourse, climaxed
it with the breaking of bread, which is the Eucharist. ' ®3
In Marxsen's opim‘on,]44 the expression Kké(élé TUD&fTOU as
found in Acts, has retained the same meaning which it had in the 01d

146 he

Testament. In agreement with Haenchen]45 and against Jeremias,

contended that this expression does not point to the beginnings of the

148 149

disciplina arcani. Opposing Arnold,]47 Betz, Bultmann and others

who argued that the breaking of bread is to be equated with having a
meal, Marxsen insisted that this expression is to be defined in terms of
the introductory rite to the meal. Thus it could be equated with the
table-prayer {Acts 27:35).]50 ]
Assuming 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 it as an isolated entity which has no connections with the

meal itself. Apart from the meal, the rite becomes absolutely meaning-

less, especially where a 1iving relationshiwith Jewish customs at meals

- still existed.!d!

In Corinth, for instance, the Eucharist, which had de-
veloped into a cultic celebration, was Eti]l connected with a meal. In
the 1ight of this observation, Lessig pointed out that the designation
"breaking of bread" cannot be taken as eyidence for a meal celebration,

152

where only bread was used. While we agree with Lessig that the break-

ing of bread does not point to a meal celebration, where onlyl bread was

used, it should be pointed odt that the Eucharist was 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 conceiv‘ab1e that these primitive

communities already celebrated the Eucharist with the two elements of

bread and wine? Or must we agree with Lietzmann,]53 who interpreted the

K/{&élc, rvﬁ&frw as a designation of a single act? |In Marxsen's >

opinion, Lietzmann has rightly observed that in Acts 2:42 and 20:17;
reference is made‘ to eucharistic celebrations, although these Eucharists
are of the Jerusalem type. Lietzmann was also right in pointing out
that the ldol(c»lc, TDOC,"IVVUU is not a designation a parte potiori. He

is wrong, however, in arguing that the term designates only one single
155

act, namely the breaking of bread.
The two references, Luke 24:30-35 and Acts 27:35 are to be ex-
cluded as evidence, because in neither one of these- texts is mention

made of a community meal. In Luke 24:30, we simply find a description

156

of the whole introductory rite to the meal. While it is not clear

. how the disciples were able to recognize their Lord, it is quite certain

that they did not recognize him in connection with the common meal..]57

According to Kilmartin,'®® the detailed description of the

common introductory rite of the meal of Emmaus points to the descrip-
tfon found in the account of institution. The term "breaking of bread" :
(Luke 24:35) is to be understood as the earliest designation of

the Lord's Supper. Therefore, it dnnot be considéred in terms of

an isolated at’ﬁion as Marxsen seems to hold. While the eucharistic

)

cdlouring of this phrase has led some authors to equate this Easter meal

(Luke 24:30, 35) with the Eucharist, Kilmartin argued that such an




- 124 -

' interpretation does not seem to be well suppor‘ted.]59 2

In defense of his thesis that the term "breaking of bread" is
to be interpreted in the sense that the meals of the primitive Christian
community consisted of bread only, Lietzmand had also appealed to the short
text of Luke]60 and to Acts 20:7-11.16]

Since we will examine the Lucan text in detail later on, it will
not be necessary to deal with these problems here.]62 [t is necessary,
however, to point out that in our opinian, 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 ;hort text, it would
hardlyllend any support to Lietzmann's thesis of a Lord's Supper without

163 has pointed out that the Lucan

wine, In this connection, Schweizer
account cannot be considered as evidence for a wineless Eucharist.

With regard to Acts 20:7-11, we &ay raise the question: "Does -
this passaée really lend any support to the view that at Troas Paul has
eaten bread only?" In the ljght of this passage, Lietzmann's foundation

‘ﬁf First of all,

for the two-type hypothesis appears to be rather shaky.
we notice that it is the apostle Paul himself who “broke bread ( KA 6
&fmv. ) and ate." According to Lietzmann; the apostle was also the
creator of the second type of the Eucharist.

\ ) Dix165

tation. In his opipﬁuﬁi Paul, who is said to have broken bread at Troas,

had already become very indignant over Lietzmann's argumen-

must have celebrated this rite according to the pattern of 1 Corinthians
11:23ff. In other words, he held that there was no basis for the ;ssump-
tion that at Troas Paul celebra & the Eucharist in thevJerusalem style,
while at Corinth he followed his owmn pattern of the rite. '

In Richardson'.s166

opinfon, however, Dix has simply overlooked
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' the conflicting evidence. His approach to the problem provides an out-
standing example of the presuppositions which paralyze theological

ﬁf research. The basic problem, which deserves our careful consideration,

167

has to do with the relationship between Luke and Paul. This relation

between Luke and Paul constitutes a crux which is far from being solved

as far as the subject of eucharistic origins'is concev'r\ed.]68

On the basis of his examination of the Lucan references to the
breaking of bread, Richardson concluded that the third evangelist puts

)'Hi : the stress upon the breaking of bread, the fundamental rite of the Chris-
tian Supper. On high occasions this rite was preceded by the drinking

169

of the cup. On the assumption that Luke was thinking of the Pauline

I
f . rite in 1 Corinthians 10:1-22, the problem of the relationship between
f Luke and Paul finds its solution. Unless Luke had this Pauline rite of

; ; 1 Corinthians 10:1-22 in mind the gulf between Luke and Paul can never

170

be bridged. But since the inverted order cup-bread in 1 Cofinthians 10

could also be explained differently, Richardson's argument fails to be
! convincing.]71 ‘ '
. f " On the other hand, the’ term "breaking of bread" is fairly common

in Jewish sources ,in the general sense of "to have a meal." Since the

early Christians or at least their leaders were Jews, it would seem to

pe neturalethat their meal celebrations would follow the pattern of an ‘
ordinary Jewish meal as it was held when friends were present. Such a

meal was introduced by the breaking and distribution of bread and the
b1essing of the cup of wine after the meal. If these community meals

are seen against their Jewish background, we can see no basis for Lietz-~

mann's argment that the primitive Christian conmthy meals consisted
172

- of bread only.
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It should also be pointed out that the Eucharists of the Apocry-

173

phal Acts of the Apostles can hardly 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.]74

rd

d) The theological emphases
On the basis of his analysis of the meal traditions in Acts and
in 1 COrinth{ans 11, Lietzmann distinguished between two different theo-

175 He pointed out that the meal celebrations in Acts

logical emphases.
2:42, 46 were characterized by an overflowing eschatological joy
(c%rqddléYéh;), while the Pauline type of the Eucharist (1 Corinthians
11:23f) was essentially characterized by the concept of the death of
Jesus. V6 1p Lietgmann's opinion, these two distinctly different theo-
logical perspectiveé lend strong support to the two-type hypothesis. \\

In order to find a solution to this problem it will be necessary |
to gain an understanding of the situation in the primitive Christian

177 The early Christians always interpreted and thought

about the death of Jesus in the light of Eastefl]78 Therefore, when in

' community.

Acts 2:15ff Peter speaks about the death of Jesus, he does so in the con-

text of the resurrection.l79

In the 1ight of Easter, the death of Jesus
no lonéer appears as a cause for sadness. On the contrary, since Easter
the early Christians-interpreted the death of Jesus in terms of a saving
event. Thus 1t'was a cause for, rejoicing. In’view of thi§ consideration,
the apparent contradiction between the emphasis upon the death of Jesus

on the one hand and on the aspect of gladness on the other, simply

disappears.




J. Ernst Lohmeyer

A little over a decade after the publication of Lietzmann's mono-
graph, Lohueyer‘go published a series of articles in which he discussed
the recent developments in eucharistic research. In his essay, "Das
Abendmahl in der Urgemeinde," however, Lohmeyer succinctly stated his
position as to the problem of eucharistic origins and the development
of the rite.181 - .

In reference to the actual purpose of his detailed account to
the current literature, Lohmeyer points to the real need of a clear ori-
entation in matters pertaining to eucharistic 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 to be a very long one, in order to see

v

whether one is not headed in the wrong direction and in order to focus

182 He points out that during the fifteen

in more intensely on the goal."
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 so1ut1’on.183

Lohmeyer, obviously impressed by the theory of the double origin
of the Eucharist in the primitive community, presents another variant of
this thesis. His method is different from that of Zietzmann, in that he
restricted himself to the examination of the New Téstament evidence. His
primary concern was with the meal-fellowships of the earthly Jesus.]84

Lietzmann, on the other hand, had started his fnvestigation with
the great wedlth of the liturgical materials of a later age, attempting
to trace the origin Back to the fir%;lcentury A.D.fas In his analysis of

the meal customs of Jesus, Lohmeyer does not distinguish between their

historical versus-their legendary character. Furthermore, he is not con-
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cerned to categorize them in terms of community sayinés or as Jesus logia.
His basic aim was to demonstrate what the primitive church had considered
to be the origin of its meal ce1ebrat1‘on.]86 , ///
While Lohmeyer had accepted Lietzmann's basic thesis of the
double origin of the Eucharist, he modified it considerably. Lietzmann's
Jerusalem type he connected with the nucleus of Galilean Christianity and

187

the Pauline type with the church at Jerusalem. According to Lietzmann,

the two meal types existed side by side as distinctly different and un-

188 Lohmeyer, on the other hand, was concerned to show

189

related entiﬁés.

their interrelationship. The meal celebration of the primitive com-

munity had a double origin--the model of the feeding of the multitude, and

the Last Supper of Jesus with his disciples.]go

In his criticism of Lietzmann's hypothesis, Lohmeyer pointed

out that his predecessor was not concerned with individual questions, but

191

rather with a comprehensive investigation. As important as the results

of Lietzmann's investigation may be, they do not represent a new avenue

of reseafch. Lietzmann's study is primarily concerned with the history

192

of the liturgy. The material itself can hardly be considered as new

and the probliem had already been recognized by other scholars Such as

193

G. P. Wetter. The new factor which Lietzmann has introduced, however,

is the methodological sobriety which is characteristic of his work, and

the many historical connections he had pointed out.]94

195

J
Lohmeyer declares that it

With regard to English scholarship,
is not satisfied only withkdetermining the backgrounds of the Christian
liturgy, i.e., with the recognition of the existence of thk various tra-
ditions. It does not decide in favour of one in order to reject the other.

English scholarship considers hardly at all the possibility that one or
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the other account may be an etiological cult-legend. On the basis of
all 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

196

celebration. This aspect comes to the forefront, and because of it,

the historical origins, whichever they may be, turn into Jewish back-

197

grounds. A1l important, however, is the unique action of Jesus,

which cannot be explained in terms of religionsgeschichtliche analogies.

German scholarship, according to Lohmeyer, has paid special at-

Q .
tention to Jewish backgrounds.]‘8 Its primary concern was to find 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 explanation in the light of these special mea]s.]99

This leads t:the question: "What is the actual purpose of the search

for these b% grounds?" If, for instance, bread- and cup-blessings as

well as bread- and cup-words occurred with the daily, religious meal
custom, what would be the significance of this custom for the content

of the Lord's Supper? No matter whencefwe may derive the gestures and
words of Jesus, it is always presuppos;d that there exists a close rela-

tionship between the form and the content of that which is reported. In

other words, it bears the character of a sacred action.zpo

201

According to Feneberg, Lohmeyer's concern for the specifical-

1y historical form of Jesus' meal is original with the English school.

His concern with the Jewish backgrounds which might help to clarify the

meal conceptions of Jesus, is original to German scholarship.202

The Lord's Supper poses a problem of & 1iterary and theological

203

nature. It also brings into focus the gquestion concerning its fonn.204

“
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In his attempt to solve this problem, Lohmeyer attempted to establish ™
the meaning and customs of the Lord's Supper in the primitive Palestinian
community. The starting point of his investigation, however, was the
meal-conceptions and customs of Jesus.205
In Lohmeyer's opinion, these meal-conceptions of Jesus encompass

206

all aspects of the message of Jesus. But the miraculous meal at the

Sea of Galilee exhibits all the characteristics and confirms all ideas
which have been developed from the meal-words of Jesus.207

First of all, this meal is a simple, daily meal, where Jesus
functioned as host. 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, so that
all will be satisfied. This is the purpose as well as the result of the
meal. Its special feature, however, js’the miracle which Jesus performs
in connection with the feeding of the multitude. On this occasion hi§
pawer and dignity as the Son of Man is revealed, but it is hidden at the
same time. Tﬁe miracle represents a sign of the eschatological nearness
of the Kingdom of God and the presence of its Lord, who is still hidden.
While healings can only save the individual, words can only express a de-
mand or a promise. But this miracle represents a piece of the reality of
the eschato1ogical consummation, when Jesus will eat and drink with his
disciples at his table. ’The aspect of the miraculous characterizes the
meal as an eschatological ce1ebration.208 ) /
The way the disciples and the crowd particip/a/v;//rﬁ’iﬁe meal leads
to another important consideration. The<gi§;ipTE§/are the ones feeding
the crowd. They do it in an almost,eeféﬁonious. solemn manner. Expressed

in later terms, one miqﬁf;;ny’that the disciples serve at the table of the

-
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Lord. Their service is characterized by the solemnity of a sacred

act1on.209

The multitude consists of the poor and the hungry.J Jesus, how-
ever, does not feed them solely in order to satisfy their hunger, but
also because of the eschatological significance of the miraculous meal.
The multitude, though hidden, represents the eschatological community.210

After a brief d}scussion of the miraculous meal on the Sea of
Galilee, Lohmeyer turns to an examination of the last meal of Jesus with
his discip]es.Z]] 0f the innumerable questions which are concerned with
the theological content of the Eucharist, he touches only on some points
of real siggificance regarding the celebration of the primitive commum'ty.m2
In Lohmeyer's opinion, the meal which Jesus held with the disciples seems

to exhibit features which are identical to those of the miraculous feed-

ing, or, Jesus' meals with the tax-co]lectors:2]3
1. Jesus eats and drinks with his own and he will continue to do so in
the Kingdom of God. In other words, the eschatological Lord eats and
drinks with the disciples at the dawn of his life.?'?

2. Jesus appears as the paterfamilias, who offers bread and wine to his

disciples. They are his guests and possible future heirs of the Kingdom.z,]5

3~ No special form of the last meal is known.m6

4. The cup-word has ﬁore than one meaning. On one hand, it is directed

217 On the other

against the people of the covenant, the Jewish nation.
hand, it is directed towards those,‘who some day soon will take hold of

the diatheke.’'® At the moment of the Last Supper, however, it is con-’
cerned with the small circle of the disciples, who are fellows of the pres-
ent and the eschatological meal, members of the Kingdom, heirs of past

covenants and bearers of the cobenant of God with the many.2]9

rd
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The data about the celebration of the Lord's Supper in Acts were
rather impenetrable.’? 0f the five references, Acts 20:7, 11 and 27:35
belong to the latter part of the P?aline era and therefore cannot be
treated within the context of the present discussion. The term "breaking

221

of bread" cannot be used in a strict sense. In Acts 27:35 it may re-

fer to the breakfast which Paul had in order to gain physical strength.
The passage Acts 20:7-12 seems_to refer to a meal. But if this meal was
the aim and purpose of the Sunday mgeting, it was cultic in nature.222
Since the breaking of bread takes place daily (Luke 24:29ff and Acts 20:1),
early in the evening, at the time of the main meal, it is probable that
the expression, just as in the 01d Testament and in late Judaism, refers
to a mea].223

The breaking of bread in the primitive Christian community is
both. It is a daily meal which hardly differs from the customary Jewish
meals. At the same time, it is a meal, which is to be considered as the

inner core of the true feast of the Jesus-believing community.224 The

225 The daily

interrelationship become% clear in the 1ight of Acts 6:1-6.
meals of the primitive community, which are an eschatological celebration,
are also love-meals for the poor.226 At this point the question arises:
"On which basis are these threefold features related to one another?”
In_Lohmeyer's opinion, there is only ﬁne decisive pattern for the serving

221 Therefore,

at table, namely the miraculous feeding (Mark 6:35-44).
Lohmeyer detects a close reTationship’betueen theldaily meals of the
primitive Christian coomunjty, which ;ay be considered as divine service,
and agape, and the miraculous feeding of Mark 6.°2° The daily meals of
the primttive Christian community do not have their roots in the Last Sup-

per of Jesus with his disciplest but rather in Jesus' miraculous meal at
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the Sea of Gali]ee.zzg The Last Supper of Jesus fits into thé line of
the origin of later meal celebrations. Since it emerged from the meal
conception of Jesus in its general character, it is therefore linked
" with the meal of the primitive Christian commum‘ty.230 In support of
his thesis, Lohmeyer also appealed to the evidence in Paul, Luke and
John.
RN

The addjtion of the Pauline Uﬂ!%’— phrase, which appears in
connection with the bread-word of 1 Corinthians 11:24 but is omittéd
in Mark 14:22, seems to be the first indication of the influence of
the meal custom of the primitive Christian commum'ty.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). Theréfore. is it not to be expected that the addition
was made to the br'ead-wcur'd't"z32 v

An even stronger influence becomes apparent as we éonsider the
‘cup-word. Here, the phrase "poured out for many" is left out.233 This
omission effebted a change in meaning; The Lord's Supper is no longer
for the many, i.e., for the nations, but for the community which is gath-
ered for the meal. The bread-word, therefore, establishes a celebration,
which is to be considered in_ terms of the community s most 1nner sanctu-
ary and constant memor1a1.234 With this understanding, however, we find
ourselves in the wake of the Galilean tradition of the primitive commu-
nity and the meal-custom, which is practised by the Jerusalem conmunity.zé5

In short, all the -deviations of the Pauline version of the ac-
count of the Last Supper as compared with tﬁe Marcan account teach us
one important lesson: the Pauline account of the Lord s Supper displays

236

Galilean features. From a literary point of view. the narrative of
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the miraculous meal and the account of the Lord's Supper have influ-

enced each other. The Pauline account of the Lord's Supper helps to

clarify this relationship.237
The results of the analysis of the Pauline account find a strong

confirmation by the Lucan acc:ounts.238 In Luke 22:16 the meal is desig-

nated as 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 to

be understood as the institution of a special meal-fellowship dependent

upon the Passover mea].239
The idea that the Passover meal represents the first stage to-

wards the meal in the Kingdom of God is closely linked to the?paﬁama-

tion of Jesus, though pale and vague in linguistic form. It @ppears as

an altered repetition of Luke 22:’l8.240 The 1a§t meal of JesSs begins

with a special cup-word and a special cup-action. While }Ki/s action

may be rooted in the Passover ritual, it <is clear that the command to

dividg the cup goes beyond the framework of a Passover ri tual.zu
The institution of a new meal fellowship dependent upon the Pass-

over meal becomes meaningful on the basis of the following considerations:

The (ro'lr introduces in a meaningful way the idea that Jesus himself will

no longer have a parrt in this meal fellowship. Therefore, the fellowship

of Jesus w1tb the disciples, which is instituted now, is designed to help

the disciples bridbe the dark interval, which must last "until the King-

dom comes." Since in this meal celebration the relationship between the

disciples and their master is sti]l Indistinct, the action with the bread ‘

and the bread-word is added, for in it, reference is made to the One.

Hence, the presence of the master with his disciples is realized. f-’rbm

this point of view the account is in no need of supp'lemantation for it

¥
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establishes the lasting meal-fellowship of Jesus with his discip]es.242

That which is newly established fits into the scheme of devel-

opment, leading from the earlier to the future meals. In the days to

243 But the meal

fraternity of master and disciples supersedes the meal—fellowship.244

come, the master remains as giver of bread and wine.

Therefore, in Luke one is abfe to discover the same ideas controlling
the Galilean meal celebration. The peculiarities of the Lucan account
present no problem ?s soon as it is recognized that it is part of the
Galilean tradition.z45 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
meaning of the Lord's Supper “for many" is no longer emphasized. 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 Pauls so the Galilean tradition has transformed thg Marcan
account of the Jerusalem tradition and has adapted it according to its
own presuppositions.247

The last evidence in support:-of the view of the connections
sketched out thus far, can be seen in John 6 aﬁduisz The close relation-
ship between John 6 and the miraculous feeding undoubtedly points to thg
Galilean tradition. John 13 shows a close affinity to that tradition

also, because of its total silence about the institution of the Lord's

Supper.248

According to Lohmeyer, the evidence found in the Gospel of Luke,
the Gospel of John and in the Pauline account of the Lord's Supper, con-

firms the thesis of the double origin of the Eucharist in the primitive

9

Christian community.24 In his opinion, the meal celebration of the
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primitive Christian community circles, just like an ellipse, around two foci:
the miraculous meal of Jesus at the Sea of Galilee and the last meal of Jesus

250 From a literary point of view, it is possible to distin-

in Jerusalem.
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 community is determined in three directions: It is
a daily meal, a feeding of the poor and an eschatological meal. Yet, in its

threefold relationship it is only the one, namely the meal of the Lord.ZS]

a) Critical appraisal
Lohmeyer's hypothesis was also subjected to severe criticisms.
Conzelmann, for instance, was unable to find more than one correct element in
Lohmeyer's thesis. In his opinion, Lohmeyer had rightly pointed out that the
”sacrémental interpretation was already in existence 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 the total meal tradition

“in the New Testament.253

Unfortunately, he has not always made a distinction
between Jesus and the post-Easter community. From a theo1ogica1 point of
view, this creates a problem in that it becomes aiffjcult to distinguish be-
tween' the teaching of Jesus and the statements of faith of t@e primitive
community. ,

In Marxsen's opinion, the fact that the early Christians enjoyed
regggar fellowships (Acts 2:46, 6:1-6), does not warrant the conclusion
that these common 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 Eucharist with the words attributed to Jesus was celebrated in

-

association with a meal. The condit at Corinth confirm this view.

t
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Marxsen agreed with 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 is unfounded. In his book Galilaea und Jerusalem256 Lohmeyer

had developed the thesis that there were really two "earliest churches"
on Palestinian soil, or at least two differing parties: the Galilean
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

257 In Bu1tmann's258

the Jerusalem community believed in the Messiah.
opinion, it is 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‘Manf are the expressions
of two differing views about Jesus. Consequently, they cannot be con-
sidered as distinguishing marks of éwo different churches or practices.
According to Bultmann, both titles denote the eschatological salvation-

b.ringer.zs9

fn Hahn‘5260

opinion, Lohmeyer's thesis of the coexistence of

two primitive Christian communities, which subscribed to two different
Christologies, 1s‘unfounded. Lohmeyer's treatment of individual texts
fails to be convincing. He concluded that there is no basis for the

theory that the Son of Man concept had its Sitz im Leben in the Galilean

community, while the faith in the Messiah was a basic characteristic of

the Jerusalem community.ZG‘
Lohmeyer's attempt to distinguish between various centers of

the primitive Christian community within the reaim of Palestine fails to
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. convince.262 Consequently, his theory of the existence of the two basic

meal-types, namely a Galilean and a Jerusalem-type of the Eucharist,

becomes untenable.

4, Oscar Cullmann

Another variation of Lietzmann's two-type hypothesis can be dis-

263

covered in a series of articles by 0. Cullmann. His essay "The

Meaning of the Lord's Supper" best presents the author's position on

‘ the question of the origin and meaning of the Eucharist.264
Cullmann, like Lohmeyer, has accepted somewhat uncritically

Lietzmann's basic thesis of the double origin of the eucharistic 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 not have a common origin

266 In other words, the meal-

in Jesus' last meal with the disciples.
celebrations in Acts, which are held in a mood of an overflowing, escha-

tological joy, are eviden;ly of a different origin than the Pauline Lord's ‘

Supper, the only type which can ciaim to have a direct connection witﬁ

the last meal of Jesus.267

While Culimann has accepted Lietzmann's basic position of the

268

two types of the Eucharist, he disagrees with him on the question of

the origin of the eucharistic celebrations by the Christian community

4 N
E before Paul.269

Cullmann argued that Lietzmann had been unable to
provide textual eJ}dence for his assumption that the breaking of bread,
celebrated by thé first Christians, was nothing other than the continua-
tion of the d;i1y table-fellowship which the historical Jesus had shared

with his disciples during his 11fet1me.270 In Cullmann's opinion,
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. Lietzmann has not satisfactorily demonstrated how Paul could have h'nfed

the joyful feast of the first Christians with the Last Supper and its

271

association with the death of Jesus. Cullmann, therefore, attempts

». ~
to demonstrate that the lovexfeas®s of the primitive church are not a

continuation of the daily meals 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

213

method. In Cullmann's opinion, it would be wrong to assume that the
germ of later developments can already be found in the early days.274
From the beginning, the eucharistic meal of the first Christians

was just an ordinary meal, as the phrase "breaking of bread" (Acts

I Ll e e

' 2':42, 46 and 20:11) implies. This term definitely excludes the use of
wine, as is also evidenced by the wineless.Eucharists being attested
by the Apocryphal Acts of John, Peter and Thomas.275 ‘
In CuTimann's opinion, there is a fundamental difference between
the love-feasts in Acts and the Last Supper of Jesus with his discip]es.‘?76
The term O,([O(/\l\la’élq in Acts 2:46 denotes a strong manifestation of
Jjoy, which appears fo be incompatible with a recal]ihg of the Last Sup-
per and with the words of Jesus uttered on that occasion.2’’
With reference to the.meal practices of the primltive 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
According to Tullmann, this consideration lends support to the
view that there e;ists a relationship between the meals of the primi tive

‘ Christian coomunity and the meals which were held during the first

"y
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279

appearances of Christ. Further support for this thesis can be found

280

in Acts 10:41 and 1:3-4. Thus it is clear that the primitive Lord's

Supper was strongly motivaied by the certainty of ther resurrection,
the reason for its enthusiastic celebration.ze]
According to Cullmann, these Christian love-feasts are charac-
terized by the recollection of the historical facts of the resurrection,
the experience of the invisible presence of the Lord in the br-ead-breal;ing

282

community and the eschatological prospect (Rev. 3:20). The latter

rpoints to the messianic age, where a meal 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
Last Supper.284

Furthermoré, Cullmann clearly distinquishes between the concept%
of ;ealism and Christ's }é;1 presence. The primitive community fhough§§
of Jesus' coming as a real coming, but they did not conceive of it in
terms of his descént into the ‘elements.zas

In the ligh; of these obﬁervations, Cullmann concludes that the
Joy expressed by the early Christians during tge “Sreaking of bread"
has its source in the consciousness ‘they h'ave% eating with the Risen
Christ, whom they consider 'to really be present with them as on Easter
Da,y.286 »

The Pauline version of the Eucharist.is the resilt of Paul's
creative work as am'theologian.287 On account of- the exc;sses at Corinth,
Paul had to point out to the beHevérs that at the Eucharist the Lord
manifests. himself as the Risen Lord and alfo,as the Crucified One.288

- In the course of his exposition, Paul focussed their attention on the

~
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connection between the LordV¥s Supper and the last meal of the historical

289

Jesus with his disciples, shortly before his death. In Cullmann's

opi&ion, this association wys legitimate, because of the historical
link which existed between the first meal of the Risen Lord and the
Last Supper of the historical Jesﬁs,‘for the .disciples were gathered
togetper after the Lord's death, 1n order to reflect upon the last meal

290 This last meal, of course, had taken

ce]epration with their Master.
place only a few days before. The apostle, however, was not interested
in the historical connection. He perceived an internal link uniting the
eucharistic meal of the early Christians with the meal which was accom-
panied by words of interpretation.zg] “Paul is the first one who has
established this relation between the recalling and the Eucharist. 1If
we may believe his own words (1 Cor. 11:23), this relationship was made
p]ain»to him by special revelation. The object of this revelation "of
the Lord" was not the historical account of the Last Supper recorded by

the apostle. It was, rather, an 1nternai connectiOn.292

a) Critical appraisal

' By appealing to the meals of the disciples with the Risen Lord,
Culimann not only found a basis for the daily meals in Acts. He also
considered them in terms of a connecting link between the daily meals
and the Pauline Ebcharist.293 On the assumption that the celebration
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 some information about the charitt€> of the latter in texts such
as Luke 24:36, Acts 1:3Ff. This information, however, is simply not

there. Luke, for instance, informs us only that Jesus was given some
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dried fish (Luke 24:36). The expression in Acts 1:3: "He ate salt with
them," does Qot at all allude to the breaking of bread in the primitive
ghristian commum'ty.294

In Conzelmann's opinion, there 1s hardly any‘justification for
Cullmann's hypothesis, which seeks to derive the bread breaking in the
primitive Christian community from the meals with the Risen Lord, because

a meal is not the essential element in these Easter appearances.295

296

Contrary to Conzelmann's view, Rordorf even assumed that at

these meals the Risen Lord not only distributed bread and wine, he also

297 This view, however, is merely

pronounced the words of institution.
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 recon;truction, because it is very difficult to establish
their historical value.298
Furthermore, Cullmann maintained that the breaking of bread re-
fers to the eucharistic meals of the primip1ve 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 méals. This consideration was primarily based upén an examination
of the Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles: Here, a cult-meal is being de-
scribed, where bread was the essential element and where no mention was

made of wine.299 With regard to these documents Dix300

pointed out that
the Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles can hardly be considered as evidence
for bread Eucharists. In his opinion, it seeﬁg to be quite unscientific
to attribute any weight to the tradition which is represented by these

relatively late documents.3°]

In basic agreement with Lietzmann, Cullmann sees no valid reason
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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 blood
of my covenant." He, too, holds that these words cannot simply be con-
sidered as the result of liturgical practice. Jesus uttered these words
in order to affirm that by his death, a new covenant was concluded be-

302

tween God and the Messianic community. Cullmann's criterion for the

authenticity of these words, however, appears to be inadequate. While
he insists that there is no valid reason to deny their authenticity,
he fails to provide proof that they were actually spoken by the histor-
ical Jesus. 4
It will be noticed that Cullmann's hypothesis is almost identi- g{
cal to Lietzmann's theory. While Lietzmann had argued that the breaking
of bread could be traced back 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, Culimann's hypothesis is untenable for at least
two basic reasons: First, we have recognized that it is priharily based
upon Lietzmann's two-type hypdthesis, which we were unable to accept.
Secondly, his attempt to establish a historical 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
conyincing. These narratives of the appearances of the Risen One
during a meal can hardly be utilized for the purpose of a historical

reconstruction.

5. Eduard Schweizer ,

Schweizer's essay, "Das Abendmahl’ eine Vergegenwaertigung des
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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 sharp division of the two different meal traditions in the
New Testament.304 It is safe to say that since that time New Testament

scholars have no longer concerned themselves with this two-type

a

hypothesis.

It will be discovered, however, that Schweizer, in developing
his own thesis, was faced with this 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-

307

mation. This is followed by the breaking of bread and a short word

d.308

of interpretation for the brea 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 debat;e with Lietzmann, Schweizer took sides with other
New Testament schoI;rs who had also accepted the lgnger Lucan account
as the primary text-form.3]0 This position is now widely accepted by
German New Testament scholars, while a number of British New Testament
scholars still defend the shorter Lucan text.

If the longer Lucan text-form is accepted as the primary one,
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then there is no text in which the eschatological prospect was not con-

n

nected with the words of interpretation. Therefore, one cannot ap-

peal to the Lucan text as evidence for a Eucharist in which the idea of

312

the death of Jesus did not play an important role. Furthermore, it is

no longer possible to argue that the Lucan text refers to a wineless

313

Eucharist where bread was the central feature. In the light of these

negative arguments, it is obvious that Lietzmann's theory can no longer

be upheld. Schweizer also presented some positive arguments which en-

abled him further to expose the weaknesses of Lietzmann's hypothesis.314

315 showed that the Pauline type of the

In his opinion, J. Behm
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, Gaugler:n6

had alréady 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.

31

Bo Reicke 7 had pointed to the farewell meals of the patriarchs,

which 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 assumes that the combination of the two concepts
occurs in each of tﬁe eucharistic accounts, it is extremely important to
note that the tradition-history of each of the two elements had followed

318 319

its own course. In Mark, the eschatological prospect is confined

to the wine-word following after the words of interpretation. In Luke,320
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the strongly pronounced eschatological prospect appears in connection

with the Passover and the wine-word before the words of interpretation.

In th; Pauiine account,32] the eschatological prospect appears only 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 later deve]opment.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

eschatological perspective was once connected with them. Since, in Paul's

opinion, this tradition goes back to Jesus, it can be assumed that the

apostle never knew of any tradition of the Supper without the words of

interpretation.323

324

Schweizer holds that Schuermann, on the basis of his linguistic

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 -
independent and differing accounts of Jesus' last meal. He contended that
in Mark, the eschatologically coloured account appears in a truncated form
(14:25) after the words of institution. In Paul it shrinks to the short

") 325 at this point the question arises:

phrase ("... . until he comes
"How could two independent accounts of the last meal come into existence
if both had been linked from the very beg1nning?“326

The Lucan tradition in its present form as the frame of the
words of interpretation, must be seen together with 22:27-30. Both
sections are characterized by the reference to Jesus' serving and the
eschatological pr;spect.3-27 ;

The same thing can also be found in a much more developed form




- 147 -

328

in John. Here, too, 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 eschatolog-

ical prospect (John 14-16; cf. Luke 22:15-18, 28-30).

329

According to Kuhn, there is a Palestinian 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 eschatological character of the primitive

Christian meal celebration (Acts 2:46), however, grew out of this

combination.330

331

Schweizer 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 Didache 16.332

Thus he cencluded 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 .

tradition.333

334

As to the meal blessings, Dibelius pointed out that accord-

ing to Didache 9 and 10, two blessings were pronounced, one before the
meal in 9:2; 9:3, 4 and the other after the meal, 10:2-4.3%° Their
peculiarities cannot be explained in connection with the.eucharistic

action. These .blessings are rather to be considered in terms of a

' 336

Christianized version of Hellenistic-Jewish table-prayers. In agree-

»

ment with Dibelius, Schweizer concluded that we have only a 1limited
knowledge about the sacramental prayers of the Diddche. In his opinion,
it 1s possible that they have the}r origin in the Hellenistic synagogue.337

For the unique position of the words of 1nterpretat§oﬁ. reference
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can be made to the Pauline account in 1 Corinthians 11:23ff. Here
the apostle expressly points to the revelation of the Lord.339 Schweizer,

however, does nof accept Lietzmann's theory of a private revelation, a
theory which is now rejected by most New Testament scho]ars.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.34]

a) Critical appraisal
In his 1954 report of recent research in the Theologische

Literaturzeitung, Schweizer had decided that both traditions of the

interpretative words and the eschatological saying probably go back to

342 He was quick to suggest, though, that histor-

43

the histoéica] Jesus.

jcal certainty was scarcely possible.3
In his critique of Schuermann's hypothesis, however, he stated

that Luke 22:15-18 seems to represent an accurate description of the

historical situation and therefore of the very first celebration of the

344

Lord's Supper in the primitive Christian community. In his essay

"The Lord's Supper” he concluded that the words of institution are to be
considered as an explicit expression of what was already implicit in the
mea1.345

With Kuhn 347

346 and Borpkamm, Schwe1zer348 was convinced that there

is a double stfand in the supper tradition: the eschatological saying
349 this differenti-

ation is to be accepted as one of the assured results of recent analysis.
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While he is correct in stating that this theory has added a new coﬁplexity
to the old question of a double origin of the Eucharist, we can hardly
agree with him that this is one .of the assured results of recent ana]ysis.350
I our opinion, the differentiation between the eschatological saying and
the interpretative words must be seriously questioned.

For instance, if one decides in favour of the first line, then
the oldest Palestinian 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 will not even eat the Passover with
them. He will eat it with them in the glory of the Kingdom of God.35]

The words of institution, on the other hand, are only a further
interpretation by the community, which seeks to preserve the cause of
Jesus.352 If one emphasizes the independence of the words of interpreta-
tion one comes 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 this differentiation is rather arbitrary.
It leads to 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-
uical prospect. In his opinion, it would be wrong to consider the words of
interpretation as a death prophecy and to interpret the prediction in terms
of a Joyfu] prospect.354

In the 1ight of these conSiderations, Schweizer's differentiation

between the words of interpretation and the eschatological saying is hardly
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warranted.

6. Robert D. Richardson

In his supplementary essay, which accompanies Lietzmann's study

Messe und Herrenmahl, Richardson proposed the theory that Jesus' simple

act of breaking bread in the setting of the Last Supper is to be con-
sidered as the starting point of all further developments of the eucha- "

ristic rite.355

While he paid tribute to Lietzmann's work on eucharistic origins,
he was critical of his thesis of the radical duality of the eucharistic
rite from the beginning.356 Richardson envisioned two lines of inter-
pretation already within the New Testament itself. In his opinion, the
accounts of Mark 14 and 1 Corinthians 11, which emphasize the words of
institution, gave a distinctive character to the Western 1iturgies.357
The tastern rite, on the other hand, which emphasizes the bread and the
presence of the Risen Lord, has its basis in texts such as John 6,

1 Corinthians 10, part of Luke-Acts and the feeding miracles of Mark.358 |

In Harmony 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, while both were still fluid, and with reference
to their respective 1oca11t1es.359 Such a study lends support to the
thesis that the initial rite was basically an act of breaking bread.360
This does not mean, though, that the use of wine was exc]uded.36]

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, is to be considered as authentic.3®* 1In his

defense of the shorter Lucan text, Richardson pointed out that according
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1
. ) to Westcott and Hort, the Western text frequently omits and alters genu-

365

ine longer readings. 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 result of a faithful transmission of the text of

366

the’origina] documents Since these allegedly genuine readings are

part of the Western text, Westcott and Hort have chosen the term Western

non-interpo]ations.367 Richardson, who favoured this designation, argued

that Jeremias was not successful in overthrowing the judgment of Westcott

and Hort.368

On the basis of his examination of the Western text, Richardson

concluded that the shorter reading had its origin in Antioch.369 It

vet

entered syr in an inverted verse order. Since the Latin versions

b e follow the same order, but do not feature the words of remembrance,

thLy probably did not belong to the basic text from which both the

370 The words of remembrance, however,

sin cur 371

Syrian and Latin versions derive.
were probably present in the common source of syr In this

connection, Richardson raised the question whether the words of remem-

‘brance have been added to the syrvet under the 1nfluenceco?’Watian's

372 He was quick to declare that this could hardly be the

373

Diatessavron.

case, because Tatian did not find them in any gospel MS. These words

are probably later scribal additions to the Diatessaron and<§he

374

Evangglibn da - Mepharreshe. Contrary to some scholars such as

: 4 .
- : Schuermanq,a75 gho appealed to Tatian as a witness to the longer Lucan

text, Richardson argued that Tatian did not know the longer Lucan reading
as a whole. But he admits that Tatian may have known the words of
remembrance.376

Justin may be considered as the earliest non-canonical witness
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to the words of remembrance, but not to the pericopeﬁof 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 is in
marked contrast with that of his”supposed sources. For his sacramental
doctrine, he seems to have strongly relied upon Johannine concepts.378
. 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 Apolqu.379 In other words, the full pericope of in-

stitution did not have its origin at the Last Supper, but rather repre-
sents a second-century development. Thus, doctrine, rite and text can be
shown to coincide 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 eucharistic rite.38]

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 Christianity, was in-
fluential in shaping the New Testament text.382

The initial step of a rather 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 for reflecting upon past
events and for cherishing great hopes.383

During this meal celebration, the thoughts of the disciples woirld
not only be focussed upon the death of Jesus, but also upon B}s‘garousia,
the Messianic feast and the eating of bread in the Kingdom of God. They

also seem to have entertained thoughts about Christ as head of the table,

4
L]

o
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about bread and wine as food which he had blessed and ;bout the §éiritua1
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 controlling ideas of the eucha-
ristic celebration came to be those of the death of Jesus, his resurrection
aﬁd 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 eucharistic

385

formula, which made its appearance in the second century A.D. His

judgmeng with regard to the Pauline form of the eucharistic formula is

very similar. Two considerations lend support to the thesis that the
formula of 1 Corinthians 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 wor'ld.386 (2) 1If this formula was known from the
very beginning, then it is rather strange that the early Fathers nowhere

make any reference to these crucial verdes, while at the same time they

387

make frequent use of 1 Corinthians. The earliest MS evidence for the

-

presence of a full formula in the New Testament is that of the Chester
Beatty papyrus P4§. But this applies to the Pauline Epistles only.

The full eucharistic formula seems to merge into the text of the New

Testament towards the end of the second centur:y.388 w

According to Richardson, we ma& distinguish between three different
389

forms of the words of institution:
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1. In the Roman form, that of 1 Corinthians 11:23-26, the special
emphasis rests upon the concept of Christ's death. The cup sigmifies
the New Covenant established through Christ's blood-shedding.
2. In the Ephesian form, that of Luke 22:19-20 the cup-words seem to
display secondar} features and a Roman character. The bread-words,
on the other hand, are of greater importance. The word "given" 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 considered as the key to the ideas
of Tertullian and Cyprian on eucharistic sacrifice, the Ephesian form haS/

390

exerted only a secondary influence in the East. The Antiochene form

with its emphasis upon the bread became influential in the development

of the Syro-Byzantine 1iturgies.39]

It is very essential to recognize that eucharistic worship was

3

influential in shaping the New Testament texts. This‘knowledge provides

us with an important criterion of judgment for the purpose of reconstruct-

ing the original form of the text.392

For the purpose of reconstrqcting the primitive eucharistic prac-
tice, it will be necessary to give special consideration to the Eastern

rite in which bread was the central element.393

In Mark one can discern two different lines of interpretation.394
In the doublet account of the Feediﬁg of the Multitude, there is one
strand of teaching which seems to reflect an increasing stress upon the
mystery of the bread. On the other hand, there is the account of the Last )

=Supper. with a strong emphasis upon the cup, to emphasize the signwfi-
cance of the atoning death of Jesus

But since a rite with a strong emphasis upon the ‘atoning death
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s
of Jesus seems to emerge in the second century for the first time,

Richardson concluded that Mark 14:22-24 represents only a short nar-

rative with an imparted interpretation of 1ts sigmficance.?g5
According to Richardson, in Mark there is a strand of teaching

which 1s linked with John's eucharistic discourse. It 1s to be found

after the Feeding of the Multitude (Mark 8:14-21). Here, Mark antici-

pates John when he refer< to the "inexhaustible adequacy of Jesus as

396

author and giver of the fullness of life." Furthermore, this

397

’

teaching is closely related to the'myster} of the loaf of bread.

While John 1ndicates his acquaintgance with the bread-Eucharist, this

does not mean that wine was exc]uded.398

There are aiso close ties between John and Luke.399 Several

400

illustrations used by John reveal his indebtedness to Luke. Luke,

on the other hand, shows a literary dependence upon the Marcan account

401

of institution. Without giving any further consideration to the

question whether Luke was indebted to another-written source, Richardson

asked: "What motivated Luke to produce a version with the reverse se-

402

quence cup-bread?" He pointed out that the evangelist was under

pressure of his knowledge of a rite which was customary in the churches

403

he knew. Luke, he argued, took it for granted thaé; the cufi~-bread

rite with its eschatological, but non-sacrificial outlook had its ori-
gin in the supper practice of Jesus.\ His amendment of his 1iterary

source reflects the eucharistic practice of Christians towards the end

“of the first century.404

~

Luke's writings deserve special consideration, for they cast

405

light upon the fiyst-century table-practice of the Christians. Be-’

sides this versién on the Last Supper, his reference to the "breaking
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of bread" must be carefully examined.ao6
#

407 The total

What does the term "breaking of Bread" denote?
Lucan evidence seems to lend support to‘the view that the breaking of /P
bread described in Acts represents the main eucharistic rite of the
church, with its deeply 1nterwoven, backward and forward, connections.408
In the 1ight of the references to the “breaking of bread," it becomes
apparent that it was Luke's intention to put a special emphasis upon
that which is fundamental and common to the churches with differing out-
looks and histories.499 At the same time he was concerned to give an
account of the origin of Ch.ristianity ;'n all of its diversity. The
fundamental rite of the Christian supper, howe:/erl, was the "breaking
of bread." On special occasions it was preceded by the drinking of
the cup.410

At first, the breaking and distributing of bread was a rite

41

which marked the supreme moment of the meal itself. 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," to the "breaking of bread" before the supper, a rite
which could also include“\cgs.“z According to Richardson, the daily
observance of the cult-meal wds superseded by a weekly celebration. As
to the pattern of this meal celebration, Richardson pointed out that it
began with a blessing and the di stributing of bread. The "Remembrance
of the Day" over the cup of wine which preceded the meal proper was also
a part of this celebration. But even though this feature was a part c_:ﬂ

4

the meal celebration, the meal was still referred to as "the breaking

of bread.""’13

While Luke considered the breaking of bread as the central
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aspect of the supper rite, on some occasions such as on the first day
of the week, when the Christians gathered into an "upper room," the
drinking of the cup came first. The fact that in Luke's account of the
Last Supper these two actions appear at the very beginning, is a clear
indication that he linked this Christian procedure to a Jewish model,
namely to that of a Sabbath Su;:ypev*.tn4
Since the apostle Paul is to be considered as the ultimate hero
of Acts, the question arises: "Was Luke ignorant of the practice of
the Pauline churches, in which according to 1 Corinthians, a cup had

415 In spite of the fact that the

reference to the blood of Christ?"
author of Acts seems to consider himself as an apologist for Pauline
Christianity, there is hardly any trace of the theology of the Pauline
episties in Acts. Furthermore, the relationship between Luke and Paul
represents a problem which has not been solved, as yet.m6 In
Richardson's opinion, Dix is wrong in assuming that Paul, who is said

to have "broken bread” at Troas, must have celebrated a rite which was
identical to the one outlined in 1 Corinthians 11:23ff. Such an inter-
pretation not only fails to consider the con@licting evideé%e, but it

is also an outstanding example of the presuppositions that can hinder

biblical and theo]8§1ga1 r‘i=_-se.'-.\rch.M7

On the other hand, the solution
to the problem is rather sinmle. The Pauline rise of which Luke is
thinking is the one referred to in 1 Corinthians 10:1-22, rather than
the one of 1 Corinthians 11:23ff. Unless such a connection can be as-
sumed, the gulf between Luke and Paul cannot be bridged.“8

While Luke's references to the Eucharist were strongly influ-
enced 'by purely Jewish meal conceptions, those of 1 Corinthians 10 came

under the influence of both Jewish and Hellenistic ideas. But both
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developments have essentially the same foundation--that of a communion

in bread.*'?

According to Richardson, there is alsoc a close relationship.be-

tween John 6 and 1 Corinthians 10.420 In both casés we are dealing with

?7
Jewish-Hellenistic ways of celebrating the breaking of bread, and the
words attributed by John to Jesus, "He that eateth my flesh and drinketh
my blood abideth in me and I in him," represent a further development
of the Pauline thought "the cup of blessing which we bless" and "the
bread which we break" are a communion in the blood and body of Christ.421
Richardson recognized that the conflicting interpretations of
the Synoptics and of John make it é\xtremely difficult for us to recover
their historical foundation. But he is rather optimistic, f?r he is
convinced that this can be accomplished:
We are most likely 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 eucharistic origins are concerned,, that bedrock is
reached where John's profound meditation joms with those elements
in Mark-Matthew, Luke-Acts, and also Paul, which witness to a
tradition of the breaking of bread.422
From John the tradition can be traced- forward to Justin Martyr,
and backwards to an original breaking of bread wi 1 mystical overtones.
In these rites of the first century” there is no ultimate duality of !
origin.423
In his attempt to come as close as possible to the Last Supper
of the historical Jesus with his disciples, Richardson had to follow
the eucharistic rite backwards through earlier stages of theological
interpretations to its very beginnings as a cult-meal. As a cult-meal
1t was known in terms of the Lord's Supper, the Eucharist, or the break-

ing of bread. In Richardson's opinion, the rite, whose central feature
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was the breaking of bread, brings “ﬂ{ﬂgto the proximity of the historical
‘Jesus. Since the breaking and d1striBut1ng of bread probably originated
with Jesus hwmself, it would be erroneous to seek the origin of the
cult-meal in any established formal Jewish custom such as the haburah
su?per, the sacramental cult-meal, whose sources are the romance called

Joséph and Asenath or the sacred meal of the Qumran commum’ty.424

a) Critical apprdisal

425

With regard to Richardson's hypothesis, Reumann has pointed

out two basic problems: (1) Richardson'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 Teéﬁament's ascription of

426 Furthermore,

w427

the founding of the church and the sacraments to Jesus.
he did not come to terms with the basic issues of the "new quest.
His essay, of course, was written before the '"new quest" was formally
launched in 1953, when E. Kaesemann published an article, entitled

. "The Problem of the Historical Jesus.“428

[t should be pointed out, however, that Richardson429 was aware
of an existing gap between the meal-practice of the primitive Christian
community and the historica% 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 gthq; hand, he thinks that the Christian
calt-meal probably goes baé; to an individual Qct of Jesus.430

Richardsom's position may be defined in terms of a reflection

431

of traditional and liberal views. He has not/emp]oyed any of the

critical methods of New Testament scholarship such as form- or literary

criticism. He has also failed to come to terms with Jeremias' massive
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study, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus.

His reputation as a scholar may be questioned on the basis of
a remark, which he made in connection with his view about Justin Martyr:

“Having arrived at this conclusion . . . I have preferred not to ac-

quaint myself with Harnack's arguments . . . or with what I understand

is Zahn's reply”!gsz

(2) With Reumann433 and Jeremias,434 we must also object to

Richardson's traditio-historical reconstruction of the words attributed

435

to Jesus. While Lietzmann was unable to find a bridge from the

Y
Jerusalem rite to the one practiced as a memorial of the death of Jesus,”

2

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

While his text-critical judgment, that our earliest MS evidence

for the Pauline account of institution stems from the second century,438

can hardly be refuted, there is-no shred of MS evidence for the omission

439 Such evidence, however, is available in the cade

440

of this passage.

of the words attributed to Jesus in Luke 22.
On the assumption that the short Lucan text is authentic, a

view which we cannat accept, Richardson claimed that verses 19b-20 were

probably inserted into the text at Ephesus during the second eentury

44)

A.D« The Pauline account of 1 Corinthians 11:23-26 is also con-

sidered as an interpretation of a Roman form of eucharistic formula.442
This formula is to be considered as the key to the sacrificial under-

standing of the Eucharist by Tertullian and Cyprian.443

&
From an exegetical point of view, the Pauline account of insti-
By
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tution can hardly be treated as the result of a second century develop-
ment. Goguel, for instance, pointed out that the teaching about the
Lord's Supper in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is one of three pieces, which

are all 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 indicateq that there is a
close organic connection between the general introduction in 1 Corinthians
11:2, t#fe three pieces of introduction and the beginning of the plece

445 Furthermore, the Pauline account of

covering the Lord's Supper.
the Eucharist cannot be treated as a second-century insertion into the
text, because it is Paul's most important weapon against the existing
grievances at the Corinthian celebration of the Euéharist.446
Therefore, in the light of text-critical, traditio-historical
and exegetical considerations, Richardson's hypothesis, according to
which the Pauline account of\the Eucharist in 1 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 considered to be perverse.447

7. Willi Marxsen

In his dissertation "Die Einsetzungsberichte zum Abendmahl" (1949),
Marxsen concerned himself yith a meticulous analysis of the eucharistic

-

Rcounts with the sole purpose of comind as close as possible to the

historical situation of the Last Supper.448
His® text-critical investigation of the Lucan text regulted in a

negative evaluation of thisytext, which Marxsen claimed has to be ex-

cluded from any further discussion, because it raises too many problems




- 162 -

which still remain unsolved and are perhaps insoluble, %49

Further text-critical and historical investigations led him to
the conclusion that within the New Testament there can be found no
traces of any mutation, parallelism or amplification of the oldest ac-
cessible tradition of the Eucharist.450

His essay "The Lord's Supper as a Christological Problem,"
(1963), represents a complete departure from his dissertation, in which
he had attempted to interpret the Eucharist with the help of 01d Testa-
ment conceptions such as remembrance and representation.451 Marxsen's
basic concern now 1s to demonstrate the development of the eucharistic
conception along traditio-historical lines. In other words, he seeks

452 He shows

particular concern for the pre-Pauline period, Paul and Mark.453 While

to trace out the tradition-his%ory from Jesus to Ignatius.

he does not attempt to recover the ipsissima verba of Jesus as Jeremias

did, it is rather surprising, as Reumann has pointed out, that "Marxsen

does point to certain roots in the historical ministry of Jesus for the
«454

1
-

a historical concern in spite of his full avowal ‘of tﬁe various critical

meal celebration which grew up in Christianity. Marxsen manifests

methods of New Testament research and his position that the historical

~

Jesus by no means said and did all those things with which the gospels

credit him.455

The essay does not only show the author's reflection of the
“new quest for the historical Jesus," but Marxsen's personal understand-
ing of the problems 1nvo]ved.456 Thus he is in 1ine with other New

« a2

Testament scholars who hold similar views. His thésis, of course, is
]
different from theirs, because he argues that “thd development in Christ-

- ology is-analogous to tﬁe'development of the eucharistic tradition.457

A\
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'*\‘"\Tn other words, Marxsen, in his analysis of the Jesus-tradition clearly
distinguishes between the pre-Easter emphasis on Jesus' functions where-

by the eschaton is being actualized, and the post-Easter christologizing

process, reflecting upon the person of Christ.458

Marxsen's thesis must be considered as a very significant con-
tribution to eucharistic research, being unequalled by a great number
of other studies dealing with the eucharistic problems. Consequently,
it will be imperative to discuss it more in detail.

Marxsen formulates his thesis right at the beginning of his es-
say as follows: "In Christology one can show a development from an
"implicit' to an 'explicit' Christology, from a Christology that is in-
direct to one that is direct, from a 'Christology in action' to a con-_

sidered Christology." Exactly the same development 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

460

consequences resulting from these developments. A Titerary-critical

analysis of the gospel materials reconfirms the poiition of other New
Tgstamenf\scholars that there are two different stfges of development

of the Jesus-tradition: (1) The early Synoptic tradition, and (2) the

461

post-Eas ter proc]amatiop of the Jesus-tradition. These two aspects

correspond to what Marxsen calls, a "Christology of action"gand a “con-
“ -

sidered Christology."“’62

A;cording to Marxsen, the assertion of an action or of a function

marks the initial step of the development from the "Christology of action"

463

to a "considered Christology." After Easter the Jesus-tradition was
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subjected to a christologizing process, whereby the Christ of action be-

comes the object of ref]ection.464 In the 1ight of these considerations

Marxsen attempted to demonstrate that a development "analogous to this

unfolding of Christology is to be found also jn the tradition about the

Lord's Supper."465

The accounts of the institution of the Lord's Supper are cult-

466 467

formulas. Their Sitz im Lebgn is cultic. Consequently, they re-

flect the practice and understanding of the primitive community.

n the light of this consideration, the differences among the

468

eucharistic accounts find an explanatfon. In this connection, Ligier

has pointed out that the primitive communities were primarily concerned

to preserve those historical data which would help to inspire and {o

legitimatize the cultic pracf%ce.469 )

Marxsen begins his traditio-historical sketch with a comparison

470

of Matthew's version to that of Mark's. In his dpinion, Matthew's

account of the Last Supper represents a further development of the one\

given by Mark.471 Luke, on the other hand, can be considered as a mix-

ture, containing features of the Marcan as well as of the Pauline
accouﬁfé.472 )

i A comparison of the Marcan account with that of Paul reveals the

!
existence of considerable differences.?’3

~

Marxsen, in line with many
other scholars, assumes that the Pauline form represents the older one,

because the phrase "after supper"” allows for the idea that gbe’fwo ac-

474 -~
In Mark on thg/otKEr hand, the two

475

tions are separated by the’meal.

actions appear only as two excerpts whicn/havé/gg;n drawn tggether.
- /

On the basis of the Pauline formula two different stages of de-

velopment come into focus: (1)  In the pre-Pauline stage, the two

¢
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actions are still separated by a meal; (2) in the Corinthian practice

476 The Lord's Supper forms the conclusion to

a meal takes place first.
the ordinary meal. The sacramental meal, therefore, becomes more inde-
pendent. Consequently, the phrase "after supper" no longer serves a
definite purpose. Thus 1t d1'sappears.477 As a result of this, a third
stage of the development comes into focus, which can be discerned in

478 This formula is an indication that the sacra-

479

the Marcan formula.

mental meal has reached a stage of independence.
The second argument in support of the priority of the Pauline

version is based upon a literary-critical ana]ysjs.480 The Marcan for-

mula as compared with that of Paul indicates that the former has passed

through a process of harmonization.48]

For the purpose of showing the progression of thought from the

perspective of tradition-history, Marxsen first turns to the pre-Pauline

482"

formulas of 1 Corinthians 10:16 and 1 Corinthians 11:23ff. In both

inskances he discovers that the emphasis is not on food, but rather on

fellowship, which is described as a "new covenant" or in terms of the

483

body of Christ. Both expressions have basically the same meaning

with only one difference. One employs Jewish, while the other uses

Hellenistic terminology.484

L4

Paul takes the development a step further.485

The following

arguments are presented in support of this view: Marxsen points out

‘that Paul assumes a ‘clear distinction between the cultic celebration and

486

the meal as a whole. Fur@hermore. with reference to the Pauline“

formula, Marxsen pointed out that Paul is the first one to make mention

of eating and drinking.487 This consideration leads to tht conclusion

that Paul expre§sly includes what was already implicit in the formula.488
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He points out, however, that "the partaking, which is actualized at the

eating" is at issue, rather than Paul's reference to food as such.489

Mark represents a later stage of the deve]opment.490 A compar-
ison of the Pauline with the Marcan formula indicates a definite shift

of emphasis to be discerned in the Marcan formu]a, for here the €lements

a9

themselves come into focus. The phrase "after supper" is dropped and

the two actions of eating and drinking occur together, thus sharing a

492 Body and blood come into focus as the two

493

common interpretation.

"components" of the Christ, who gave himself in death. At this point

sacramental reality is being attached to the elements, a feature which

was not yet present in Paul, because no trace of it can be found in the

494

formula which he transmits. Thus it is possible to distiqguish be-

\
tween three stages of development within the primjtive Christian community

495 At the outset the meaning for the

whole meal was expressed at the two liturgical p]aces.ag6 In the course

497

in its practice of t#e Eucharist.

of time the actual meal was omitted. Paul still makes reference to

the meal, but the action is tied to eating bread and drinking w:né.498

-

In the Marcan. formula, the emphasis is placed on the food, which is

understood in terms of the "body and bload of Chr‘ist."499

Marxsen now attempts to discover the origin of the Pauline for-

mula. Will this search enable one to get to the institution of the :

Lord's Supper by Jesus?500

The introductory phrase "on the night when the Lord Jesus was

501 It

.

betrayed," does not help tolsett1e the historical question.

‘ fails to do so, because it does not inform us as to what was instituted

at that time. For two basic reasons one may not be able to provide a

positive answer to the question about the institution of the Eucharist:
¥
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(1) it is difficult to refer the contents bf the Pauline formula back
to Jesus, an&zﬂZ) all the information abeut the preaching and activity

of Jesus cannot be considered as sufficient proof for the assumption

that the cult was igstituted by Jesus.502

\

The reference to the night of betrayal must be considered in ¥,
terms of a theological interpretation, which fits well with the tendency
in the development of early Christian assertions.503 bther examples of
a chronoTogical reference used for the purpose of a theoldgTral state-

ment can be found in the Fourth Gospel, for instance, in connection with

504

“the dating of the Passover. In Marxsen's opinion, the two datings

found in the Synoptics and in John, cannot be harmonized historicaﬂy.so5

The whole problem can be solved quite easily, as soon as one sees that

the theological statements have been historicized.so6 In the Tight of

4
this consideration, the discrepant datings of the Last Supper ir the

Synoptics on one hand, and in the Gospel of John on the other, no longer

pose a historical prob1em.507

the Pauline formu]a.508

The same also holds true of the dating in
But if "dating" is used in this way it becomes

%
extremely difficult to speak &f the institution of the Lord's Supper by

509

Jesus . This result, however, does not permif us to draw overhasty

qonc1usions and call the accounts of the institution of the Eucharist

v

"etiological cult-legends," For such a definition is only acceptable if

the Lord's Supper originated in the ear]j post-Easter church and most

510

probably on Hellenistic soil. It was here where cult-meals were

known.S]! Furthermore, one would have to assume that the early church
developed a meal analogous to such sacred meals, which it then referred
back to, etiologically, as an institution by Jesus.ifﬁnly then may one

describe the account of the institution in terms of an etiological

\ ,

™
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Marxsen pointed out that the attempt to push back from the Pauline

513

formula to an ea}ljer stage is beset with numerous problems. He there-

514

fore proposed a different solution to the problem on hand. He argued

that the line of development can be extended backwards, and_not necessar-
ily to a specific last me51 of Jesus with the disciples, but rather to

the meal fellowship of Jesus with tax-collectors, sinners and his dis-

515 516

ciples. This hypothesis was first introduced by Lohmeyer in con-

nection with the "old quest" for the two types of the Eucharist. More

recently, this theory was taken up again by scholars such as E. Schweizer,S]7

and F. Hahn.518 *

1

These meals with tax-collectdrs and sinners which must be con-~
e

L]

sidered as "cultic" meals are characterized by the eschatological pros-

pect.m9 In the same way, the persona? encounter of people with Jesus

had eschatological implications as well. In the light of Marxsen's ar-

gument, the eschatological word belongs to the reflection and interpreta-

P

tion of the action. Consequently, there is no difference of quality be-

tween the eschatological word aqd the 'words of 1nt€¥pretation. Both are

520

necessary for the continuation of the cause of Christ. It is impor-

tant to remember that the tradition has transmitted only those meals
which Jesus had offered as a gift. On the basis of Jesus' invitation

and o;fer to sinners, the eschaton is realized already.52]

In Marxsén's opinion, the meals with tax-collectors and sinners
~4qnay be responsible for the development which resulted in the Eucharist

of the church.522

On the basis of this development hypothesis, Marxsen
is able t® bring the "breaking Qf bread" in Acts aéfwell as other meal

celebrations in the New Testament, such as the feeding miracles, é.g.,

; ( : | ¢
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1nto close reltationship with the Euchamst.523 “Thus he has created a
much broader platform for further eucharistic discussions, which had

been narrowed by those theories with a basic concern for the two

traditions.524

The mea® celebration in Acts 2 is characterized by the spirit
of great joy (O?O%N&tmy. In the context of a meal celebration, the
Christian community came to an awareness of itself as an eschatological
‘community. Consequently, their understanding of these meals, as well
as their self-understanding, calls for an interpretqtion.525 The 105%;

cal places for this interpretation are at the beginning and the end of
, the meal. In Jewish meals, these were the places where the saving activi-

526 The further development is summarized

ties of Yahweh were recalled.
by,Marxsen in the following way: In the Pauline formy]a an initial in-
terpretation of an action gan %e discerned. 'This action, however, 1s
tied to the eating of br‘ead‘iﬂ the drinking of wine. The Marcan fo;'mu1a
represents another stage of the development. This further development
could best be expressed in the sense that the gift of the action is now
associated exclysively with bread and wine. Thus in ghe Marcan formula
the emphasis is placed upon the food, which is ﬁnderstood in terms of

the "body and blood of Christ." %’

As soon as7the meal was omitted, the eschatological character of

- the last meal was changed. Food was now considered as medicine of im-
mortality containing supernatural poygfsféga' I this connection,

e
milarity of the two parallel develop-
9

Marxsen pointed to the striking

ments in Christology and the char?st.? But at the same time, he was

fully aware of the-basic-difference, which comes into focus when both

developments are compared with each other.530
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aj Critical appraisal

In his attempt to come to grips with the problem of eucharistic
origins Marxsen has creaged a broader basis for his discussion than some
other New Testament scholars had done before him, especially those who
defended the two-type hypothesis. Thus, by following in the footsteps

531

of scholars such asiLohmeyer, Marxsen532 did not 1imit himself to the

Pauline and Synoptic accqgnts of institution and the meal celebrations
in Acts. He also gave consideration to the meal situations of the Jesus-
tradi}jon 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 whicﬁ led to the
Lord's Supper of the church.

“ The advantage of Marxsen's hypothesis is obvious, for he is able
to consider the meal celebrations of Acts as a vital part of the one .
development of the eucharistic 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 Marxsen's sketch is to be considered as the result of
much reflective thinking on the subject of eucharistic origins, upon
examination of his argumentation, some basic questions come into focus
which need  to be discussed in detail.

) In connection with his thesis the question arises: "Can we be
certain that the developn\ent of the Lord's Supper was analogous to the
development in Christology?" Marxs;n himself haa some reservations on
this point, for he stated that in the tradition one can detect different
explications of Christology.533 Each of these explications points

backwards to the more complex conception of Christology in action.534

»
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With regard to the tradition of the Lord's Supper, the situation ]S"L
dr*ferent. Here, one exp]icatign was develeped further. Every new
stage of the development represents a further departure from the previ-
ous one. As the result of this development "only a torso has remained,

53 While

nameTy, the real presence of the K&ﬂoe in the holy food."
there can be no quastion 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
Christo}ogy.536 Consequently, these two developments do not ‘correspond
to one an&%her.

For Marxsen's ?evelopment hygothesis, 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 éccount of institu-
tion, Marxsen's remark that "a common consensus among scholars seems to

)
be developing on this point" fails to do justice to the rather complex

537 Marxsen

situation resulting from recent traditio-historical studies.
has obviously-paid no attention to Schuermann's source-critical analysis,
which is to be considered as a serious attempt to restore the reputation
of the Lucan text. According to Schuermann, the Lucan account of insti-

539 and Kuhn,549

tution is part of an independent tradition.538 Jeremias
on the other hand, have presented weighty arguments in favour of the
priority of the Marcan account.

While it is true that from a text-critical standpoint, the ‘Lucan
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text represents a number of problems which may be insoluble, there is .
no reason for considering it a mixture of Marcan and Pauline elements.SQ]
In his attempt to fix the various stages of development, Marxsen
contended that the Pauline formula 1s older than the Corinthian practice
of Fhe Lord's Supper. Tgis argument is based upon the assumption that
in the Pauline formula one can recognize that the meal was still framed
by the two ritual acts of the "breaking of bread" and the "cup of
blessing."542 At Corinth on the other hand, a meal was held first, which

was then climaxed by the Lord's Supper.543 The latter simply occurs as

a sacramental appendix or conclusion to the ordinary mea].544 On this
particula{ point scholarship is still divided. The information, which
is provided by 1 Corinthians 11:17ff hardly allows us to draw any defi-
nite conclusions regarding 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 fami]iarity‘gf these
Christians with concepts such as the "breaking of bread" and the "cup of
blessing" seems to lend support to the view that at Corinth the Lord's
Supper followed the same basic pattern as outlined in the Pauline
545

If the position that at Corinth the Last Supper was still fol-
Towing fhe ritual pattern-of a Jewish meal could be shown to be the
correct one, then Marxsen wquld have no firm basis for his development
hypothesis. But there are ;Everal 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 Lord's Supper.546

If it is to be assuméd that at Corinth the Lord's Supper was a

A

)
o
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meal which was still framed by the two rites of the "breaking of bread"
and the "cup of b1§§sing,” then Paul could hardly have ordered the

Corinthians to eat and drink at home so that the grievances at, Corinth

could be corrected.547 In that case, the breaking of bread and the

"cup of blessing" would have disappeared together with the meal, because

Paul would not have been able to tell the Corinthians to make a separa-

548

tion of meal and Lord's S%fper. Furthermore, in 1 Corinthians 11:21

) -
reference is made to the problem that the Corinthians did not commence

the celebration of the Lord's Supper while everyone was present. There-
fore, if the "breqking of bread" had been still taking place at the
beginning of the meal celebration, then late comers could only have shared

549 This exclusion of the poor from the bread-

550

in the cup-Eucharist.
Eucharist would have been censured by the apostle Paul. Neuenzeit
holds that in 1 Corinthians 11:34, one can already detect a trend lead-

551

ing towards the separation of meal and Eucharist. Outside the corpus

Eaulinum there are indications such as Acts 20:7ff, which seem to point
to the one Eucharist rather than to two separate eucharistic 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 meal as well as symbolic acts and significant words,
it appears that therqmis some justification for Marxsen's position.553
Besides giving consideration to the traditio-historical develop-
ment of the eucharistic formulas, Marxsen has also concerned himself
with_their theological development. On the basis of his comparison of
the Marcan cup-word with that of Paul, he concluded that the former -
represents a later stage of the development. In this connection, it

should be-pointed out that on the basfs of his analysis of the Marcan
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and Pauline cup-words, Neuenzeit554 came to an identical conclusion.
In his opinion, the theological conception of the Pauline cup-word

belongs to an earlier stage of the development than those found 1n

the Marcan formu]a.555 The Pauline cup-word, for instance, reflects

a more original uhderstanding of the death of Jesus than the Marcan

56

version of the cup—word.5 The conceptions of sacrifice in the Marcan

formula, which are based upon a synthetic parallelism, reflect a later

stage of the deve1opment.557 In the light of these observations one

may assume that the Pauline version is more original than the Marcan

one.558 Neaeﬁzeit, however, was fully aware of the fact thatuthese

criteria alone would be insufficient for establishing the priority of

559 Therefore, he appealed to the

the Pauline version of the cup-word.
basic rule of textual criticism.SGO which from a literary-critical stand-
point may also be applied to the cup-word, According to this rule,

561

£ .
preference should be given to the more difficult reading. Since

the Paulipe cup-word seems to present a more difficult reading than

562 These

the Marcan cup-word, it must, therefore, be the older one.
arguments are far from 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 not lend any
support to the hypothesis of the priority of the Marcan account of

institution.563

This argument, however, fails to take into account the
serious efforts of Jeremias and Kuhn to defend the priority of the Marcan
formula. Neuenzeit was well aware, however, that one's acceptance of

the priority of the Marcan-account has serious implications, because

it would require a restructuring of the theological development.564

With regard to the. Pauline cup-word, Marxsen has cautioned us

hg'
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not to read anything into the formulations which we know from other texts.

He then poimted out that the interpretation refers to the covenant rather

than to the b1ood.565 In the present context, blood serves to define

the covenant concept more closely. There can be no doubt that here 1t is

not an element which is interpreted, but rather the cup 1tse1f.566 This

cup, which at the meal is passed around the table, 1s to be identified
n terms of the "New Covenant." But what does this mean? Marxsen is

quick in pointing out that by sharing in the cup the celebrating congre- ‘

>67 The community is this on the basis of

the blood of Christ, that is by virtue of his death.568

gation is the "New Covenant."

According to Patsch, it may be inferred that the "cup of blessing”
was drunk by all participants in the meal. But he pointed out that there
1s no reference to "participation" in the text itsé]f. Thus, in Patsch's
opinion, Marxsen, against his own methodological principle, has interpreted
more than the cup.569 Participation in the cup, however, can only mean
participation in the contents, for one can only enter into the covenant
by drinking the cup. At this 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 cannot
be denied that there is a difference between the Antiochene and the
Caesarean form of the cup-word. The former re;ds:‘ "This is the new

covenant in blood." This version is clearly to be distinguished from

the Marcan ve(sion: "This is my blood of the covenant." 1
‘ 4

Conclusion:
On the basis of our examination of the various theological ap-

proaches from Spitta to Marxsen it has become apparent that the two-type
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hypothesis 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.
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2621144, . p. 11.

263Cu]]mann, Essays, pp. 5-23; see also Cullmann, Early Christian
Worship, tran;. gy A. Stewart Todd and James B. Torrance (London: SCM
p Etd., 1969 ' ’

264¢ 1 mann, Essays, pp. 5-23. ‘ {
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270715 view was also held by J. Weiss, The History of Primitive Chris-
tianity, cited by Cullmann, op. cit., n. 1, p. 7.

271

Ibid., p. 7.

2721444, p. 8.

273Cu]lmann, Worship, p. 8. ) l

2741p44d., p. 8. . -

2751n support of his theory as regards the existence of a cultic meal .
where bread is the central feature, Cullimann has rather uncritically adopted
the evidence of the Apocryphal Acts of Thomas, John and Peter, ‘quoted by
Lietzmann, Mass, pp. 246. See Cullmann, Essays, p. 10.

27601 mann, loc. git., p.*9.
277 1b4d., p. 9.
278

In support of his view, Cullmann appeals part1:cu1ar1y to the book
by F. J. Doelger, Die Fischdenkmaeler.in der fruechristlichen Plastik und
Kleinkunst, (1928); see Cullmann, Essays, n. 3, p. 10.

279Cu111nann pointed out that the meals which the Risen Lord had with
his disciples did involve fish (Luke 24:42), Cullmann, op. cit., p. 11.

280W'i’ch regard to Acts 10:4], Cullmann affirmed that this text supports
the view that the appearances took place during a meal. He argued that the
translation of the participle 6uvaA1léaevos is very imprecige. Since the
word was derived from the substantive A&y, salt, 6ur¥Aio(@#S66 means
"to take salt with someone." . In other words, the author of Acts, speaking
of the appearances of the Risen One, makes use of the expression "to
etake salt together," Cullmann, op. cit.. pp. 11-12.

2811p44., p. 12.

2821h44., p. 13. ' ’
28

3Ibid., p. 13.
284054 b 13,
285_I_b_i_d_.. p. 15,
281p1d., p. 16.
2871044, p. 17, '
2881b1d., p. 17.

2891p44., p. 17, \
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2901h14., p. 17
29 1bid., p. V7.
292

Ibid., pp. 17-18.
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293

294Lohmeyer. “Yom urchristlichen Abendmahl," ThRNF, 10 (1938),
pp. 85-86. In connection with Lohmeyer's critichsm of Cullmann's inter-
pretation of the word suw¥Ai{@ it should be pointed out that the inter-
pretation in the sense of "to eat (salt) with," fits rather poorly into
the context. Strictly speaking, this meaning does not Qccur anywhere
else; see William A. Arndt, F. Wilbur Gingrich, "guvaAilw" in
A Greek - English Lexicon of the New Testament, 4th ed., p. 791.

295

Cullmann, Essays, p. 17.

Conzelmann, 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 Willi Rordorf, Der
Sonntag: Geschichte des Ruhe-und Gottesdiensttages im aeltesten
Christentum (Zuerich: 2Zwingli-Verlag, 1962), p. 229.

2971bid., p. 229f.

298For d discussion of the material value of the appearance stories,

see e.g. Conzelmann, Qutline, p. 67. The source-critical problems of the
appearance story in John 21:1-14 are discussed by R. E. Brown, The Gaospel
According to John, ¥Q]. 292 of ‘The Anchor Bible (New York: Doubleday g
Company, Inc., 1970), pp. 1077-1085; see also Bultmann, The Gospel of
John: a Commentary, trans. by G. R. Beasley-Murray, R. W: N. Hoare and
J. K. Riches (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1971), pp. 706-11.. .
According to Bultmann, this story has been reworked. Features are inter-
woven, which betray a specifically ecciesiastical interest. The story
serves the redactor as a preparation for verses 15-23; Bultmdnn, John,
p. 711. For a discussion of the Easter Narratives in the Synoptic Gospels,
see Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, pp. 284ff. See also C. K. Barrett, The
Gospel According to John (London: S.P.C.K., 1962), pp. 480-81; Alan Shaw

ucharistic Narratives," JTSNS XXV, (Oxford: At the Clarendon Press,
1974), pp. 12ff. Rebarding the use of fish at early Christian meals,
Vogels argued that such meals were not related to the Eucharist, but to
Jewish fish meals that had an eschatological importance. This view is

presented in Revue des Sciences Religieuses, 40, 1-26, cited by Brown
op. cit., p. T099. See also Bultmann, John, n. 4, p. 710. -

299Cy11mann, Essays, p. 10.
30p4x, Shape, p. 61. | ‘
O1p1d., p. 61.
302

cu.”mm'h 02- ci s P 18.

r ‘
4




LAY L A nﬂhﬂwm, ?"‘f@h‘;m- 1‘%‘ 4

- 192 -.

303Schweizer. "Abendmahl-!Frgegenwaertigung.". pp. 81-101.

30%1bi4., esp. pp. 85f.

3051n his article "Das Herrenmahl im Neuen Testament" Schweizer raises
the question whether or not in the.oldest form of the Eucharist, the words
of interpretation and the eschatolog1ca1 prospect were already connected.
See Schweizer op. cit., ThLZ, 10 (October 1954), p. 583; see also his
article "Das Abendmahl im NT, " in Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart,
3rd ed., Vol. 1, p. 15. Engl. trans. The Lord's Supper According to the New

-

Testament.mFacet Books (Philadelph1a “Fortress Press, 196/). N
3OGSchweizer, "Abendmahl-Vergegenwaertigung," pp. ‘83f,

071b4d., p. 83.

308According to Lietzmann, greater emphasis was placed upon bread,
rather than wine. Lietzmann, Mass, fasc. 3, p..176.

309For a detailed discussion of the Lucan text-p}oblem, see pp. 204ff.

3105 hweizer, "Abendmahl im NT," p. 15. :
311

Schweizer, "Abendﬁah]-Vergegenwaertigung," p. 88.

3121444., p. 88. '

331p44., p. 89.
41444, p. 89f.

P4
315u0den 1n THHBNT, Vol. 3, p. 378, cited by Schweizer, "Abendmahl-
Vergegenwaertigung,’ p. 89.

3]§Das Abendmahl im Neuen Téstament, cited by Schweizer, op. cif., p. 9.

h Z3]:Diakon1e Festfreude und Zelos, cited by Schweizer "Herrenmahl,"
. ThiZ, 10 » P. '

1

318$;byogi_z_e_r_, op. cit., p. 584,

319p44., p. 588.

3201p14., p. 584. .

321The argument ‘that in the Pauline account the eschatological prospect

appears in a truncated form appears to be unfounded
E ]

322506 note 305. . - -

323Schweizer. Lord's Supper, p. 20. ©
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. @ 328per paschamahlbericht: Luke 22:(7-14) 15-18, pp/ 42-45, ¢ ted by
' Schweizer, Lord's Supper, p. 21. ‘
: 251bid., p. 21.
F ‘ = 3ypig., p. 21, ~ A -

3271bid., p. 21.
3281p1d., p. 21. \ |

32%ar1 6. Kuhn; "Die Abendmahlsworte," ThLZ, 75 (1950), p. 403.
3301pig., p. 403.

331Schweizer. Lord's Suppef; p. 21:

32pbiq., po22. . s
-3331p44., p. 22. g : - ( |
334 Dibelius, "Die Mahl-Gebete der Didache,” ZM, 37 (1938), -
| pp. 32-41. ] . - .
| "335ppid., p. A1. o LAy
\ v

3361pid., p. 41,

SR i

3 schweizer, op. cit. .» N. 58, p. 22.

t

{ k 338$chweizer, "Herrenmahl," op. cit., p. 585.
E B 33944, p. 585, -
F

’

340In disagreement wjth L1et2mann Schweizer stated: "Das damit
; - . nicht eine &jrekte 0ffenbarung gemeint,éein kann, wie Lietzmann meinte,
£\ ist schon laéngst erkannt." Schweizer, "Herrenmahl," op. cit., n. 58,
’ , p. 585. , .

34]For a discussion of Schweizer's view- concerning the identificaiion
of the Last Supper with a Passover meal, see p, 29f, ( o

3425chweizer. op. cit., p. 586. -
331p1d., p. s586.

34440102 Schuermann, review of Der Paschamahlbericht by Eduard - !
. Schweizer in ThiZ, 3 (1958), pp. 156-67.

3455chwe1zer. Lord's SAgger. pp. 16-17.
*kunn, "Abendmanisworts,® ThLZ 7(1950), p. 399F. f "
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e 3478 ornkamm, "Herrenmahl," pp. 312-49.

; 388Bschweizer, o op. cit., pp. 20ff.

% . 349Regma'ld H.. Fuller, "The Double Origin of the Eucharist," BR; ]

4 VIII, (1963), pp. 60-72. #
" 301bid. , p. 64. » | 4

35]Feneber'g, op. cit., p. 68f.

321p44., p. 687. g .
= 3531p14., p. 68f.
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354, .. )
Martin Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums (Tuebingen
‘ . C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], ;g§6) PP.- ZOBff g )

355Richardson "Essay,” fasc. 6, pp. 366-67.

356Accord1ng to.Richardson, the "bridge" from the "Jerusalem" rite
to the one practiced as a memorial of €hrist's death 'is there. It is to
be fpund in that part of the second-century evidence, which Lietzmann has
failed to re-examine and in which the words of institution are still
developing. Ibid., fasc. 5, p. 273.

- 3571bid., pp. 248ff. | , :

i 3 - S8mig., pp. 20981,
391p44d., p. 221. | _ -
%01p14., fasc. 6, p. 367.

36]Professor Richardson pointed out that in Luke we can discover clues,
suggesting a development from the breaking of bread by Jesus to the break-
ing of bread before the Supper in a rite which could include a preliminary,
but subsidiary cup. Ibid., p. 314.

3621114, fasc. 4, p. 225.

363Professor Richardson surmised that the words of ihstitution. Luke
22:;;;20 are a Western interpolation of the second century. Ibid., fasc. 5,
P, .

) .

364In Richardson's opinion, the Syriac evidence suggests that the
longer Lucan reading was abandoned from the text during the first four
centuries. Since this shortened text-form was known in a district,
closely dependent upon Antioch, it is to be concluded that the Syriac
tradition was of the shorter reading. It derived not from Rome, but from
Antioch. 1bid., fasc. 4, p. 235.

3651144, , p. 226.
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various NT scholars to this term, Ibid., n. 1, p. 226.
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7 1hid. , p. 239.
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Ibid., pp. 239-40. ’
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Ibid.,
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Ibid., fasc. 5, p. 285,
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. 274.
274.
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. 275.

39]Hith regard to the first two forms, Professor Richardson pointed out
that they are fixed in the canonical text of the NT. The third form, how-
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. 281.
. 231.
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. ever, is not; it continued to develop. It was influential in contaminating
later texts. Ibid., p. 281.
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404If this observation should prove to be correct, it would be the
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425John Reumann, "Introduction," in The Lord's Supper as a Christolo-
gical Problem, FacetBooks (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1970), p. XVITI.

4261pid., p. XVIII. ,

427

Ibid., p. XVIII.

428"The Problem of the Historical Jesus," cited by John Kselman, The
Jerome Biblical Commentary (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, Inc.),
vol. II, p. 18. )

429

Richardson, "Essay," fasc. 6, p. 366.

830144., p. 367.

43]Reumann, “Introduction," op. cit., p. XVIII.
21p1d., p. xIx.
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Ibid., p. XIX..
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434For a criticism of Professor Richardson's traditio-historical judg-
- ments concerning Luke 22:19b-20 and 1 Cor. 11:23-26; see Jeremias,
. Eucharistic Words, n. 5, p. 159.
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436

BT 1bid., p. 275.

' 438According to Lessig, most commentaries and relevant works consider
the reading of p46 R as the most original one. See Lessig, "Abendmahls-
probleme," p. 39.

Lietzmann, Mass, fasc. 4, p. 207.

Richardson, “Essay," fasc. 5, p. 275.
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439Professor Reumann pointed this out in his discussion of Professor
Richardson's thesis. Reumann, "Introduction,"” op. cit., p. XX.

401h44., p. XX, : ‘

44]Richardson, "Essay," fasc. 5, pp. 278-81.

421pid., p. 285. ,

B ] Y3 1pi4., p. 281,

444Maurice Goguel, The Primitive Church, trans. by H. C. Snape (London:
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1964}, p. 332.

451b4d., p. 332,
' 446 .
Paul Neuenzeit, Herrenmahl, p. 34.
447Reumann. “Introduction," op. cit., p. XX.
~448Maﬁxsen, "Einsetzungsberichte," p. 3.
‘ 4891114, p. 53
450[1 ,p.}OO
451

452Marxsen, Lord's Supper, p. 30.

4531014, , pp. aff,
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Reumann, "Introduction," p. VII.
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S1bid., p. VII.
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Ibid., p. VII. See also Marxsen, The Beginnings of Christology,

Facet Books (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 15385, pp. 58-66.
457Marxsen, Lord's Supper, p. 1.
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Ibid., pp. 3-4.

Ibid., p. 4.

Ibid., pp. 4-5.

Ibid., p. 5. )

Ibid., p. 5.

469L0u1's Ligier, op. cit., p. 11. g

470Marxsen, op. cit., p. 5.

M pig., p. s.

472In the 1ight of Schuermann's source-critical analysis, this view can
hardly be upheld. See Schuermann, Der Einsetzungsbericht: Luke 22:21-38.
(Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen, 1975 [Muenster: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuch-
handlung, 19551), p. 131.

473Marxsen. op. cit., p. 6.

474Marxsen's remark: "I think a consensus among scholars is developing
nowadays on this point," is no proof that the Pauline account of the
Eucharist is to be understood as the oldest form of the tradition. See

Marxsen, Lord's Supper, p. 6.
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¢ 4881bid., pp. 13-14.

Ibid., p. 15.
bid., p. 15.
Ibid., p. 15.
4 1pig., p. 15f.
bid., p. 16.
Ibid., p. 16.
. 16.
. 16.
. 16.
. 16.
50 1bid., p. 16. ,
5'o‘?Pr‘c:f”esscor' Marxsen pointed out that Jesus was not interested in the
future as such. With him there is no apocalyptic speculation. Further-
more, there is no indication that Jesus intended something 1ike a church.
Therefore, if the problem of the church lay outside the range of Jesus'

reflection, so also must the institution of a cult for his church. Ibid.,
p. 18.

T T U o

5061bid., p. 20.
5071_9_1_(!_., p. 20.
081p1d., p. 20.
5091p1d., p. 20.

my—

SIOAccording to Heitmueller, an etiological cult legend is to be defined
. in terms of a narration, whose purpose it is to make understandable the
origin‘and kind of cultic act, which 1s customary in a religious community. -
See e.g. Taufe und Abendmahl, p. 41; cited by Neuenzeit, Herrenmahl, p. 97.
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. In disagreement with Marxsen, Neuenzeit pointed out that in contrast
to the pagan cult-legends, the Pauline account of institution renders

prominent the concrete timing of the institution and the historically
tangible figure of its founder. See Neuenzeit, op. cit., p. 97.

51]Mar-xsen, op. ¢it., p. 20.

512pi4., p. 20 !

513@_&_, p. 21 .
S1pid., p. 21. ]

S151pid., pp. 21-22.

516 ohmeyer, "Abendmah)," p. 217f.

5”Schweizer. Lord's Supper, p. 27. . , ’

S184ann, "Motive," p. 345.

5]S’Mar'xsen, op. cit., p. 22.
520f-‘eneber‘g, Passafeier, p. 71.
5?']Marxsen, op. cit., p. 22f.
5221p44., p. 23.

SZ?MQY‘XSGH'S proposal appears to be a very plausible answer to the
probiem created by the two-type hypothesis. See Feneberg, op. cit., p. 71.

s24Feneberg,"g&__(it_:.. p. 71.

525Manr'xsen, op. cit., p. 23.

:::;gjjg.. p. 23, | "
Ibid., pp. 29ff.

- 5%81p44., p. 30.
531pid., p. 30. .
530_1_1:_1_4.. p. 30f. See also Marxsenv. Beginnings, pp. 65-66.
53']Lohneyer; "Abendmahl in der Urgemeinde," pp. 217ff. ' | 3

532Marxsen, Lord's Supper, p. 21.

5331b1d.. pp. 30-31; see also Marxsen, Beginnings, pp. 65ff. '
. | 534Hnrxsen~. op. cit., pp. 65~66.
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5351pid., p. 66.
536115 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 discussion of Schuermann's hypothesis, see pp. 235ff.

539For 5 detailed discus;ion of Jeremias' hypothesis, see p. 244.

54050e Kkuhn, "Abendmahlsworte," ThLZ, 7 (1950), col. 404.

54]Schuermanr\ has made out a good case for the hypothesis that both the
Marcan and Paulfne accounts of the Last Supper are dependent upon a pre-

Pauline source. Schuermann, Einsetzungsbericht, pp. 151ff; see V. Taylor,
Passion Narrative, pp. 47ff.

542

Marxsen, Lord's Supper, p. 6.

v5431919.. p. 6.

¥1bid., p. 6.

545Less1g, "Abendmahlsprobléﬁe," p. 174%.
’ 546See Neuenzeit, op. cit., pp. 69ff.
547Lessig,' op. cit., p. 174f.
81pid., p. 174.
549Néuenzeit, op. cit., p. 71.
*01pid., p. 7.
Slipid., p. 71.

521p14., p. 72.

5530: K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians
(London: Adam & Charies Black, |§67). p. 262.

554Neuenie1t. op. cit., pp. 115-16.

51bid., 'p. 116.
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Ibid., p. 119.
Ibid., p. 119.
Ibid., p. 119.
Ibid., p. 119.
1bid., p. 120.

1bid., p. 120.
565

Marxsen, Lord's Supper, pp. 9-10. {
Ssslgyg., p. 10.
5671pid., p. 10.
%681pid., p. 10.
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5§9This discrepancy in Marx§en's grgument was pointed out by Patsch,

op. cit., p. 54f. E
570Marxsen, Lord's Supper, p. 9.




CHAPTER II1

v TRADITIO-HISTORICAL APPROACHES

In their attempt to determine the oldest attainable form of
the eucharistic tradition, scholars had to decide whether the long' or
the short Lucan text is authentic. Since a decision in éﬁvour of
either one of these two text-forms is of theological importance, it
will be necessary 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 R

In our examination of the Lucan text-problem we are confronted
by the fact that the Lucan éccount of the Eucharist is transmitted to
us in a twofold form: (1) the long fg}m, 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 t;ey divergg.2 In the longer
rbadiﬁﬁ there follow verses 19-20. The shorter text-form adds only !

19a, which ends rather abruptly after the words 10 o‘é)'/w/w thus omit-

ting verses 19b-20 from T wmf’ U/olov dlo’o/emv to TO vrféf U/WOV
eﬁ(vmayauwv .
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. 1. Survey of research
At this point_the question arises: "Are verses 19b-20 origingl
or not?" A survey of scholarly opinion clearly indicates that this
question is not simply a subordinate text-critical problem.4 Jeremias,
for instance, has pointed out that the decision in favour of the long
or short text of 'Luke has a definite bearing upon one's basic under-
standing of the Eucham’st.5 )

Since Westcott and Hort, the short text has been considered by
the majority of- British and German scholars as the original text-for‘m.6
Schuerer ‘was probably the first German scholar to follow 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 of 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 lengt:h.]0
Jeremias' move in the opposite direction was interpreted by

some scholars as an indication that the weight of argument is more

11

evenly divided.. ' Thus, Chadwick, who defends the originality of the

shorter text, maintains that the position which Jeremias had adopted

in the first edition of Die Abendmahlsworte Jesu, is still irrefutable.]z

He even specu}ates that in his next edition, Jeremias might revert to

_his former position and defend the shorter Lucan text-form once again.]3

Chadwick's optimism appears to be unfounded, because the majority of

German New Testament scholars are now strongly convinced that the ac-

ceptaﬁce of the longer Lucan text-form creates fewer pmb]ems.14

It should be pointed out that those scholars who defended the

shorter Lucan text-form can be classified into two different groups:
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. (1) The first group maintained that verses 15-18 constitute the original
f‘ text-—form.]5 (2) The second group held that verse-19a forms part of
k. 16

the original tradition as well.
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 historically even more

reliable than the accounts of Mark 14 or 1 Corinthians 11.]7 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. Wellhausen and others considered verse 19a as a troubte-

18

some appendage which needed to be omitted. K. L. Schmidt, e$pecially,

gained a reputation for his radical approach to the Lucan text-form.

In his opinion, both the longer and the shorter Lucan texts are beset

19

4 _ with problems. While in.the Tonger text the cup appears twice, this

prob1em is eliminated in the shorter text. In this text, bread and cup

appear in an inverted order. The formula of distribution is connected

_— only with the bread-word. In Schmidt's opinion, this problem could be
+eliminated on the assumption that verse 19a represents a later addition

to an older tradition for the purpose of making adjustments to the Marcan .

20

and Pauline accounts. Schmidt was also inclined to dismiss verse 17

21

as a secondary feature. In Marxsen's opinion, this critic operates
X,

with scissors, for not only did.he eliminate verses 19b-20, but also

L
verses 17 and 19a.zg 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 which lends ‘support-to one's own pre-

. conceived ideas .23' ,

According to Schmidt, in verses 15, 16 and 18, the concept of:
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‘ ?alvation based upon the déath of Jesus is not present. Furthermore, >
he was conv1nced that this account showed no traces of a Passover meal.

Jesus, Schm1dt argued, had partaken of a simple meal. On that particu-

lar occasion he made an eschatolog1ca1 statement. Schmidt clearly dis-
éinguished between this rather simple meal and the later cuitic accre-

24

tions made by the primitive Christian community. His text-critical

-

4 o judgments, however, which were not at all based upon MS evidence, have
| - - invited severe cniticfsms by scholars such as Feine. 2> Tﬁe latter o
1 " pointed out that on the basis of such a method he would be able to
1 prove anything from the New Testament he wanted to prove.26
N In the 1ight of these considerations, it is obvious that we
are confronted by a complex textual problem which we may never be able
to salve. '

From this point of view, it is hardly surprising that Marxsen

and others have taken a negative view of the Lucan text-form. In

?. - Marxsen's opinion, the different textual variants simply raise too

N - " many prob]ems.27 This negative view of the Lucan text-form was not
shared by the majority of New Testament scholars. Dibeh‘us,28
Lohmeyer29 and Jeremias.3° for 1nstance have pointed to the relative

value of this text as an expression of the liturgical practice of the

primitive Christian community.
More recently, H. échuermann has- made a gigantic effort to

raise the Lucan account of the Eucharist from its lowly position of a -

Cinderel]a to that of a royal child. 3

We have presented in a broad outline the basic positions of

" New Testamént scholars with regard to.the Lucan text-problem. It will

. B P
.

now be necessarj to consider the argumentation of the different positions

-
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* . and to give an appraisa‘] of them. In the following 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

3 following discussion. . . -
1. 15-20, , ~| Attested by all the Greek MSS
" the earliest being at present
P75, 175-225 A.D.
X
- Marcion read verse,20, probably
D with the omission of " Kaqu’ M
Justin and Tatian may be wit-
1 nesses for the long text.
k. »
. , 2. 15-19a. Dadtfil
3. 15, 16, 19a, 17, 18. be
4. 15, 16, 19 (without - o
‘didopevor') 17, 18. sy©
5. 15, 16, 19, 17, 18
plus five additions. ‘sys i
6. 15, 16, 19, 20. syP
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2. Appraisal of various textual theories
/ L4

In the light of the textual attestation 1t 1s possible to dis-
tinguish between three basic text-forms: (1) a long form, consisting

of verses 15-20; (2) a short form, verses 15-19a, and (3) three trans-

posed short forms.32

With regard to the Latin witnesses b-and e, it should be pointed

33

out that verse 19a appears between verses 16 and 17. The 01d Syriac

versions, on the other hand, present a Mmixed text, which, according to
Jeremias, was enlarged with the assistance of 1 Corinthians 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 hgre where the actual Lucan text-problem 11es.35

As we compare the various forms of group three, we notice that
Mere is a certain simi]ar%ty between the Latin witnesses b e and the
01d Syriac version syc. According to Jeremias, it is disputed whether
the 01d Syriac is derived from the short or the“long text.36

In Benoit's opinion, it is possible that the correctors of the
37

- mixed text had knowledge of the short text. Since in this text-form

the order cup-bread created an inconvenience, these correctors sought

to reestablish the order bread-cup (syrcs). Thereforej Bqul} sees in

the 01d Syriac a compromise between the short and the long text.38
¢

Some scholars, such as E. Schweizer, were able to see a relation-

39

ship between the Syriac versions and the Latin witnesses b e. He pointed

out that it would be possible to assume that in complete independence
from each other, the Latin witnesses b e and the Syriac version syc were :

40

both motivated to chaﬁbe the rather offensive cup-bread order. But

Schweizer did allow for the possibility that b e and sy® were dependent j




upon each other.4]

Manson was rather hesitant to admit any dependence of the 0ld
Syriac versions upon the 01d Latin witnesses b e.42 In his opinion,
the transposition seems to be the kind of emendation that might be made

in several places independently, especially if the influence of liturgi-

=
cal practice can be assumed.43

Jeremias, on the other hand, was strong]yiconvinced that syc is
dependent upon D e, because it shares two special readings with these
\ /
witnesses: (1) the omission of kol before dlcx/uef!édr& in verse 17

. ~ ’
(omitted in D e sa bo syrcs), and (2) the omission of Tt Cnffvm01n verse
cs) 44

-

22 (omitted only in D e syr
On the assumption that the transposed forms of group three are

dependent upon each other, we must now raise the question: '"How did

these short forms originate?" Actording 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 subport of his thesis,

he pointed out that the text of syr51" is based upon that of syrca}, for
syrs‘", with the exception of two meaningless variants, offers exactly
the wording of Syrcur with five addit‘ions.46

At this point the question arises: "Is syrC based upon the short
or upon the {ong text?"” Many scholars hold the view that the 01d Syriac
version was derived from the short, ;ather than the long text. Burkitt47
and Jeremias have pointed to the omission of the dado'/uefw . According
to Jeremias, the syrcur cannot have its basis in the long tggt, because
in verse 19 after the words, "This is my body, which (is) for you," the

A8

word "given" is omitted.”” This word, however, can be found in all wit-

nesses to'the long text of Luke, without any exception. In the 1ight of
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this observation Jeremias holds that it seems to be improbable that the

longer text has served as a Vorlage.49 Furthermore, the words, "which
‘cur

for your sakes," "this do in remembrance of me" (verse 19 sy~ ) do not
1

stem from Luke 22:19, but rather from 1 Corinthians 11:24.50 Since
syC and D e share two insignificant, but rather unusual readings, already
referred to, therefore Jeremias concluded that syC is a representation

of the short text in the form of b e (15, 16, 19a, 17, 18) with verse 19

enlarged from 1 Corinthians 11:24.5]

In Manson's opinion both forms b e and syC were derived from an
original short text of the form as represented by D a d ffzi 1 because
the transposition of the loaf to a position before the cup would have

been unnecessary if the corrector had found verse 20 in his copy of

Luke.52 On this assumption, Chadwick pointed out, it would be impossible

for K. T. Schaefer, to defend the thesis that b e must be considered as

the original form of‘the short text.53 In Schaefer's opinion, the Latin

witnesses‘b e are to be ctonsidered as the original form of the shorter

54

text which represents a secondary development. This text was pro-

duced by someone who was offended by the double cup, 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 Mark and Matthew.55 Chadwick argued that in the light of Schaefer's

2

hypothesis, the reading of D adffc i 1 becomes inexplicable. If the

corrector wanted to restore the true Lucan text, it is difficult to

understand why he gave .the order cup-loaf and gomitted verses 19b-20.

Schaefer‘s‘hypotﬁesis does not account for this half-hearted correction.56

2

His theory concerning the rise of D a d ff~ 1 1 is unconvincing.

.

On the basis of his minute analysis of the textual data,
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Schuermann concluded that syC was derived from b e rather than from D,
because in this transaction only one major redactional intervention
would be required.57

With regard tb sys, Schuermann has pointed out that dependence
upon the Alexandrian text-form is hardly possible, because of the strik-
ing resemblances with §yc.58 Furthermore, verse 20 is not a reproduc-
tion of the Alexandrian text. There are rather two fragments of Luke
22:20 inserted in two different places of the text, namely before and
after verse 17.59

The 01d Latin witnesses, Schuermann pointed out, are probably

based upon a Western text in which the offensive sequence cup-bread

had been corrected.6o Such a text seems to have served as Vorlage for
b e.61 The 01d Syriac version sys, which Schuermann considered as an

_ expansion of syC indicates the influence of both the longer and the
shorter readings.62
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 is known to us'
from Mark 14 and 1 Corinthians 11, can also be discerned in the long
text. Thus, it would have been unnecessary to establish it on the basis
of a transposition. If the long texé needed to be correcte?, one would
expect only a deletion of the first cup. It is hard to imagine, however,
that a corrector would have omitted verses 19b-20 from his Vorlage first,
and that he ‘should have filled the gap after the bread-word on the basis
of a transposition. The t}anspositions of b e sysc are comprehensible

only 1f it is assumed that they use as Vorlage a form which mentioned
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only one cup. This cup was found in an unusual position. Such a.,form,

Lessig pointed out, is represented by the short text.64

In the following part of our examination, an attempt will be
made to determine the origin of the additions found in sycs. The pur-
ﬁose of this examination is to find out whether they originate from the
long text. If so, then the long text could be considered as the origi-

65

nal text-form. The hypothesis that the long text was derived from

the short text and the 0ld Syriac versions sycS from the long text is
extremely complicated and, therefore, improbable.66
In Jeremias’ opinion, sySc does not show any knowledge of the
long text-form, because sy omits theuur- phrase, nf) Urrer U/MOV
o, uwo/uevou of Luke 22:20.%7 0n the other hand, it reads TOUTO TOCHif
n(alvv? dldé*]k'q » which is different from the cup-word of the

longer version TOUTO ™ mmf*:ovq WVMK? evrﬁ)Qﬂ/‘vO(U/hww

The cup-word in sy is basically different from the cup-word of

the Alexandrian text, because in sy TOUTO (probably Dmn,rvov and
a,aa appear as parallel concepts while in the Alexandrian text TOUTO

o) vron]ftov and dmeilk‘! stand opposite each other. Therefore the cup-

word in sy after verse 17 cannot have its origin in the lgng text. 69

The cup-word of sy oUTD T Dﬂ/‘lq 7 WW? dﬂ%ﬂ’resemb]es the Matthaean

form of the cup-word m m/ml/mvrqc: dlﬂ'é’k‘zc

. fon, the Alexandrian text seems to have influenced the cup-word in

sys.” This cup-word in its peculiarity had jts origin in a Gospel

72

In Schuermann's dpin-

text of Tatian and not in 1 Corinthians 11. He assumes that the
participial phrase was not supplemented independently of tﬁe Alexandrian
text of Luke 22:19b in sy>. . Therefore, it would be more probable that

syc was supplemented in sys on the basis of an Alexandrian Lucan text




‘rather than on the basis of 1 Corinthians 11.
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In the light of these considerations, it seems that the trans-
posed shorter forms b e syc vere derived from the shorter Lucan text,
while in syS Qe 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 these two texts represents 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 originality 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 D offers the short text.76 To

assume that the short text represents the original text-form, would mean

:that verses 19b-20 had been introduced into every text of the manuscripts

2 ; 77

with the exception of the Western witnesses Dabde ff< i 1.’/ In

addition to the evidence of the Greek MSS, Jeremias,78 Berioit’? and
Schuermannsouhave also pointed to the early Christian writers, beginning
with Marcion, Qustin and Tatian, as witnesses of the long text.a]

On the «other hand, the arguments in support of the short text can-
not simply be minimized or 1gnored.82 The rules of textual criticism

83 Ac-

)
definitely speak in favour of the originality of the short text.
cording to these two basic rules, the shorter text is the older one and
preference 1s to be given to the more difficult reading.84 In addition

to‘these basic rules of textual criticism, it should be rentioned
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that the attestation of the short text-form is not at all that insignifi-

cant.85 On the other hand, if these two arguments in support of the
short text are carefully 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 1ies 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 scribal

error, but rather with an intended and deliberate a1-terat1'on.87 Thus,

88

Benoit,  1like Jeremias,89 recognized that in this particular case it

would be impossible to make a decision in favour of the long text on
the basis of the overwhelming MS evidence alonei Jeremias has, therefore,
made further attempts to find proof for the originality of the longer

text-form. Having shown that Luke 22:19-20 cannot be considered as a

% he examined the relationship

between the Alexandrian and the Western text.gl ~

-

«
Thus, he has focussed his special attention on eighteen passages

92

Titerary compilation from Mark and Paul,

in Luke whére an identical problem to that of Luke 22:19b-20 occurred.
In each of the eighteen Western non-interpolations, he has tried to

determine whether the long or the short reading was original. On the

premise that the.long text should prove to be original, the Western

readings simply represented a text which was shortened in the West .3

If on the other hand, the short text should prove to be of1 nal, then
all the‘;cclesjastical provinces with the exception of the one in the

West, would be in possessibn of an interpoiated text.?4 On the basis
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of his minute examination, Jeremias concluded that in sixteen out of
eighteen passages examined, preference had to be given to the Alexandrian
long text, while in the remaining two cases, greater originality 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
conc]usions.97 In the light of. this consideration, Richardson arqued
that the results of Jeremias' investigation can neither be considered

as successfully overthrowing Westcott and Hort's judgment, nor do they
amount to "a decisive argument in favour of the longer text of Luke's

98 Even if it could be assumed that Jeremias

account of the Last Supper.”
is right, he has hardly presented proof for the originality of the longer
Lucan text.

With regard to Westcott and Hort's text-critical judgment, it
should be pointed oq} that as a rule these scholars gave preference to
the Neutral text, which is best represented by codex Vaticanus (B) and

99

by codex Sinaiticus (X). In their opinion, this text comes nearest

to the text of the autographs.'°C 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

101

the Western text. The basic reason why in these cases they abandon |,

the testimony of X" and B is that here the Western text, which normally

is the fuller and more circumstantial text-form, did not add any materia].1

The Neutral text on the other hand, presents the expanded reading.w3

Westcott and Hort's judgment is to be questioned, for it appears to be

04

merely ponjec;ura1.] Consequently, one can hardly appeal to the Western

text in support of the short text.

2
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With regard to the origin of the short text, some 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-20 to the short text.]o6

According to Jeremias, the short text can best be understood on

the assumption that it has arisen from the long text on the basis of a

107

deletion of verses 19b-20. In h1s opinion, the popular view, accord-

ing to which the short text arose because of the exception taken to the

two cups (Luke 22:17f, 20) and that the second cup was omitted because

108

of the supposed repetition, is hardly satisfactory. 1f either of the

two cups was to be omitted it could only have been the first one, because

109 Further-

more, there was absolutely no reason for the deletion of verse 19b.”O

it is much less significant theologically and liturgically.

The deletion of this verse appears to be a real problem when one attempts

to derive the short text from the long one.]]] In his opinion, the ab-

breviation can best be explained on the basis that a pagan around the
middle of the second century requested a copy of the Gospel of Luke.”2
Since the copyist was hesitant to give to him the complete text of the
sacramental formula, he simply omitted it after fhe beginning words:‘”3
This argument, however, is nothing more than a mere conjecture.

A similar explanation was given by Kilpatrick. He held that
the short text was the result of an omission of verses 19b-20, for the
purpose of preserving the arcanum o% the rite from the uninitiated. There-
fore, the text ended with a deliberate abruptness of 10010 EGTIV TO 043/44&
/Aou (19a). This, he held was a cue which the faithful would know how to

15

supplement. "In" the light of the early history-of the text of Luke

22:19f, it may be assumed that verses 19b-20 were probably 1nterpoiated

114 ey
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before A.D. 120.”6 Kilpatrick also pointed out that an archetype of ¢

also lacked Luke 22:19b—20.]17

The theory that verses 19b-20 were omitted in order to keep the
Eucharist from profanation appears to be untenable for two reasons:
(1) First, we have no evidence that the arcane discipline was practiced
at the time when Luke was wm’tten.”8 (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 1 Corinthians 10:16, 11:23ff, John 6:51 and Justin's
Apol. I, 66:3 represents a remarkable exception.”9 In the light of
this consideration, the theory of the arcanum of the rite becomes very
questionable. Even if the above arguments could be totally discredited,

120

the arcanist theory would still be unconvincing. In Chadwick's

opinion, it may not be totally impossible, but it is extremely difficult
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." %]

With these considerations in mind it is difficult to defend tha

view that the short text is the result of an omission of verses 19b-20.
In particular, the omission of verse 19b appears to be unmm;ivated.]z2

This half-verse, Schweizer pointed out, i of importance and not

offensive at all.1%3

He -has tried to evade the problem of the omission of verse 19b

by appealing to Tatian, who presents verse 19 without verse 19b.]24

125 Tatian presents his text in the following

126

According to Schuermann,
sequence: (1) verse 19a, (2) verse 20, and (3) verse 19b. Accord-

Tng to Zahn, verse 18 follows also. - Thus it appears that verse 19b is
127

missing between verses 19a and 20, but it follows after verse 20,
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Jeremias has pointed out that Tatian omitted the command to re-

peat the rite after the bread.]28 According to Schweizer, this command

129

occurs after verse 20. How can the omission of the command to re-

peat the rite before verse 20 be explained? Did a redactor simply omit

130

it? In Lessig's opinion, it hardly makes any difference whether

verses 19b, 20 or verses 20, 19b were omitted. It is still inexplicable

why verse 19b should have been omitted. Thus, the detour gver Tatian

hardly pays.]:ﬂ

Furthermore, we must raise the question concerning the relevance

of Tatian as a witness to the longer Lucan text. In Tatian, this peri-

132

cope ?s based upon Mark and Matthew. In Jeremias' opinion, the term

“the New Covenant" and "the command to repeat the rite" are an indica-

133 on

tion that Tatian must have depended upon the longer Lucan text.
the other hand, Lessig thinks that Tatian's reference to the “New
Covenant" is not necessarily an indic;;ion that he knew the longer text,
because in Mark as well as in Matthew the phrase Kau#;’c. dtq'97'k7§is also
read by D lat sys P and.lat 53/.]3'4 |

The words of remembrance do not necessarily lend any support to
the theory that Tatian had knowledge of the logger text, either.

13 for fnstance, argued, that these words were nat included

Richardson,
by Tatian because he did not find them in any Gospel MS. In his opinion,

they were added to the D1atessaron'and the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe by

1a;er scribes. According to Lessig, the position and formulation of the

words of remembrance lend support to the view that they have their origin

136

in 1 Corinthtans 11. On the other hand, derivation from 1 Corinthians

11 becomes uncertain because Tatian does not give the command to repeét
137

the rite twice like Paul, but only once like Luke.
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138

Schuermann has pointed out that Tatian's dependence upon a

liturgical account of institution must be seriously taken into con-
sideration, because the single command to repeat the rite with refer-

ence to the two eucharistic actions is well known in the liturgies of

the East and the west.]39' Justin and Aphraates may be considered as

the earliest witnesses to the Western and Eastern liturgies,

respective]y.]40

Furthermore, the command to repeat the rite has its suitable

Sitz im Leben at the end of the 11turgy.]4] In the 1ight of this con-’

sideration, it is difficult to ascertain whether the postulated

1iturgy was'dependent upon the longer Lucan text or upon 1 Corinthians
11. If Tatian did Rot find his command to repeat the rite in a lit-
urgy, it is very unlikely that he adopted it from 1 Corinthians 11,
because he does not reproduce the Péu]ine remark 6ga k16 é&vva7ne.142
While” 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.

A As compareq witﬁ the Jong text, only the moderate attestation
of the short text seems to speak against its greater originaTﬁty.143
Whoever decides in favour of the short text has to make a deci;ion as
to what Luke ?éiﬁslly wrote. If it is assumed that he wrote only
verses 15-18, then verse 19a must be considered as a later addition
and verses 19b-20 were added after that‘]44

Some scholars, such as Otta]45 and Leaney.]46 held tnat Luke-
22:15-19a is to be considered as the original text-form. -In réaction

to Kilpatrick's argument that the accaunt of institution was cut short

I ol
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‘ in order to preserve the arcanum of the rite, Leaney argued that the case

of the genuineness of the shorter text need not rest only upon this

147

view. Luke, he held, was governed by the idea of the Kingdom and

148 Luke's shorter text links the verb

149

its association with the meal.

diom) Depen with the Kingdom (verse 29).'" 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 Jldg"i‘("

concept in Luke 22:29 is very old and was preserved by Luke in its

150

original form. ~On the basis of this consideration, Otto argued

that verses 15-19a and 29, 30 formed a typical, compactly joined, uni-

151 This account, Otto maintained,

fied paragraph on the Last Supper.
was similar to the other three accounts. It bears a fully archaic
character and was not influenced by the theology and the customs of
_the church. It reports an event, which had but one organic connection,
namely, with the 1ife of Christ himself. o2
According to Otto, the long text coS]d not be original, for if
the words of verses 19b-20 had originally stood in Luke, their later

153

. omission by anyone would simply be inexplicable. In Lietzmann's

opinion, Luke had created the introductory cup by moving it with the
Eschatologicai prospect to the beg1nning.]59 Otto, on the other hand,
héd‘févoured exactly the reverse process. ﬁe maintained that a simple
introductorj cup was later on interpreted from the perspective of the
meaning of the breaking of bread and analogous to it.]55 On the basis
of Lietzmann's thesis, the words about the New Covenant and the shedding

of blo@d wpuld, of course, have been“Jost, for there is absolutely no

RS v W S T

sense in making any reference to the shedding of blood before the_breake

ing of bread.‘55 In Otto's opinion, 1t-#s impossible that those signifi- -~
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. cant and weighty words should have been lost once they had been formu-
’ lated.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-

158 ’
ductory cup, becomes untenable.

He held that Luke followed his early source and recorded .
verses 17-19a up to and including the words, "This is my body."159

In combination with verses 29, 30 we find the original account of the

160 Verses 19b-20 are later interpolations. Verses 21-28

were either interpolated by Luke himself or by a predecessor.16]

% Eucharist.

4 The first inte§polation, verses 21-23, contains a warning to

162

Judas (cf. Mark 14:18ff, Matt. 26:17ff). It was interpolated for

' dogmatic reasons, because it points to the fulfillment of a prophecy’
163

The second interpolation (verses 24-27) makes reference to the

of Obadiah 7.

ambitious strife of the discipﬁgs with one another {cf. Mark 10:45ff,

164 In Otto's opinion, these verses can easily be under-

@att. 20:24ff).
; stood as an interpolation in a supper incident.wbecause,Aaccordihg to

Luké; Jesus had already reprimanded his disciples twice for their de-

sire to occupy the chief seats at the supper as an example of culpable -

ambition.'8% " '

Finally, 1n verse 28 reference is made to the temptations of
Christ, which ate still in the futur‘e.-]66 According to Otto, the words
of verse 28 are obviousl§@a redactional supplement, in order to create

a necessary transition from the ‘scene of reproof in the p}éceding verses

to the words concerning the inheritance of the Kingdom. 157

. . o
With the daqnée,uau (verse 29), Jesus turns to the eleven on}y.]GB'

The apocalyptic sayings which occur are closely connected with the
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eschatological prospect of verses 15-18.]69

Otto's theory did not go unchallenged. Bultmann was very scepti-
cal about Otto's reconstruction of the original account of the Eucha-
FTSt.17O In his opinion, Otto's approach to the problem represents a
rather peculiar example of his treatment of the sources.]7] Although ?
Bultmann does not deny that Luke has joined together various sayings of
a different é%aracter, in order to provide a historical framework for
them, hé has rightly pointed out that verses 29 and 30 are not different
from verses 21-28. They too must be considered as sayings which were
transmitted 1n 1so1at1on.172

In Mar‘xsen's]73 opinion, 1t would be wrong to conclude with Otto
that Luke 22:28 represents an awkward transition to the thought of verse
29f. The opposite seems to be more probable.”4 The tradition of Luke

22:28-30 obviously corresponds to that of Matthew 19:28. In both cases

we are dealing with one coherent piece of tradition, which appears in

different contexts.175 Therefore, Marxsen rightly pointed out that there
is no reason for dividing it into two different parts. In the light.of

l 4
this argument, however, verse 28 would follow after verse 19a.]76 But \

this is an impossibility. Therefore, Otto's hypothesis would have to be

r°ejected.l77

V. Taylor was also very sceptical of the critical foundation of

178

Otto's exegesis. He can- see no fault with Otto's arqument that the

sections 21-23 and- 24-27 were inserted by the evangelist into his

source.17? But he puts a big question mark behind Otto's view concerning

180

verse 28. In Taylor's opinion, this verse cannot simply be cancelled

‘as a redactional suoplement, because for both Jesus and his disciples the

181

1n3wzuauocstill belong to the future. Jesus makes reference only to

[}
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hi1s own trials. With regard to his disciples, he simply states that they
"continued with" him. On the basis of this argument, Taylor is inciined

to consider verses 14-18 and 28-30 as the original account of the Sup-

r.]82 ‘But he rightly emphasized that this kind of textual reconstruc-

tion is very specu]ative.w3

pe

Schuermann]84 has also objected to Otto's téxthal theory on the
basis that in Luke 22:15-18 and 28-30 two different ideas are being ex-
pressed. While 1n Luke 22:15-18 the concept of the meal in the coming

basileia of God is central, in Luke 22:28-30 tﬁe 1dea of participation in

the rule of Christ in the coming Messianic Kingdom comes into 1"ocus.]85

H
For these reasons, and especially because this thesis presupposes the

omission of verse 28, the theories of Otto, Dibelius and Bacon are not

186 Furthermore, these scholars consider verses 19b-20 as second-

ary materia].]87

tenable.

While Schuermann has clearly pointed to the difference of ideas
expressed in verses 15-18 and 28-30, he has also recognized that these

188 Lith th

two pieces of tradition have certain elements in common.
eueharistic cuﬁ of verse 20, the New Covenant is now binding for the
twelve. In Luke 22:28-30, the claim of rulership is transferred to them,/
as well as the promise to rule with Christ in his fut;re I<1'ngdom.]89
In Schuermann's opinion, the composition of verses 15-26& and 28-30 was
probably fixed in writing prior to the time when Luke wrote his gospe].lgo
In reaction to Otto's attempt to reconstruct the original account

of the Eucharist, no one had objected: to the idea that verses (28) 29-30
represent a very old tradition. But in spite of ‘the archaic character of
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-




- 225 -

sents an editorial supplement is absolutely unfounded. With 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 account which Otto had postulated.

Since Otto's textual hypothesis proved to be untenable, we may
now raise the question: "Can it be assumed that Luke 22:15-19a constituted
the original account of the Eucharist?" According to Grundmann,]g] the
short text, Luke 22:15-19a originally served to protect the sacred rite
from profanation. At a later date it was supplemented by the old liturgical
formula. In the course of the development, verse 19a was expanded and
made plain.]92 According to Lessig, the existence of a eucharistic ac-

193

count in the form of Luke 22:15-19a is highly improbable. In his opin-

ion, it is very unlikely that verses 15-19a reflect a form of the Eucha-

rist wjzch had no knowledge of the cup-wor'd.]94 As compared with Mark

he Lucan account, verses 15-18, must be ]ater.]gs Since the

14:25,
/blaer Marcan form of the eschatological prospect appears in connection
with the cup-word, therefore it seems to be reasonable to assume‘that
the cup-word is older than the 1i;$r form of  the eschatological prospect.
This, he argued, holds true even41f 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 later tham Mark 14:22,

he therefore assumed that it was derived from r‘lar‘k.]98

In the 1ight of Schuermann's ::gifg;sritfta1 investigation,
Lessig's argument that Luke 22:15r1$~» presents a later stage of the

development than Mark 14:25 may be questioned. With regard to Luke

22:19a, Schuermann has argued ‘against Lucan dependence upon Mark 14:22
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199

and 1 Corinthians 11:23b-24. Ihe striking agreement of Luke 2%:19a

with Mark 14:22 was interpreted by some scholars to be Lucan dependence
upon the Marcan Vorlage.zoo Schuermann, on the other hand, held that
this half-verse must rather be considered as a relatively original Lucan

201

reproduction of a pre-Lucan tradition. In the Pauline account, this

tradition shows traces of redactional activity. It stands close to Mark
14:22.202 In this connection it should be pointed qut that Schuermgnn
had to change from the literary-critical to the traditio-historical
method.203 Only on the basis of the historical method was he able to

reach-the conclusion that Luke 22:19a is probably an original Lucan re-

204

production of a pre-Lucan tradition. Schuermann's contention, however,
p

that Luke 22:19a is older than Mark 14:22, is merely hypothetical.
On the basis of his source-critical analysis of Luke 22:15-18,

Schuermann concluded that this passage can be traced back to a non-

Marcan source.205 He also maintained that these verses form one unit,

206

whose style and content differ from the account of institution. He

has also pointed out that this pre-Lucan piece represents an archaic ac-
count of Jesus' last meal.207 Therefore, it must have preserved the oldest
tradition.208 The view that Luke 22:15-18 retained the oldest tradition

209

was also held by Bultmann. He has argued that verses 19 and 20 did

not210 in their entirety represent an 1nterpolation.211 While Luke pre-
served the oldest tradition, its wording appears to be secondar,y.m2 With
the exception of verse 17, Marcan influence upon this passage can be

detected.ﬂ3 In Bultmann's opinion, the following elements are the result

of an editorial revision: (1) The parallelism of the Passover meal and the

cup is not convincing, since the cup is only one part of the Passover meal.

L R L
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(2) With the cup there is no reference to the death of Jesus, and theré
is 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 to the
Passover cannot be original either.m4 Bultmann maintained that bread )
Qas probably mentioned instead of the Passover.m5 Unfortunately, this
argument lacks conviction because it is based on mere speculation, rather
than upon sound evidence.

In ‘Chadwick's opinion, the phrase n5n0&%4¥4n7250 is very odd.216

He argued that according to Septuagintal usage, the Passover is either

w217

'sacrificed" or "done," but not "eaten. He maintained that the word

e

gaschgérefers to the whole rite. Therefore, in verse 15 the bread is there

218

by implication. The evangelist, however, had failed.to recognize it in

this verse. Since he had found an unambiguous reference in his source, he

only saw the neaed for supplementing it by adding some words about the bread.

These words he found in the Marcan tradition.2]9 Thus, he blunily ap-

pended verse 19a.220

While the expression "to eat the Passover" is not commonly uied.
it should be pointed out that the phrase "eating it" is used (with the

direct object) in 2 Chronicles 30;18. The expression "eating of it".is

221

found in Exodus 12:48. In Dalman's opinion, only 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. 1In Luke 22:15 an "of it" should be expected, but it js‘

222 223

not there. According to Barrett,

Jeremias,?2* the phrase 1ol méispo $opEv 1s not odd at all (1f odd

means strange, or unusual). In fact, it {is quite common.225 Whenever

whose view was accepted by

it is used, it does not mean "to celebrate the feast or rite of the

226 'ty Luke 2215, he pointed

Passover," but "to eat the Passover lamb."

-
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out, the word &V determines the meaning of yvoyx . Here, the lamb
{

and not the rite as a whole is meant.227 Whether this be so or not, we

must object to Chadwick's hypothesis, which presupposes an evangelist,

who for reasons of ignorance or carelessness had failed to perceive that

228

in verse 15, the bread was present by implication. Such 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

verse 15, fails to be convincing.

While Schuermann229 and others have attempted to prove that Luke

230

22:15-18 can be traced to a special source, Dibelius held that these

verses represent a Lucan composition.
In his opinion, the rise of this complicated text presents no
riddle. In Mark a discrepancy comes into focus, because the legend of

‘ 23

the disciples' search for a hall announces a Passover meal. Mark

14:22-25, on the other hand, does not feature a Passover meal. Therefore,
Luke was partjcularly concerned with the description of a Passover nmal.232
- For his composition, Luke had utilized an announcement of suffering (verse
15), aad a command to divide the bup (verse 17). Luke, however, added to

. both references a variation of the eschatological saying of Mark 14:25.233

1

To this completed composition, he added the words of institution, which .

stem from his cultic tradition.234

According to Dibelius, the whole Lucan
account represents an attempt to historicize the words of institution, by
inserting them into the frame of a Passover me§1.235 Dibelius' recon-
struction appears to be rather hypothetical,

~ The question whether Luke 22:15-1B represents a Lucan composi-
tion, or whether these verses can actually be traced back to.a non-Marcan

pre-Lucan source, is of ]1t;lé consequence in determining the historical

E

PRVBREIAL



- Ll 4

R po————re L

-y AET MY e

- 229 -

‘s value of this tradition. Schuermann236 has argued that verses 15-18

represent an independent account of Jesus' Last Supper, which has pre-

.f% served the oldest tradition. In basic agreement with Schuermann,

Schweizgr?37 has even gone so far as to say that Luke 22:15-18 correctly

describes the historical situation of the very first Eucharist in the

1% primitive church.238 These scholars, no doubt, are strongly convinced

-that the passage Luke 22:15-1% represents a tradition which is histori-

. cally more reliable than any other tradition of the Eucharist found in
the New Testament.239 From ; traditio-historical point of view,‘this
thesis could be challenged.

Thus far, we have observed that the overwhelming MS evidence
favours tge originality of the long text. The reasons given by several
scholars for the omission of verses 19b-20 appeared to be rather i;ade-
quate. The hypothesis‘bf an original text of 15-19a or of 15-19a and

5 | ‘ 25; 30 proved to be untenable. In agreement with Schuermann, we hold

that a short text in the form of verses 15-18 is to be considered as a
possibility. Luke would have found this text in his special source.240

On the assumption that Luke 22:15-18 represents the original

v text of the Last Supper, the question arises: "How can we explain the

origin of the long text?"

In this connection. it should be pointed out that verse 19a and
the closing words of verse 20, 1!‘)07%9 !5/«&3" éKXW"é”&W. seem to indi-
cate a close relationship with Mark ]4:22ff.24] Furthermore, there are
striking similarities between Luke 22:19b-20 and 1 Corinthians 11:23¢£,242
Jeremias, for instance, has pointed out that the connecting clause

< 14 - v N / AT Y ’ & 4 A \ -~
WEAUTLG KNI TD v (Luke: KOl 1o TOTPOV COSAUTRIG ) METH TO DEIMVR 6
orpe > ToTfto : M 1

is a clear indication of the close ?elationship between the Lucan and
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Pauline accounts of‘institution.243

This consideration, however, Tends no support to Lietzmann's

claim that Luke 22:19-20 shows a ‘definite dependence upon 1 Corinthians

244

11:24-25. Does Luke 22:19b-20 represent a synthesis from Luke and p

Paul? This hypothesis falls to the ground as soon as both accounts are

carefully compared with each other. Goguel, for instance, did not con-

sider Luke 22:19b-20 in terms of an interpolation from 1 Corinthians 11.245

Thus he is in disagreement with scholars such as G. B. Caird246

and others who hold that the disputed verses appear to have been partly

247

drawn from 1 Corinthians 11:24-25 and partly from Mark 14:24. Goguel's

argument was based upon the fact that in 1 Corinthians 11:23, the command

248

to repeat the rite is linked with both bread- and cup-word. In the

s

Lucan account, on the other hand, its absence with reference to the cup-
word creates a problem. If it is to be assumed that Luke himself had in-

tended only one command to repeat the rite, he probably would have placed

it at the close, in such a way that it would refer to the whole.249

o
Schweizer did not simply consider verses 19b-20 as a copy of 1 Corinthians

250

11:23ff. In addition to some minor deviations, he also discovered

the incongruity which was created by the missing second command to

251 On the basis of a careful comparison of the two

repeat }he rite,
accéunts, Schuermann discovered five Lucan-Pauline differences in Luke

22:19b-29.252 In his opinion, this great number of Lucan-Pauline dif-

ferences in just one and a half verses presents a strong argument against

the theory that the Lucan formula was derived from ] Corinthians )

<
253 254 has also

11:24b-25. In basic agreement with Schuermann, Betz
pointed to the numerous differences in Luke 22:19, 20 as compared with

1-Corinthians 11:23-25. Betz was also strongly convinced that Luke
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22:19-20 was not simply adopted from 1 Corinthians 11:24b-25.255

Cir]ot,256 on the other hand, argued that the Lucan formula belongs to

a tradition which Luke had probably received from Paul. This tradition

was ihen'supp1emented by the Marcan Gospel, which constituted one of his
major sources. A similar position was taken by Throckmorton,257 who ¥
proposed the theory that Luke 22:18-20 is Marcan in essence, with Pauline

terminology inserted by Luke himself, and conflated with Mark, especially

258

n verses 19b and 20a. Verse 20a is straight from Mark.259 Accord-

ing to Throckmorton it is not true that at a later time Pauline words
were omitted, because of the Marcan characteristics of these verses.260
In Throckmorton's opinion, the rise of the short forms can best be ex-

plained as attempts to solve the problem of the two cups.26] In the Tight

of Schuermann's analysis, the theory that the Lucan formula was influenced

by Pauline terminology, becomes untenable.

esis has cast new light on the question of the relationship between

Luke 22:19b-20 and 1 Corinthians 11:24b-25.262 In his opinion, th

/
) [SPIEEY ¢ o~ 7,
congruence of the participial construction Tvuref‘ U/Mw equafqe—vov

would be acceptable in a liturgical formula. In-agreement with~Dibelius,€

Jeremias considers verses 19-20 as a "third variant" on the liturgical

264

formula relating to the Eucharist. In support of this view, V. Taylor

pointed out that in contrast to Luke 22:14-18 there are no characteristic

Lucan words in 22:19-20.265

¢ Contrary to those scholars who maintained that- the Lucan formula

o

shows dependence upon Paul and Mark, Schuermann has argued that Luke
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22:19,’20 represents an independent tradition, which shows no.dependence
upon Paul or Mar‘k.z66
On the basis of his text-, literary-, and form-critical 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

267

Eucharist. In his opinion, the long text, Luke 22:15-20, seems to

268 The short

reflect a eucharistic celebration of the apostolic age.
text, Luke 22:15-19a, on the other hand, may be considered as the result
of the great liturgical upheaval during the early ;econd century, which

‘effected the separation of the Eucharist from the community mea1.269
In the light of these considerations, Luke 22:19-20 seems to belong to

the original tradition of the text.270

This‘conc\usion, however, 1s not
without some 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 be considered as the work of
one author, it is rather peculiar that every time this author makes ref-’
erence to the eucharistic celebration of 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 communion.
In his opinion, it includes the eating of bread and the drinking of the
cup.27] .

Since the author of Luke-Acts refers ‘almost exclusively to the
eucharistic celebration of the primitive community in terms of the
"breaking of bread," it is obvious that he is not very familiar with the’
description of the Eucharist found in verses 19b-20. In the light of

this consideration it is d1ff1cu1t to see how these verses could have

belonged- to the original tradition of the text.
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. 3. Conclusion

On the basis of our examination of the Lucan text-problem, we
have seen that the transposed shorter forms seem to be dependent upon
the short, rather than the long text. The various attempts to explain
the rise of the short text as the result of an omission of verses 19b and
20 have failed to be convincing. In the 1ight of Schuermann's source-
critical analysis, it has become very probable that the original short
form consisted of verses 15-18 rather than of 15-19a. Verse 19a probably
had no existence of its own. It could be explaiﬁed'in terms of a Marcan
addition, but it also might have been drawn from a pre-Lucan source.
The consideration that originally verse 19a did not form a part of the
short text finds support on the basis that all of verses 19 and 20 belonged

to an independent tradition. These verses do not represent a compilation
® 3

from Mark 14 and 1 Corinthians 11.

The long text, verses 15-20, can be explained in terms of a com-
bination of two different sources. In the speciai source, which Luke
utilized as a Vorlage, these two traditioég of the eschatological prospect
and the eucharistic words had already been combined. The fact that in
verse 17 nvn"mov occurs without, but in verse 20 with the article hds
been considered as an indication of a seam between verses 15-18 and 19, 20.

Dibelius, Jeremias and others have made it very plausible that
verses 19-20 represent a "tﬁird variant." If it can be assumed that
verses 15-20 represent the original. text-form, then the rise of the

short text can best be explained in terms of an' omission of verses 19b-20

rather than by the addition of these verses to an original “short text."

e h e
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The Quest for the Oldest Form of
the Eucharistic 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 1'nvest1'gat1’ons.272 The search for the

oldest attainable form of the tradition has led to numerous philo]Ogi-

cal examinations, traditio-historical studies and literary-critical

hypotheses.273

The words of institution in their relationship to one another,

‘-
as well as to a possible archetype, were at first examined on the basis

of literary-critical principles. The main criteria established were:274
1. Parallelism: The tendency towards the creation of parallel forms is
an~ind1cation of development.

2. Llinguistic criteria: Semitic word;ng is older than Greek formulations.
3. Theological criteria: A text which displays an advanced theological
development is of later originnfhan a text which is less debe]oped.

4. Cultic'influences are considered as secondary developments.

These criterja were accepted as tools, enabling imp;rtant deci-
sions to be made. At the same time, they were not taken‘{n an absolute
sense, for it was realized that this couid lead to false judgments.275

A survey of recent literary-critical and traditio-historical
studies clearly indicates that there is no consensus among scholars as
to the oldest attainable form of the tradition. New Testament scholars
have obviously defended the originality of every eucharistic account in

276

the New Testament with the exception of Matthew's. This account is

not considered as an independent witness to the eucharistic tradition.277

Most scholars agrée that Matthew had used Mark as his Vorlage. The
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additional phrases, which cannot be traced back to Mark, are attributed

278

to Matthew's redactional activity. This view has been challenged by

278

Lessig, who claimed that ¥E would be more reasonable to postulate a

common source for Mark 14 and Matthew 26. "If one considers the Marcan
form as a witness to the Roman tradition," he arqued, "then a glance at
Matfhew will teach us that the Roman tradition must nge been spread to

such an extent, which hardly corresponds to the facts."280

T

For a long time, New Testament scholarship attributed greater
originality to the Marcan and Pauline accounts of the Eucharist.ze] The
Pauline account was considered to be the earliest written pericope of

282

institution, but the Marcan account, which was written about two de-

cédes later was said to be more primitive than the Péuliné version, be-
cause it contains many Semitisms.283
. Since scholarship is still d?{ided on the qUestion concérning
the oldest attainable form of the tradition and the’question concerning
_ a possible archetype, it will be the purposé of this chapter to survey
some of the most important traditio-historical contributions.
Thus we will focus our attention upon (1). Schuermann's Lucan ,
hypothesis, (2) Jeremias' Marcan hypothesis, ané (3) upon the various
arguments which were presented in support of the pgrbrity of the Pauline

account of the Eucharist.

1. The Lucan accbunt is the oldest

In an attempt to reconstruct the historical situation of the Last

284

Supper of Jesus, Schuermann had engaged in a form- and liéerary-critical

analysis of Luke 22:7-38. Since from a text-critical point of view the

. Lucan text has raised many problems, some scholars held that this text

\
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was only of secondary importance.285 Schuermanh,on the other hand,

]

was determined to elevate the Lucan text from its lTowly position of

a Cinderella to that of a rqyal chi]d.zs6 .

[t was the purpose of Schuermann's source-critical analys%s
?

to present proof that under the cover of the present-text is still

287 He held that by

preserved some original, traditional material.
subtracting the secondary elements of redaction it might be possible:

to reconstruct the archetype of the eucharistic accounts in the New -

'\
Testament.288
7 Schuermann's investigation is divided into three parts. In

part one he attempted to show that contrary to the opinion of mady

_New Testament scholars, Luke 22:15-18 cannot be considered as a liter-

ary formation based upon Mark 14:25.289 According to Schuermann, this
passage represents a Lucan redaction of a pre-Lucan, non-Marcan oo
tradition.2%0 7 S 4

% the second part of his source-critical investigation,
Schuermann attempted toishqw that the Lucan account of institution,
Luke 22:19-20a, representé an independent, pre-Lucan tradition.zg]

° The purpose of the final pari %{ his\investigation was to ,
discover and to determine more precisely' the postulated, wriéten
Vorlage, This Vorlage, which contained the passage Luke 22:15-18,
19-208,424-27, 28-30, 31-32, 35-38 must have been available to Luke.2%2

In connéction with his 1iterary-critical analysis of Luke
22:15-18,|Scﬁuermann cited fi(e literary-critical observations in
support of his thesis:293 \ -
1. Luke exercises greater freed?m.{p editing synoptic narrative

material than in editing 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

295
sentence on his own.

3. At least outside the passion narrative, 1t 1s impossible to find
/

any proof for the transposition of pericopes by Luke.296

4 It 1s Luke's custom to shorten his Marcan Vorlage extensively.

This tendency can be detected i1n his dialogues. In other words, in

.

Schuermann's opinion, an 1ndependent expansion of the dialogue Luke

22:15-18 by Luke would be rather unusual.’’’

5. There are 1indications that Luke 22:15-18 was used for literary

purposes at an early date:298

a) A pre-Lucan existence of verses 15 and 16 could be established,
if it should turn out that 1n 1 Corinthians 11:23ff Paul shows knowledge

of the unit Luke 22:15-18, for in 1 Corinthians 11:23b a required state-

ment of the meal situation is mlssing.299

b) During the following investigation, it will become probable that

the passage Mark 14:22-24, 25 represents a Marcan redactional revision of

, a pre-Lucan composition like Luke 22:15-18, 19-20.30O

On the basis of a word-by-word examination, Schuermann attempted

to show that Luke had preserved a tradition which was 1ightly edited by

Luke.30]( This tradition shows no literary relationship with Mark 14:25.

Therefore, Luke must have utilized a non-Marcan tradition.303 For our

302

present purpose, we will briefly summarize his arguments in support of

his thesis:304

1. Verse 15 can hardly 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 examples 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 b

editorial activity.306

»
2. There is hardly any basis for the assumption that verse 16 is a

Lucan creatmn.307 In this verse, Schuermann discovered verbal parallels

> 7 2 \J .
to Mark 14:25: (1)(57'{ . (2) ovkeér OU/MY] ;308 etc. It is inconceivable
that Luke should have created these expressions as an imitation of Mark

309

14:25, while 1n versd 18 he hac avoided them. It would, then, be

more reasonable to assume that verses 16 and 18 are a pre-Lucan umt,

which 1s independent of Mark 14:25.310 Schuermann 15 quite certain that
verse 16 is a Lucan redaction of a pre-Lucan tradit1on.3]]
312

3. Verse 17 cannot be considered as a Lucan creation.

(.

4. In the 1i1ght of the previous results of his investigation, which
had assured Schuermann of the pre-Lucan origin of Luke 22:15-17, it has
become probable that verse 18, in connection with verses 15-17 represents

an independent tradition also, although Mark 14:25 must be considered as

a more original form than Luke 22:18.%1°

On the basis of his literary-critical analysis, Schuermann con-
cluded that the unit, Luke 22:15-18 has preserved a tradition which shows

some traces of Lucan editorial activity. This tradition shows no literary
dependence upon Mark 14:25 314 . . !
Schuermain has also examined this unit on a form-critical basis.

He concluded that Luke 22:15-18 is to be considered as a unit which is

315 This piece of the tradition be-

longs to a pre-Lucan stage of deve'lopment.316 It was not.created on the

basis of Mark 14:25.3V7

independent of Luke 22:19a (b-20).

In the light of his minute form- and literary-critical investi-

gation, Schuermann concluded that Luke 22:15-18 represents an old account
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of the last meal of Jesus, which did not contain words of institut1on.3]8

In the second part of his source-critical 1nvestigation,

Schuermann focussed his attention on Luke 22:19-20.3]9 On the basis of

his preliminary 1nvestigations,320 he concluded that Matthew 26:26-28
represents a further deveiopment of the Marcan form, which exerted no

influence upon the Lucan text.32] Consequently, the Matthaean text had

to be excluded from any further investigations.322

Luke 22.19-20 occupies a middle position between Mark 14:22-24

and 1 Corinthians 11:23b~25.323 According to Schuermann, 1t 15 its

particular position which constitutes the traditio-historical problem

of the Lucan account of institution.324 ;

Schuermann held that in Luke 22:19b-20a, the Pauline-Lucan

archetype has been preserved in a more original form than 1n 1 Corinthians

325

11:24b-25a. While it is probable that Luke passes it on with some

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

327 He concluded that in four out of five cases

328

between Luke and Paul.
Lucan redaction of Pauline material appeared to be improbable.
. In Schuermann's opinion, the Lucan phrase 10 Juéf Cj/lt[t;V d’do}“f'/ov
is probably more origin:a"l than the Pauline construction 705"25‘,"'5/4‘;"_.329
As for the Lucan command to repeat the rite, his omission of the copula
and the phrase &V T oiéuom'/hou (Luke 22:20a), he comes to an identical

330 Only in one case, the Pauline phrase WOAUTY '@/\‘(1 Cor.

conclusion.
11:25a) is preferred to the Lucan m‘:...wéa'umg (Luke 22:20«3).331
In the light of these considerations, Schuermann concluded that

this result, in its "cumulative force," compels one to seek a traditio-
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historical, rather than a literary solution.332 Luke 22:19b-20a cannot

be considered as a Lucan redaction of 1 Corinthians 11:24b-25a under.

333

the possible influence of Mark 14:22-24. Moreover, in Luke 22:19b-20a

the Lucan-Pauline Grundbericht is still preserved in a more original form

than in 1 Corinthians 11:24b-25a.°3%

In Schuermann's opinion, this traditio-historical result is

335

relatively certain. If only one of the five Lucan—Pau]%ne differences

could not be explained in terms of a Lucan redaction of Pauline materiatl,

it would be evident that Luke 22:19b-20a represents a tradition which

shows no literary dependence upon the Pauline tradition.336 While 1n

these five cases Lucan redaction of Pauline material appears to be 1m-

probable, the obtained results in their cumulative force lead to a virtual

certainty.337

On the basis of his comparison of Luke 22:19 with Mark 14:22 and
1 Corinthians 11:23b-24a, Schuermann concluded that Luke 22:19a can be

considered neither as a Lucan reproduction of Mark 14:22, nor of

338

1 Corinthians 11:23b-24. Therefore, the attempt to explain the middle

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-historical

sojution appears to be more promising: Luke 22:19a is to be considered
as the relatively original Lucan reproduction of a pre-Lucan tradition,
which in 1 Corinthians 11:23ff, appears in a strongly revised form and
which is closelly related with Mark 14:22.3%0

In the 1ight of his minute investigation of the Lucan text, Luke
- 22:19-20a, Schuermann concluded thpt in verse 19a Luke has preserved this

341 It is possible, however, that it was influenced

b.343

independent tradition.

342

by Mark. Such influence can be detected in verse 20 It is very

L J
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‘ certain that the Lucan account of institution in Luke 22:19-20a is not

a literary composition basea upon the Pauline and Marcan accounts of

inst1tution.344 It is rather a Lucan reproduction of an independent

form of the tradition of the accounts of institution i1n the New Testament.
This tradition can be traced back to an archetype which is common to both
Paul and Luke.>®

In the second section ;f his investigation, Schuermann compared
the Lucan-Pauline Grundform with the Marcan tradition.346 On the basis
of a comparison between the Pauline-Lucan version 6f the bread- and cup-
words with that of Mark, Schuermann concluded that in the dominical words,
the archetype, which is to be postulated, shows verbal agreements with

the Lucan-Pauline Grundbericht.347 With the exception of the attributive

addition in Luke 22:20b, it also agrees with the Lucan account of

’ institution.348

The two units, Luke 22:15-18, 19-20 were originally independent.3*’
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 lends 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-critical analysis of Luke 22:15-20a
Schuermann concluded that the eucharistic traditions of the New Testament

351 Before the tradition

could be traced back to an Aramaic archetype.
was divided into the Lucan-Pauline and Marcan branches, it had formed a

combination with the account of the Passover (Luke 22:15-18). This early
combination of,the two ?ccounts. Luke 22:15-18 with 19-20a became part of
‘ the passion narra'c1've.352

Schuermann also held that the pericope Luke 22:15-18 must have

/
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’ . had an introduction which would serve to indicate the paschal character

353 1his introduction is not represented by Luke 22:7-14,

354

of the last meal.
which must be considered as a Lucan redaction of Mark. The passage
Luke 22:7-14 has displaced an original introduction, Luke 22:X, which is
1dentical with Mark ]4:]2-—18a.355 In other words, the original intro-
duction to the old pre-Lucan Passover narrative lives on in the secondary
expansion Mark 14:12-16a, which Luke had revised, being influenced by Mark

1:1-7¢f. 396

a) Critical appraisal
The primary purpose of Schuermann's traditio-historical analysis

was to recover the ipsissima verba S¥ Jesus. In the pursuit of this task,

Schuermann had to move from suppositions to probabilities, from an ac-

357

cumulation of probabilities to moral certainties. In the light of

these methodological reflections, the hypothetical nature of Schuermann's

analysis comes into view. Contrary to Jeremias,358 Kuhn5359

and others

who were convinced of the originality of the Marciﬁ account of institution,
Schuermann set oyt to prove the even greatgr originality of the Lucan
account.360 Convinced of the great age o%‘this tradition, Schuermann

also gttempted to prove the existence of a pre-Lucan, non-Marcan form

361 In his opinion, it is very probable that such

362

of the passion storyi
a passion story did exi@t.
Did Schuermann reach his basic objective? 1In Schweizer's363
opinion, Schuermann has shown it to be very probable that Luke 22:15-18
represents an old account of the last meal of Jesus without words of
institution. He even he]d.that verses 15-18 c;rrectly d;scribe the

historical situation of the first Lord's Supper in the primitive Christian

¢

Ca
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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
winter366 was more skeptical than Schweizer about the results of

Schuermann's analysis. In Winter's opinion, considerable weight of ar-

gument presses against the acceptance of Schuermann's proposition.367

He preferred not to offer any counter—arguments.368 He did point out,

though, that we may never be able ta disentangle the various strands of

369 10

2

the tradition that are combined in each of the passion stories.

rather, complex structure of the Marcan account of the Passover meal seems

to justify his skepticism.370

In the course of his reconstruction, Schuermann concluded that

the Pautine-Lucan Grundbericht largely agrees with the archetype which

N

he had postulated for the Lucan-Pauline and Marcan traditions. He

was quick to point out, however, that the originality of this archetype
372

~i$ to be understood in a relative sense. Schuermann had derived this

archetype by subtracting all secondary elements of redaction-which came

into focus as the result of a comparison of the Pauline-Lucan with the

373 This reconstructed archetype, however, is

not identical with the historical account of the Last Supper.374 There

375

Marcan-Matthean tradition.

is still a considerable gap between the two. In the final analysis

then, the attempt to reconstruct the ipsissima verba of Jesus proved to

be unsuccessful. Since the actual words of Jesus could not be recovered

on a traditio-historical basis, Schuermann proposed to apply a different

method.376 He was hopeful that a firm basis for understanding the words

of Jesus might be reached by examining Jesus' actions at the Last
Ky o '

Supper.

While Schuermann's attempt to recover the ipsissima verba of
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. Jesus on a traditio-historical basis has proved to be unsuccessful, he
has made out a good 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 cannot be considered as a compilation of
Marcan and Pauline elements. Luke has instead relied upon a pre-Pauline

liturgical source.379

2. The Marcan account is the oldest

While Schuermann had attempted to defend the originality of the
381

Lucan text,38O Jeremias held that this position was untenable.
Jeremias, however, did not fail to 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 original Passover

account.382 .

In his search for the ipsissima verba of Jesus, Jeremias also

analyzed the various strands of the eucharistic tradition in the New

" Testament. He did so by applying the form- and literary-critical

methods.383

He started his investigation with a literary-critical analysis

of ghe passion narrative in order to determine -the position of the ac-

count of the Last Supper within the framework of that narrative.384 His
analysis shows that thé passion narrative has passed through certain
stages of development.385 On the assumption that 1 Corinthians 15:3b-5

represents the initial stage, the following pattern of development emerges:

1. The early kerygma is to be understood as the first stage of the
386

H
N
+
b3
.
§
1

‘ development.

2. The short account of the passion narrative forms the second stage of
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development. This 1s followed by the long account.387

3. The present form of the passion narrative as found in the four gospels

. o 388
represents an expansion of a more primitive form.

A very similar pattern of development can be discerned when the

individual accounts of the Last Supper are being subjected to the detailed

scrutiny of literary criticism, resulting in the following picture:389

1. The words of interpretation form the earliest part of the eucharistic

accounts (Mark 14:22-24 par.). They can be traced back to the early

kerygm .390

2. The announcement of the betrayal (Mark 14:17-21) constitutes an

original part of the long account, being attested by all four gospeTs.39]

3. Everything else is part early special tradition, part composition, and

part expansion.392 .

The account of the institution of the Lord's Supper circulated

as an independent piece of traditien, as is evidenced by 1 Corinthians

393

11:23-25. 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 literary-critical analysis, Jeremias gained two important results:

(1) the independence and antiquity of the tradition has been established,395

and (2) the eucharistic accoun}s represent the result of a living process

of growth in the tradition.396

Jeremias was also concerned to show that these eucharistic accounts,

which had been transmitted as an independent tradition, have been influ-

397

enced .by liturgical usage in many ways. It is very important to rec-

ognize that the eucharistic words of Jesus can only be obtained in the

398

form of liturgical texts. According to Jeremias, it is even more im-

portant to realize that an examination of the liturgical influence upon




- 246 .
. the transmission of the eucharistic words, points to a pre-liturgical
stratum of the tradition.399 In the light of these considerations and

with the help of the literary-critical method, Jeremias maintained
400

E that it should be possible to recover the original tradition.
Having decided that the longer Lucan reading, 19b-20 is authentic,

Jeremias is now in the position to compare the eucharistic words of

Jesus in the five texts.4o} The purpase of this investigation was to

402

reconstruct the oldest attainable form of the tradition. On the

basis of his analysis, he concluded that the Marcan account appears to

be the oldest form, because of its strong Semitic speech colouring.403

The Lucan form, on the other hand, shows signs of assimilation to Greek

404

style. In the Pauline account, 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 to 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, it is closest to the original tra-
dition, It probably belongs to the first decade after the death of
‘Jesus. 407

()

The results of Jeremias' minute investigation, however, do not
agree with those of an equally careful examination of the evidence by
Schuermann, who concluded that the Lucan text has presérved a more

primitive tradition than the Marcan account of the Eucharist.410

Jeremias found Schuermann's hypothesis untenable, claiming that the
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Lucan form reveals a stronger tendency of grecizing than the Marcan

text.®"1 A comparison of Luke 22:18 with Mark 14:25 will certainly

lend support to this thesis.l”2

+

As to the command to repeat the rite, the question concerning
*its origin has come into focus. Here the question arises: "Is it a

command given by Jecsus, or did it develop from the meal practices of the

413

early church, which in turn put it into the mouth of Jesus?" Since

there exists a close relationship between the command to repeat the rite

and the Passover ritual, it is highly probable that the command may even

origindte with Jesus himse]f.4]4

On the whole, the substance of the tradition has not been tam-

pered with, because the primitive Semitic tradition can be traced back

415

to the first decade of the lifetime of Jesus. In fact, there are

' certain expressions in the eucharistic words which bring us into touch

with the historical Jesus.'®

2 . ¢ ¢
1.A/¢7V /?wyw. This idiom, which neither has any parallels in

Jewish literature nor in all of the New Testament writings, except in

the gospels, must be original with Jesus.4]7

2. ’7?7V%X%5 (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 lines of the tradition, is also unparalleled. Therggore, Jeremias

concluded that this must be an indication as to how Jesus spoke.4]8

3. Finally, Jeremias held that the predilection for similitudes, com-
parisons and parabolic expressions in the words of interpretation are

unique with Jesus.“9

+

In theodlight of these observations, Jeremias concludéd that the

common core’ of the tradition of the Lord's Supper is preserved to us in




FE A

- 248 -

' a very reliable 1’0r‘m.420

Jeremias' thesis that the Marcan account of the Eucharist repre-

i. sents the oldest form of the tradition is to be questioned. As Lessig
;as rightly peinted out, the number of Semitisms in a given text does
not allow us to.draw any conclusions regarding the temporal distance of
this text from its source.42]

Furthermore, Jeremias' thesis that the common core of the tra-
dition is preserved in a reliable form, because several %diomatic ex-

pressions are unique with Jesus is unconvincing.

3. The Pauline account is the oldest

The priority of the Pauline account of the Eucharist went un-

challenged until Jeremias published the first edition of Die Abendmahls-
22

Until then, most New Testament scholars had been

convinced that the Pauline version was the oldest eucharistic account.423

worte Jesy, in 1935.4

What are the basic reasons in support of the greater originality of the

. Pauline version of the Eucharist?

) 1. From a literary point of view, the Pauline account is the o'lder.424

425 426 427

2. Bornkamm, in agreement with Marxsen and Neuenzeit has de-

c¢ided in favour of the Pauline account, because of the short phrase /4erc‘¥
O déﬂrvﬁéal , which appears only in the Pauline account and in the
longer text of Luke.428 ‘
3. Iﬁ accordance with his basic thesis of the two eucharistic types,
Lietzmann maintained that the apostle Paul was the originator of the
second type of the Euctnarisi:.a29 The real understanding of the Eucha-

430

rist, however, came to him by special revelation. In this connec- 4

' tion it should be pointed out that Loisy held the view that the apostle

1
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" 431

. Paul had received the whole account of institution by direct revelation.
In support of his thesis, Loisy had pointed to Galatians 1:12, where the
apostle Paul authenticates "his Gospel" on the basis of a direct reve-

lation from Jesus Christ.432 This revelation, Loisy held, had come to

Paul during a personal encounter with Jesus Christ on the road to
Damascus.a33 Loisy's view is now no longer accepted.

In his criticism of Lietzmann's position that the command to
repeat the rite constitutes the substance of the revelation, Lohmeyer434-
argued that the language of this whole account is un-Pauline. Only
here do we find words such as c’Wa'(,uwlols or o‘&’lk!s and phrases such as
,«erc‘r e dé(rvfldw. Only here the word m,ad(/l'(/oéﬂ:n is used in the
absolute sense, while a‘)ow'rog occurs only once more in Romans 8:26.

No parellel for the address Kéftoc’I»?éOOC, can be found in a Pauline or
Synoptic nar‘rative.435

These\h'nguistic peculiarities are an indication that the Pauline
account, 1 Corinthians 11:23f1i, appears in a special 1-’or'm.':‘36 It is a
single story of the same kind, which can also be found in the Sypoptic

437 The form and colour of the sentences are determined by

tradition.
liturgical practice. Therefore, the narration, if oné may still call™
it a narration, begins with the address Kt'/floq’fqéoaq.”a This is

also the reason why everything is omitted which may emphasize the unique-
ness of a particular event. We are not told, for instance, who we're the
former meal companions of Jesus, nor whétj they did with the bread and

the c?p.439 Furthermore, the word mfddl/dad&ll points to the eschato-
logical enigma of God according to which the Son of Man will be delivered

440

into the hands of sinners. More specifically, the hour of Gethsemane

. is the night when he was "handed ovér," and during this night of escha-
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tological secret, was born the eschatological grace of the Lord's
Supper.aa] Therefore, it is understandable that the uniqueness and

eschatological validity of this event can hardly be described in more

depth and greatness.442 In the true sense of the word, the Pauline

~ account of tﬁé Eucharist represents an etiological cult 1egend.443

A number of scho'lars444 have challenged Lietzmann's theory of
a direct revelation on the basis ot the terminology found in 1 Cor}nthians
23a. They have argued that in the introduction E{ J'Olf Tafé/‘aﬁo" o
roU Kupiou okl rm(adwmuyw the apostle has employed the rabbinical

termini technici [D?J? andf 120 for transmitting the trad1t1on.445/

On the basis of a careful examination of the terminology employed
by the apostle, Marxsen concluded that the linguistic evidence hardly

favours the theory of a direct reve]ation.446

In Neuenzeit's opinion,

from a philological point of view it cannot be decided wiether in

1 Corinthians 11:23 one has to assume a direct or indirect revelation

“from the Lord.“447
While CuHmann448 agrees with the majority of scholars that

1 Corinthians 11:23 does'got refer to a vision, but rather to a tradi-

tion of the church, he differs és rega}ds the words "from the Lord."

He attempted to interpret them within the framework o? the whole problem

of“nd?&dbéna in the New Testament:449 According to Cullmann's defini-

tion, the title xéfuog can refer to the historical Jesus as the chronolo-

g{cal beginning and the first 1ink of the tradition.450 It can also refer

451

to the exalted Lord as the real author of the whole tradition. In

- Cullmann's opinion, this hypothesis beét explains St. Paul's direct *

identification of the qubdig with the Ku,fb'; 452

" transmission of his words by the apostles, the Lord himself is at work,

He holds that in the

r‘r/‘

4 LI N

b3
£y
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not a human agent.453 On this basis, the distribution between the trans-

mission of the facts and their theological importance 1s hard]f Justified
' \

The Lord reveals both aspects to the apostie Paul, the i1mmedrate

. 454 ‘
wWiliness,

[n Neuenzeit's opimion, Cullmann's exposition 15 not c]ear-cut.455
For instance, he fails to distinguish between transmission and interpre-
tat15n Thus, he 15 e¢tle tn find an éxplanation that i1n 1 Corinthians
11.23a Paul has received his tradition from the Lord and from the apos-
tolic tradition at the same t1me.456 According to Neuenzeit, no evi-
dence is needed 1n support of the view that 1n transmitting the apostolic

kerygma, Paul acted sub assistentia Spiritus Sancty But 1n 1 Corinthians

11:23a his primary concern was to fix the starting-point of his tradi-
t1on.457 While the aspect of the cooperation of the Spirit of Christ 1n

the process of transmission cannot be 1gnored, 1t 1s important to recog-

nize that this process is subject to the human laws of transmission.458

Therefore, it is impossible to equate paradosis with the kurios.459

As to the question where and when the apostle Paul had received

460 pointed to the time of Paul's sojourn at

the tradition, Bornkamm
Antioch, beforé he engaged in his missionary task. The formulae of

1 Corinthians 11 and 15, which Paul had received at Antioch, were probably
known to the church of that city at the beginnfﬁg of the forties.as]

These observations, however, are merely hypothetical. Some have argued
that Paul may have come in contact with the tradition during his first
visit to Jerusalem in the year 35 or 37 A.D. This argument is based on
Galatians 1:18.462

In,harmony with his thesis that the Lucan account of institution

neither nepresents a post-canonical form of the fradition, nor a Lucan
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' compilation ba;‘.ed upon 1 Corinthians 11:23b-25 and Mark 14:22-24,

Schuermann attempted to show that Paul had drawn upon a pre-Pauline

: source . 403 4
; /
; Schuermann finds support for his thesis on the basis of a
number of linguistic features in 1 Corinthians 1]:23—25:464

1. The description of the table rite "he took bread, broke 1t ard
gave thanks" seems to be part of an established ‘crad1t1’on.465

2. In most instances, Paul uses the verh éUde?IGE(V with the object

466

in the dative rather than absolutely, as in 1 Corinthians 11:24. The

use of the verb without the object may indicate dependence upon an
Aramaic Vorlage.467 Schuermann holds that it is probably a Semit1sm.468

In the apostolic church the verb may have become a terminus technicus.

In the Greek speaking churches 1t was probably known in 1ts pre-Pauline
> 7
form. Therefore, it is rather improbable that the verb éUA/O(f"OTvéQ’C,

in verse 24 is of Pauline origin.469

3. Nowhere does Paul introduce a direct speech with KOl élTlEV.MO

4. The participial phrase TDL;lETU/Ml:)V is not a new creation by the
apostle Paul, but rather the transformation of a phrase, which is also

[y < \
attested by Mark 14:24 _and Luke 22:196.4”1 The Lucan form TO U"Ef
dldol,uévw, however, is probably more original than the Pauline for'm.472
5. With the possible exception of Romans 7:4, the phrase d(f)/ua U /50167‘07)

is used by Paul as a des:ignation for the Christian conmum’ty.473

474

6. »4:/7“»76@ is found in Paul's writings here only. According to

Schuermann, this observation is of 1ittle importance, because the wbrd

475 In

Schuermann's opinion, Paul would probable have written/WéldV VDCGTV .476

occurs elsewhere in the New Testament only in Hebrews 10:3.

/ N ¢ 4
. 7. The w6aUIWC, was probable more original than the mf...wam)(,m"
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8 MemaT0 with the infinitive is found in Paul here only.
9. Only in the Pauline cup-word is the new chdéjtv connected with the

479

55£r1ficia1 death of Jesus. In view of the fact that Paul makes only

a few references to the new diatheke, this argument 1s hardly signi-

flcant.480 [t is 1mportant to notice, however, that the understanding

of Jeremiah 31:31ff in 1 Corinthians 11:25 is different from the one
found 1n other texts, where Paul refers to the same passage.asl Just as
1n Jeremiah 31:31, in the cup-word the dnﬁéfkq concept conveys the origi-
nal meaning of the eschatological condition of fu1f111ment.482 On the

other hand, in texts such as Romans 11:27, 2 Corinthians 3:4-18, G@latlans

14:24, Paul 1s thinking of an order which is already present on earth but

contrary to the Sinaitic order.483

10. The phrase 100t Té mompeiov  exhibits pre-Pauline features. In
rq

connection with Gersdorf's research, Schuermann pointed out that in
484

forty-nine cases, Paul has o?;rog ,00!1/, and TOOTO  after the noun.

Only in Romans 13:9, 2 Corinthians 2:10; 1:15; 8:7; 11:17; has he put it

before the noun.485 In the light of hissgamination of “these linguistic

peculiarities,\schuermann had to admit that in some instances it was im-

486

possible to detérmine their pre-Pauline usage. But, if the evidence

is being considered in its cumulative force, «it becomes highly probable

that these basic elements belong to a pre-Pauline stage of the

development.487

In Taylor's opinion, Schuermann has made out a good case for the

hypothesis that in 1 Corinthians 11:23-25 Paul is editing an earlier
1iturgical source.488 He also 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




« 254 -

. According to Jer‘emias,490 the Pauline account of the Lord's Sup-
per contains 1dioms foreign to Paul. Therefore, Luke did not necessarily

reproduce 1 Corinthians 11:24b-25, but may have drawn upon a pre-Pauline

Titurgical source.491 Both Jeremias and Schuermann held that Luke shows
s

dependence upon a pre-Pauline liturgical source.492

As we have already pointed out, Schuermann had attempted to prove

493

that Luke did not edit material from } Corinthians 11:24b-25. He

defended the view that the Lucan construction TO urrer U/“OV o dO/'eVOV
is to be preferred to the Pauline phrase n>UH%’QA“0V , because the lat-
ter represents an almost intolerable d1ff1culty.494

According to Neuenzeit, 5 from a literary-critical standpoint,

the lectio difficilior is to be preferred to the smootheq Lucan ver-

sion.496 In his opinion, Schuermann's argument that the Pauline form

represents a shortened form of the more complete Lucan version 1s

untenab]e.497 Since the participle conveys the idea of devotion, it

498

would have greatly strengthened Paul's argumgptation. An omission

of the participle, on the other hand, would obviously have made an under-

499

standing of the text more difficult. Therefore, Schuermann can only

’

appeal to his stylistic observation as evidehqgafbr the priority of the

* 500

Hycan phrase. Schuermann‘s*grgunentation brings a basic methodp]og%-

501

cal problem into focus. ‘He seems to have placed much emphasis upon

the Synoptics and their sources;.but he has hardly done any justice to

the transmitted pieces of the Pauline tradition.so2

According to Schuermann, the omissifn of the copula in Luke 22:20a

is another clear indication that Luke is faithfully following his Aramaic

503

Vorlage. 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 institution could not have @gg%ained a copula, because only in the

504

later Aramaic was this copula reproduced by hu. As to the Pauline

and Lucap accounts, this is of 1ittle significance, since both had al-

ready been formulated in Greek during the pre-Lucan or pre-Pauline stage

of the development. But since the copula is present in the Lucan bread-

word, it would be 1nconceivable for the Lucan account as a whole to be
505

closer to its Aramaic source than the Pauline version. Furthermore,

1t is possible to assume that Luke himself had omitted the copula for

stylistic reasons.506

In connection with Schuermann's preference for the Lucan posses-
- ’ ' - ) o~ [Z4
sive phrase évT’&)Q’I/lﬂﬂ /MOU to Paul's €UTW Ehy O’I/MXTI , Neuenze1it
has argued that the possessive pronoun iﬁskhe Lucan cup-word may not

507

necessarily be of pre-Lucan origin. [t could also be explained as

508 Schuermann's argument that the possessive

a stylistic adaptation.
pronoun was transposed by Paul for the purpose of accentuating the con-
cepts dﬁ@uq and Oﬁfla fails tolbe convincing. Any attempt by the apostle
Paul to change the cultic 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 reve1ation.509
Neuenzeit pointed out that on the baﬁis of traditio-historical
considerations .4 may pg'conc1uded that the Pauline conception of the
Eucharist is not original with the apost]g/ﬁ{mseIf, for it is in full

agreement with.%he primitive apostolic conéegf1on of the Eucharist.“”0

Where the apostle first came into contact with this tradition it is im-

posdfble to say.
the year 45)50.5]2 Marxsen was certain, however, that this tradition

M He cited it in his letter to thg Corinthians in
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can be traced back to the proximity of the historical situation of the
Last Supper.m3 Consequently, one could hardly assume that during the
short period of time between the historical supper and Paul's recep-
tion of the tradition, a change of content should have taken place.S]4
In the light of these considerations, it seems that a good case

could be madegput for the hypothesis that the Pauline account of the

Eucharist represents the oldest attainable tradition of the Eucharist.

The Form of the Eucharistic Words

1. Grouping of the texts

On the basis of a careful comparison of the eucharistic texts,
scholars have recognized that the four accounts can be grouped into

- — two main strands of the ‘cr'adition.‘c’]5 On one hand, Paul and Luke show

516 .5517

a very close relationship. In Schuermann opinion, both represent

two independent forms of one and the same stream of the tradition which

was probably circulating at Antioch.S]8

519

The source of this tradition,

however, is Palestine. 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 which can be discovered in these two forms.520 In Betz'sSZ]

opinion, Palestine seems to be the home of this strand of the tradition.

522

¥ Benoit has pointed to Jerusalem as home of the Marcan account, while

Lessig523

contended that Caesarea must be considered as the starting-
point for the two-traditions of Mark (Roman) and Matthew (Syrian). In

Spbte of these differences between the two strands of the tradition,
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scholars have found good reasons in support of the thesis that the

different text-forms represent a further developpent of a basic core

of the tradition.sz4 At this point, the question must be raised: "Wi1l1

1t be possible to determine the oldest, attainable form of the tradition

and to recover the common archetype of the variant forms of the tradition?"
In order to answer thi1s question we must examine (1) the bread-

and cup-words, (2) the Uﬂi—f -phrases, (3) the command to repeat the rite,

any(d) the eschatological prospect. )

2. The bread-word

In connection with the bread-word, we observe that with the
exception of the non-semitic position of the ;;ronoun in the Pauline phrase,
all texts transmit the logion: TOUTO ééTTV_JTZ\) 05/4&/"0'0.525 Patsch has
pointed out that the same sentence is also found in John 6:51c, with the
exception that here the IOL_IYO is paraphrased and daff has taken the place
ofoafq.szs It remains uncertain, however, whetherdc'ff represents a
translation variant of oﬁf‘a.527

A glance :at the Marcan tradition reveals the presence of an

invitation to take ( Mark/{fikré Matthew /\d/}ﬁ!’ @9’6’&) 528 This in-

vitation is missing from the Lucan-Pauline trad1t1on But here we

find the phrase'rounq’u/dwv and the command to repeat the rite. Luke

adds the o’ldéuévov.s"'o In Matthew, a Ma& was added, whichj appears as
a parallel form to ‘U’!'G'T&.se’] |

At this point the question arises, "How did the imperative
originate?” In Lessig's opinion, this invitation “to take" was first

introdug:ed when the bre.aking of bread as a cultic action found its way

-~

into circles which were not acquainted with the Jewish ri te.532 He has
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also directed our attention te the inscription on the Jewish golden beaker,
AARE F)JAOT7A + According to Lessig, this inscription 1s an indication that
the nvitation to take was customary n Juda1sm.533 With Schuermann,534
Patsch conjectured that originally this invitation "to take" formed part
of the Lucan tradition (Luke 22:17). For lirturgical reasons it was trans-

535 The hypothetical na-

posed to the word of institution in Mark 14:22.
ture of these various attempts to explain the origin of,A&Béﬂ? is ap-
parent. None of them may be considered to be a satisfactory answer to
our question. Since it is only of minor importance, we will, therefore,

focus our attention upon thedhif— phrases.

3. Theull& -phrases
7

The bmﬁp]'phrases are of real importance, for they are theologi-

536 .

cally motivated. The addition to the Pauline bread-word reads: TO

o [4 -~ C N
Uﬂ'éf U/WUV 337 n Luke 22:19 theunq? phrase 1s supplemented by the

participle cﬁdgueuov.538 In the Marcan-Matthaean tradition, the bread-

539

<\
word appears without theuuT— phrase. [f one does not try to explain

the omission of this phrase in terms of an éttemg; to create a specially

short formula, then one must assume that originally the bread-word was

without the interpretative phrase.54,0 This exp]anation; however, is by

no means convincing. Betz, on the other hand, argued that originally the
5?] It was omitted as soon as the Lord's Supper
542

phrase was indispensable.
became a very familiar rite to the Christian community. But why did
Mark retain it in connection with the cup-word? In Lessig's543 opinion,
it is conceivable that originally the bread ford was without an inter-
pretative phrase. It was probably missing ﬂroﬁ the cup-word as well.

Only at a2 later time, was it added to the already transformed Caesarean

1
o
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version of the cup-word. From h;ere it found its way into the Antiochene
trad1’t1on.544 In the Pauline account, it moved to the bread-word, while \
in Luke 1t was attracted to both the bread- and cup—words.545 In sup-
port of the view that the interpretative phrases in the Antiochene tra-
dition are later than those of the Caesarean tradition, Lessig arqued
that the Marcan moMwv 1s more ‘original than the Antiochene J/u:)V.S%
According to Betz, the Marcan mMewV is a Semitism which 1s to be under-
stood in an nclusive sense, for it embraces the many.547

With regard to the original position of the t‘JIrE( -phrase, Marxsen548
envisioned the following courﬁ:\f development. The Pauline account con-
sists of a double equation: grro .6:7‘101 and rmr&?r'ov . d:a67'r<7 (év T
e}m{: Q'(flbm!). Since Oa;ud and O’Uéfk? are not corresponding terms, Marxsen
argued that the first part of the equation required a different accentu-
ation for thel purpose of creating a parallelism. This resulted in the
following equation: 51’100, . 6!2)/"( and nor?ﬁov =in/o.q .549 This equation
is fourd 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 interpretation aimed at thedldé‘;k\] concept. This form is preserved
in 1 Corinthians '11. Since the Pauline versiov! represents the more dif-

w

ficult reading, it must be considered as the o!der form of the tradi-
tion.550 In the 1ight of this consideration it will be possible to make
some judgment concerning the original location of the Jm!f -phrase. On

the assumption that the or‘ibina] cup-word was tra,nsf'orm%j into a cup-blood
word, it can easily be seen that the interpretative participle é«xuvvéfwov
moved tooi’/ux .551 The participle in turn attracted the Jn@r -wor'd.552

Marxsen held that in the archetype thel-;néf moAkeY yas connected with
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. (S
. the bread-word. In the Pauline tradition it was changed 1nto a Uﬂ’ér’U/'WV,

which 1n its Semitic form of the archetype, moved to the wine-word in the

Marcan tradition.553

Contrary to Marxsen, Schuermann argued that the Lucan version is
o

554

to be preferred to that of Paul. In his opinion, the Pauline phrase

cannot be original bécause a retranslation 1nto Aramaic 1s hardly
possible.555 On the other, hand, thecﬁd%m&ww would be indispensable

in Aramaic.556 From a grammatical point of view, it would be easier to

as;Ume\EEif_Pau1 has shortened the attributive form rather than that

Luke has supplemented it.557 Opposing Schuermann, Neuenzeit argued that

from a literary-critical point of view, preference should be given to the

558

more difficult reading. Thus, in basic agreement with Marxsen, he

defends the greater originality of the Pauline tradition. He raised the

59

question: "Why should Paul have ofmitted the c/ao’é/uwov ?"5 In Neuenzeit's

opinion, the omission of the participle would have made the understanding

50 1n the 1ight of these considerations,

\
Schuermann's arguments are hardly convincing. They become even less

561

of the text more difficult.

persuasive in connection with the cup-word.

Schuermann admits that there is a coherence between Luke 22:20b

L

iand Mark 14:246.9%2 Since in his opinion Mark 14:24b was hardly derived
!

-* from Luke 22:20b, he therefore considers the possibility of Lucan redac-

563

tion of Mark 14:24b. Schuermann himself was well aware of the fact

that this conjecture is not without problems. But at least it must be

564

considered as a possility. He has outlined the traditio-historical

development of the Ji%p—phrases as follows: In Schuqrmann's opinion,
LY

there can be no doubt that the Lucan participial phrase, Luke 22:19b,
565

represents the original form. In the primal stages of the tradition,

4

?} ‘,"—‘:'
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a participial phrase was also connected with the Marcan bread-word. It

resembled that of Luke 22:19b. The original phrase of the Marcan bread-

566

word, however, moved to‘the Marcan wine-word, where it was transformed,
The hypothetical nature

’ /
and the participle egwuw/ /O was added.

of Schuermann's attempt to selve the complex probJem of the original lo-
cation of the 6m%1 phrase 1s obvious. As a result, it fails to be

convincing.

567

Jeremias, on the other hand, has envisioned the following

'diLY
traditio-historical development of the wﬁf -phrase. In his opinion, Mark
is to be considered as the oldest text, because the participial phrase

» v c \ ~
119} éK/{'UWO/MWOVUlﬁ"FDMwV corresponds to the Semitic word order.568

Furthermore, he pointed out that roMav represents a Semitism, which 1s
' 569

-

oldér than the z;/a;;v. The Pauline short form of Tbl)rlér‘ U/W':W does not

stem from a Semitic tradition, because it cannot be retranslated into

570

Aramaic. Jeremias also maintained that in Hebrew, a participle could

571

hardly be omitted. The short form JI#’Q#RW probably goes back to

Pau? himse]f.572 Originally, theziﬁr -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 Jér -phrase from the cup-word to the

bread-word?® First, he pointed to the asymmetry, which he detected in

the Marcan tradition of the words of 'in*l:erpretation.574 In Mark, the

bread-word is without a theological 1nterprétation.575 Therefore, the

576

-

emphasis is placed rather one-sidedly upon the cup-word. The empti-

ness which occurred after the bread-word called for a completion,

especially in view of a celebration sub una.577 Hence, a wovement of the

Jﬁif—phrage from the wine- to the bread-word is more eaﬁjly conceivable

578 b

than the reverse procedure. Jeremias' attempt to reconstruct the
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original position of the (IM?" -phrase is hardly convincing. Since both
the Pauline and Lucan accounts may go back to a common source, it is
difficult to understand why the Lucan account doubles the &N‘r -phrase,
while in the Pauline account it appears only in connection with the bread-

word. .
. . s - 579
With regard to the original position of the ume -phrase, Patsch
has attempted the following reconstruction: He suggests that originally

in Luke 22:19b, just as in the Pauline text, only the phrase,TiUN'q"U/“‘)V

was found.580 This tradition came into contact with another one of the

(SN
Marcan type, where: the wmf -phrase was connected with the cup-word.sm

LY

In the harmonizing process, the Ulér -phrase of the cup-word was assimilated

by the Lucan trad1‘t1’on.582 The redaction, however, was carried out rather
A .
haphazardly, because the grammatical subject is now WOTVHQOV . while the

583

logical subject%&d appears rather awkwardly in the dative. The

< t
doubling of the Urq° -phrase is to 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

necessarily mean that the Lucan text represents a m'ixt(n'e bas’e'a on Mark

and Paul, for it contains parts which belong to a pre-Pauline s'cage.585

At the pre-Pauline, pre-Lucan stage, the ljnf ~-phrase was probably not con-

nected with the CUP-WOT&.SBG H

‘According to Schuermann, it is possible that Luke himself has ad-

587

ded the participial phrase in verse 20b. In agreement with Schuermann,

Patsch has also maintained that the Lucan !jﬁr -phrase in connectton with

588

the cup-word can be unde\rstood as a secondary addition. But with

regard to his own reconstruction, he had to admit that his criteria are

13
insufficient for a decision concerning the original position of the
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&m$ -phrase.589

Q

4. The cup-word

In an attempt to reconstruct an archetype of the eucharistic

words, scholars havg discovered that the cyphword poses a difficult
590

problem, The interpretation of the eucharistic words seems to de-

pend upon the decision regarding the oldest atta1nab1e\form'of the tra-

591

dition. . Thus it will be necessary to determine which\££ET~?f the

cup-word is the oldest one. Lessig592 emphasized the difference between

the Caesarean and Antiochene forms of the cup-word. In his opinion, the
“Antiochene version of the cup-word TD(STD T5 Tmniplov 'f] chv;; o’tdé‘ll'ﬂy éV .
7w a,‘/,ari pev (Luke 22:20) or mUTO TO -mnfp:ovrr} K(JIW;( d/déﬁkq eenv
&v i) g/@q“wm Corinthians 11:25) is to be distinguished from the .
Caesarean version of the cup-word, 70010 €61V TO 0/7/407 /“00 "714 d'dé‘) K”}Q

(Mark 14:24).°93

94

According to Lessig,5 if special consideration is given to the

religionsgeséhicht]iéhé motifs, it is to be admitted that the concept of

the T'New Covenant" is much closer to the specific milieu of Jesus end the
primitive community than the c&hcept "blood of the covenant." He pointed
out, however, that on the basis of this consideration one could hardly

draw any conclusions with regard to the age of these two versions.595

Ancther re]igionsgesqhichtlicﬁér point/of view has been introduced into

the discusston. Several scholars held that the drinking of blood was

596

regarded by Jews with horror. Since the verses describing the insti-

tution of the Eucharist are repulsive to Jews, therefore, tﬁé Antiochgne

version of the cup-word was considered to be the moreﬂgfiginal one.597

On the other hand, the great number of Semitisms in t

Marcan logion

RN« - BT S
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/
seems to lend support to the theory that the Marcan yersion of the cup-

word is the more original one.598 ' '

. Accordifg to Betz,599 linguistic considerations lend support to
the view that the Marcan phrase represents a Jesus-10gion. 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 original non-parallel form found in 1.:he Lucan-Pauline
tradition.GOO Therefore, the Marcan form must be secondary. Furthermore,
the argument that the two concepts daydo;ud belong éo the Semitic sacri-
ficial terminology, lends no support to the view that the Marcan inter-
pretative phrases are more original, for in the LXX.Oa/hd cannot be
found as a correlative ofcﬂ;«x . Instead, one can only find the two con-
cepts d(.%n‘?-@f}ﬂ or kf&')(-ﬂﬂaﬁm -

Higgin5602 maintained that ¥he words "of the covenant" form no
part of the original tradition of this sa\ying 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 addition to the reported utteran'ce of

603

Jesus for the purpose of interpreting "my blood.' The genuineness

of the phrase becomes even more questionable, when it is realized that'

604 Furthermore, the expressio{/

it cannot be retranslated into Aramaic.
- [4
"blood of the covenant" or "covenant blood" in later Judaism was under-
i
stood in the sense of blood ’of circumcision. Therefore. the concept

“of the covenant" may represent a later aci,dition.m-)5 But while the

covenant-concept may be a later aHdition, Higgins is convinced that the
Marcans cup-word must be o‘lde{ than phe one of the Pauline version.606

In Jeremias' opinion, the Pauline-Lucan version of thé'cup-word,

L4

1 . -
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"This cup 15 the new covenant in my biocod,™-signifies substantially the
same thing as the words found in the Marcan-Matthaean tradition, "This

1s my blood of the covenant «607 From a linguistic point of view, the

Marcan cup-word may be secondary 608 Wrede, for 1nszance, had already
pointed out that a retranslation of two genitives appearing 1n succes-
s1on, such as 1n the Marcan covenant phrase TISQ‘%Q'/«W 77?4 J - ?74,
creates a problem.609 In his essay "The Aramaic Underlying Tb Oﬁﬂq/nov
Tﬁ§ dkwgﬁk7$ in Mark XIv:24," Emerton6]0 maintained that the Marcan
construction would be possible in Syriac. It should be pointedwout,
however, that no solution has been found to this rather complex
linguistic problem, as yet.6]] Therefore, we can hardly draw any
conclusions as tc the greater originality of the Marcan version on

a linguistic basis alone.

612 did not set up any linguistic or literary criteria

Neuenzeit
to establish the traqﬁb§o-historica1 dé&e]opment of the eucharistic
accounts in the New Testament. He, rather, examined the text, trying
to determine to what extent each text reflects an interest in the gifts
of saTvatigP, namely in the body and blood of the Lord. On the basis
of these,criféria, he determined that the.Pauline conception of the
Eucharist was less developed than the Marcan conception. He concluded
that the Pag%}né version must be older than the Marcan one.m3

Neuenzeit's method of arranging the eucharistic texts of the
New Teifameﬂt has a definige %dvgyfiggwpygrwg,lit;rary-critica] analysis
of the texts, for it is fa;/}égg complicated. On the gther hand, we
can scarcely discern any subst@ntial difference between the Marcan and
Pauline words of ig;grﬁfgiation with regard to the interest in the body

L

and blood of the Lord. His criteria, therefore, are hardly adequate for
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separating the eucharistic texts of the New Testament on a historical

development basis.
In an attempt to determine the original form of the cup-word

on a literary-critical basis, Patsch was concerned to fimd out whether

the Pauline-Lucan version may have been derived from the Marcan form.6]4'

Then, he reversed the process, in order to see whether the Marcan form
represents a further dsye]opment of the Pauline-Lucan version. ,de held

that if one of these two transpositions would prove to be more sensible

615

than the other, an important criterion would have been gained. In

Patsch's opinion, the one who wanted to express in the Marcan text that
A

A
the covenant is to be understood in terms of the "New Covenant," could

~

hardly have inserted the attribute, because the phrase 1s already over-
charged.m6 In the 1ight of later liturgies it is possible to determine
how this phrase would sound in the Greek: mr»?a kO/IW?C dla’évik‘zc, .6]7

The one who inserted the phrase must have placed the emphasis upon the
“New Covenant.“m8 In Patsch's opinion, it may be stated with certainty:
“To the one who understood the phrase 'my blood of the covenant'" (acc.
to Mark) in the light of Jeremiah 31:31 and who wanted to see this parti-
cular interpretation in the text, it was an easy step to make the con-
cept of the onQﬁkv the logical subject. In the light of this tranSpos%-
tion, the further development can be outlined as follows: (1) The
construction with &y (- Aram. b® ?); (2). The phrase TOUTO T0 YIOD;flOV .
which was to define the New Covenant more precisely; (3) Finally, the
deletion o} the Jﬁr -phrase, wh;ch from the drammatica] point of view,
would not only be awkward, but would place the emphasis upan blood

619

again. In c0nc1usion: Patsch pointed out that with the help of the

key—worxlhjw? , 1% is possible to show a logical development from:.the ,
* 2
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»
Marcan to the Pauline-Lucan form of the covenant phrase.620

’ 621

”
Second trial: From Paul-Luke to Mark.
[4

N ’ > Cand C
- : 4 Ko v dld@ Kk &vrw A ov
Luke. TOUTO TO mvlfufv . 7\\’01 "] nkn v /”Q”/“

[ ’ -
. TOUD i 7 o’zcxél)x 6
Mark: TOUTO &y roa/w( /MOU 77 7
According to Patsch a development from Paul-Luke to Mark appears
\ 622

to be more plausible than a development from Mark to Paul-Luke. Siynce

the Pauline-Lucan text can logically be derived from Mark, this seems to

lend support to the view that the Marcan form represents the relatively

i 623

older one. Furthermore, a secondary addition of the attribute

for the purpose of interpreting the covenant appears to be more plausible

' 624

than ajdeletion oflvdfv7 . On the basis of such considerations, 1t is

conceivable that the Marcan form of the covenant phrase is more original

than the one of th! Pauh‘ne-Lucar’ t:rad1't1'on.625

Patsch, however, was
quick to point out that it would be improper to say that a definite con-
clusion has been reached. On the whole, the Marcan text seems to be the

626 Therefore, one may be able to outline the

relatively older one.
following develgpment:
TO0T6 €GTIV TO 65/«& pou
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While Patsch has attempted to demonstrate that the Marcan cove-

r

nant phrase is more original than the one of the Lucan-Pauline tradition,
his argument is far from being conclusive. Thus we conélude that scholars
have been unable to determine the oldest parts of the eucharistic tradi-
tion. Our examination of the command to repeat the rite may serve as a
further illustration that no certainty can be gained with regard to the

o0ldest attainable form of the -tradition.

/

e L
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5. The eschatological prospect

The eschatological prospect s found i1n the Synoptic accounts of
the Eucharist, and in the Pauline account of the Last Supper.628 The
Lucan form of the eschatological saying differs from that of the other

texts 1n two ways. (1) 1t appears before the account of institution,

and (2) it occurs 1n a double form (verses 16 and ]8).629 ‘

This difference in the form of the eschatological prospect has
B

led scholars to raise the question concerning 1ts original wording and

630

position. Thus one must decide whether the Lucan form represents a

further development of the Marcan-Matthaean tradition or whether the .

e

eschatological saying of Mark and Matthew has its basis in the Lucan

version of the eschatological prospect.63]

While some scholars have suggested the idea that Luke 22:15-18

is to be treated as an independent tradition which the evangelist had

632 633

adopted, Lietzmann was convinced that these verses are the result

of a literary construction by the third evangelist. He maimtained that

Luke had transferred the Marcan eschatological saying, which follows

after the saying over the wine, to the beginning of the meal.634 Then,

he has prefixed a parallel eschatological saying referring to the meal

as a whole.635

A According to Higgins, Lietzmann's hypothesis is hardly tenable,

be¢ause it is not a Lucan practice ‘to transpose Mark's order of events.636
In his opinion, the echgto]ogical saying of verse 18 has occupied dif-
ferent places in the special tradition, which Luke had followed, and in

the Marcan tradition.%37

With regard to verse 16, Higgins maintains that
it could not be the creation of the evangelist to balance verse 18, for o

Luke, instead of creatiﬁg parallelisms, tends to remove them, whenever
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he finds them i1n his sources.638 The absence of the first eschatological

saying in Mark, can best be explained on the bastis that Mark did not know“

16,839 The first eschatological saying, which n%q%formedipart of Luke.s

A)

special source, but was absent from the Marcan tradition, cannot simply

be considered as a redundant variation of the second eschatological
40

-

saying 1n verse 18.6 Therefore, Luke probably represents a tradition

of considerable value in the sense that he supplements our information
641

iy

¥
of what *took place at the Ldst Supper.

Since the doubling of the eg;hé£o1ogica1 prospect can hardly be

642 It should

explained on a literary-critical basis, it may be original.
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
643

"of Lucan redaction. 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 primarily concerned to give a description of a Passover

meal, therefore, he utilized an announcement of the passion (verse 15)

‘and a commanq of distribution (verse 17). To both verses he added a

corresponding variation of the eschatological saying, Mark 14:25. Thus,

he combined verses 14-18 with the words of institution. The wfole Lucan P
\Q‘ ’/

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 contained four acts:

?l) Passover_.lamb (verses 15 and 16); (2) Passover cup; (3) ..Bread;
and (4) Eucharistic cup (verse 20).645

)

Jeremias innted out that in his passion narrative, Luke follows
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his special source. In support of his thesis he presented the following
arguments. (1) Wherever 1n his gospel Luke follows the Marcan account,
he follows his sequence of the pericopes with great precision. (2) There

are only two tnsignificant deviations prior to the passion narrative:

Luke 6:17-19, §-19-27,5%6
’

According to Jeremias, luke was an enemy of transp051t1on5.647

Therefore, any deviation from the arrangement of the material must be

considered as an indication that Luke does not follow the Gospel of

Mark.648 In the Lucan account of the Last Supper, a number of deviations

from thengrcan order of the material can be detected.649

This proves that
"

the Lucan account of the Last Supper, beginning with verse 14, does not

represent an expansion of the Marcan text, but that it had its origin in

650

proto-Luke. Furthermore, the fact that the unit Luke 22:15-18 exhibits

strong linguistic and stylistic peculiarities of the Lucan source, speaks

against the thesis of Lucan dependence upbn Mark 14:25.65]

Jeremas has also pointed out that i1n this passage there are

652. These Semitisms, Patsch contended, were hardly

numerous Semitisms,
created by the author himself, who was primarily concerned to grecize
the account. According to Patsch, there are strong indications that
verses 15-18 represent special materia1.653

The thesis of a literary dependence of Luke 22:15-18 upon Mark
14:25 is unlikely to be substantiated, because of the rather complicated
relationship between the Lucan‘text and the Marcan account of the Last

Supper.654 It should be pointed out, however, that there is a striking

resemblance between the Lucan phrase KO;I deﬁq;uévoq IDT')‘f/ov é&,{d’o:onjoo'a
(verse 17) and the Marcan phrase Kol /ld{ba‘w mTv’/fIOV éépf’ﬁr?léqq

(Mark 14:23).55°
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Schuermann held that Mark 14:23 shows dependence upon a pre-

Lucan fgrm of Luke 22:17. In his opinion, Luke 22:15-18 represents a

completely independent account of the Eucharist 656 ’

Since Luke 22.16 and 18 can hardly be made plausible as

exﬁans1ons of Mark 14:25 it 1s probable that Luke found the double form

of the eschatological prospect in his special source.657

Thus we are able t¢ di1ctinguish between two different forms of

the eschatological prospect.658 ' ,

6. The command to repeat

This command is found only in Luke 22:19b 1n connection with the
659

bread-word and in 1 Corinthians 11:24-25 in a double form.

The omission of this command in Mark and Matthew has given rise
to various hypotheses.660 On the assumption that Mark's formulation of
the bread- and wine sayings represent the earliest text underlying the
New Testament accounts of the eucharist words, one may conclude that the
reference to remembrance is to be understood as a later addition to the
words attributed to Jesus.66]

According to Barrett, the significance of commensality in ancient
societies is well known. Therefore, it was understood that by their
eating and drinking with Jesus, the disciplés indicated their preparedness

662 In the Tight of

to defend, their master, or even to die with him.
this consjderation, the command to repeat the rite could hardly have !
formed a pﬂrt of the oéigina] tradition, for if they were going 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.

663

According to. Jeremias, for linguistic and stylistic reasons
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this command belongs to the pre-Pauline stage of the tradition but not to
the earliest form of the Lord's Supper narrative This argument, however,
does not speak against its authenticity The command to repeat 1s not nec-
essarily a part of the liturgical formula, for the celebration 1tself was

1ts fulfillment. In agreement with Benoi1t, Jeremias stated, "On ne récite

664

pas une rubrique, on 1'execute." This view was also endorsed by du Joit

who argued that every eucharistic celebration of a later time is in reality

an execution of the command to repeat the rite.665 He agrees with Jeremias

that the absence of the reference to remembrance in Mark and Matthew does

not necessarily speak against 1ts h1storicity.666

Higgins, on the other hand, argued that the absence from Mark of

the double command to repeat is a clear indication that he did not know

it.667 Otherwise, it would be very difficult to understand why he should

have omitted 1t.668

With regard to the omission of the reference to remembrance 1n
Mark, Dix suggested that the bread- and wine sayings were originally sepa-

rated by the meal proper.669

Jesus used the word of remembrance, in order
to 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 all

W
670

that came in between. As soon as the connection was made in the minds’

of the disciples, even on the first occasion after the Last Supper, the
command to repeat the rite became obsolete and was dropped.67] But this
argument is hardly convincing, because Paul himself did not drop it.
Furthermore, the argument that the command to repeat the rite was no

Tonger necessary after the rite was fixed must be questioned, especially

if we consider the fact that Luke was written after 70 A.D.672

L
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. It 1s conceivable, however, that the omission of the reference

to remembrance in Mark was due to the eucharistic practice of the

communwty.673 Thus, whenever these Christians celebrated the Eucharist,

they were consciously eating the bread and drinking the wine in remem-

brance of Him.674 Therefore, the reference would have been unnecessary.675

[t 15 obvious, however, that our attempts to solve the problem are only

3

of a hypothetical nature. This means that we must remain rather sceptical

L]

on this particular point.

7 The quest for an archetype

Since the various attempts by competent New Testament scholars
to determine the oldest parts of the tradition are merely hypothetical
we can hardly expect to recover the érchetype of the words attributed

) to 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

tradition without reaching any definite conclusions.676 In his opinion,

since the publication of Schuermann's source-critical studies, the situ-

677 678

ation has become more complex, still. Even Schuermann, himself,

who had attempted to reconstruct an archetype of the different versions,
had changed his mind with regard to a possible recovery of the ipsissima
verba of Jesus, for he stated:

The accounts 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 we 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 versions.
We can hope with greater confidence to make out what Jesus

. actually did at the last supper.679

A
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Having realized that we do not know the 1psissima verba of Jesus, there-

fore, Schuermann was hopeful to reach a firm basis for understanding the
eucharistic words of Jesus, by examining his actions at thé Last Supper.680

While Jeremias was still convinced that the common core of the
tradition of the accounts of the Last Supper was still avaiyable in an
, essentially reliable form,68] Schuermann and others did no} share his
Optimism.682 In the conclusion to his traditio-historical considera-
tions, du Toit pointed out that New Testament research, attempting to
recover the oldest attainable form of the tradition, has reached an
1mpasse.683 While scholars have presented weighty arguments for the
priority of three out of four eucharistic accounts, one must raise the
question: "Who is able to decide whose arguments are to be considered
as the decisive ones?"” Ou Toit held that those scholars who have at-
tempted to reconstruct an archetype of the eucharistic words are far too

684 In basic agreement with du Toit and Schuermann, Patsch685

optimistic.
expressed his view on the mafter in no uncertain terms. "“An account of
institution, which supposedly consisted of the relatively older parts of
the tradition, has never existed." In his opinion, one will never be

able to reconstruct an archetype on the basis of subtraction or with the

68 \ith Schuermann, he holds that

687

aid of the literary-critical method.

the eucharistic.words cannot be treated as the ipsissima vox of Jesus.

These texts simply summarize what was important for the community's cele-

688

bration of the Eucharist, not more and not less. In the light of the

more recent traditio-historical studies, the following important con-
N

siderations, come into focus: (1) The eucharistic texts in the New Testa-

ment reflect the liturgical practice of the primitive community; (2) In




=275 -

~

spite of the fact that all four forms of the tradition are relative-
1y uniform, the words accompanying them differ considerably. These
differences are an 1ndication that we are not dealing with the

1psissima verba of Jesus; (3) The search for an archetype which

formed® the basis of all later developments must be considered as

a hopeless enterprwse.689

Chfist1an Passover and tucharist
/ ‘ :
While Jeremiis'sgo Passover theory proved to be untenable,

we must not overlook the fact that the Synoptists were concerned to

691

portray the Last Supper in terms of a Passover meal. Paschal

associations can also be detected in theologoumenar such as 1 Corinthians

5:7. In the light of these considerations the question arises: "Is
there evidence in the New Testament for a Christian Passover celebra-

tion?" 1If so, we must seek to determine whether there is a basis for

o

Feneberg's contention that the Christian Passover celebration is to be

considered as the possible Sitz im Leben of the eucharistic acc0unts.692

In order to answer these questions, we will turn to the studies by

H. Schuermann,693 J. Jeremias.694 F. Hahn,695 B. Lohse696 and
R. Feneberg.697
‘ 1. Heinz Schuermann . /

/

Schuermann had found traces of a primitivq Christian Passover

698 In both texts reference is made

to the :"/uéfw TV o@’pw. He also appealed to 'thé Passover celebration
) )

celebration in Acts 12:3 and 20:6.
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699

of the Quartodecimans. In his opinion, they rely upon traditions

which point back to the apostolic age. Schuermann sees a definite con-
nection between the Quartodeciman Passover celebratxon}and the

theoiogoumena of 1 Corinthians 5:7 and John 19:36 700

The Quartodecimans celebrated the Passover simultaneously with
the Jews, namely during the night of Nisan 14/15. The purpose of this
celebration was to commermorate the redemptive death of Christ. [t was
not a memorial of the Exodus from Egypt. The Quartodecimans seem to
have con51déred Nisan 14th as the date for the death of Jesus.70]
According to Schuermann, the comparison of Jesus with the Passover lamb is
a possible indication that Paul was following a chronology which coin-
cided with that of John.702 He appea]éd especially to the longer Lucan
text, Luke 22:15-20, as support.for the theory of a primitive Christian
Passover celebration. This unit represents an archaic account af
Jesus' Last Supper. These verses describe Jesus' Last Supper in terms
of a new paschal meal.703 In its taciturnity the Lucan account, Luke
22:15-18, was 1n need of supplementation. Therefore verses 19 and 20 were
added.704 The combination Luke 22:15-20, however, results in a new unit,
which,pregents several prob1ems.705 \

.In Schuermann's opiﬁion, 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, wh%éh’at Jewish festive meals '
was offered to each meal participant. This cup was offered before the
meal, provided sufficient wine was avai]ab]e.706

On the basis of the combination of the two units, Luke 22:15-18
and 19-20, an expanded Passover meal account came into existence.707

It presents the primitive Christian celebration of the Passover, in which

~
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the Eucharist became the substitute for the eating .0of the Passover

708 -
meal.

709
In the 1ight of several observations, Schuermann concluded
that a community which in a new and Christian manner continued to
celebrate the Jewish Passover feast, sought the pattern for its new

action 1n the Last Supper of Jesus. Here is the basis for 1ts interest

’

in the paschal characteristics of the first celebration of the Eucharist.

Therefore, the Synoptic accounts and the early tradit1on§ which form

the basis of these accounts, are to be considered as a reflection of
the primitive Christian Passover celgbration of the apostolic era. In
other words, besides the celebration of the Eucharist, which determines
the day of the Lord, the writings of the Hew Testament already attest

710
an oester]i;he Hochform of the same.

2. Joachim Jeremias

Jeremias.7]] like Schuer'mama,”2 Lohse’!3 and others held that
the primitivg Christiangcommunity celebrated a thrrstian-Passover. This .
Passover of the early church lived on in that of the Quartodecimans. In
agr%gment with Lohse, he pointed out that all previous conceptions of the

procedure and meanings of the Quartodeciman Passover celebration were

71
erroneous. 4

In his opinion, the "breaking of the fast" came at cock-crow.

during the Passover night. This has been established by the discovqry of

715

the Epistula, Apostolorum (140-70-A%D.). According to Jeremias, the

Passover celebration of the Quartodecimans as well as that of the early
Jewish Christian community, whose practice lived on in that of the

Quartodecimans took the following form: While the Jews were holding
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the Passover meal in the night of Nisan 14/15, the Christians fasted
representatively'for Israe].7]6 On this occasion, Exodus 12 was read
and explained. At about 3 a.m., the fast was discontinued and the
Lord's Supper (agape and Eucharist) was celebrated. In their cele-

bration they were greatly concerned with the expectation of the

- parousia. Both Jews and Christians alike entertained the hope that

717
the Messiah would come on the night of the Passover. tach year,

therefore, during the Passover night, the primitive community would
pray and fast until midnight, thus awaiting the return of the Lo;d. '
Their waiting was prolonged even for hours after midnight. If the
Lord|had not bodily come by cock-crow, they united themselves wifﬁ him
in the celebration of table—fe]lowship.7]8

According to Jeremias, the same sequence of ‘the Quartodeciman
Passover celebration can also be detected in Luke\22:15-20.? In Luke,
the fasting of Jesus comes at the very beginning, because the tradition
preserved in the Lucan account has been influencedgby the primitive
Christian Passover celebration. In Jeremias' opinion, Luke portra}s
the Last Supper as the prototype of the Christian Passover.720 As Jesus
renounced the feast and the wine in view of the fulfillment of .the Pass-
over in the Kingdom of God (Luke 22:15-18)1V§o the Christians fasted on
Passover eve. In this way, they prepared themselves for the coming of
the Kingdom in the parousia. .As Jesus tendered bread and wine (Luke ’
22:19f), so the Christians broke their fast when ;he cock crew by cele-

721

brating the Lord's Supper. In agreement with Schuermann,722 Jeremias

-~

pointed out that Jesus is the founder of the new Passover, in which the

'Eucharist replaces the paschal lamb.723 A community which continued the

celebration of the Jewish'Passover in a "new" Christian manner sought a
) .
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model for its new celebration in the Last Supper of Jesus.724 But while
the arrangement of the two pieces of the tradition corresponds to the
sequence of the early Christian Passover celebration, the historical
basis for this celebration is not to be i1gnored. According to Jeremias,
the early Christian practice of fasting must have developed out of Jesus'

avowal of abstinence.72§

3. Ferdinand Hahn
In his essay "Die alttestamentlichen Motive in der urchristlichen

Abendmahlsuberlieferung," Hahn has attempted to determine the extent of
\

the influence of the Jewish Passover celebration upon the eucharistic

accounts and other New Testament passages, such as 1 Corinthians 5:7.726

With regard to the Pauline-Lucan accounts of institution
(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

727

find any reference to the Passover. On the other hand, the escha-

tological prospect in Mark, Matthew and in Paul, plays an important

&
role.728 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, is not at

all related to a Passover celebration.729

The Lucan account, Luke 22:15-20, represents a third form.730

In disagreement with Schuermann’3! and Jeremias,’32 Hahn averred that
we fail to comprehend the peculiarity of Luke 22:15-20, when we attempt
to find in verses 15-18 remini;qences or even a reliable historical ac- J
count of Jesus' last meal.’d3

Hahn argued that in Luke 22:15-18 we do not find-the description
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of a Jewish Passover mea].734 Opposing Schuermann, who had defended
the authenticity of verses 15-18, Mahn declared that Higgins735 ‘has
seen much more clearly that "The Last Supper was the patfern of future
celebrations of the Passover for the fallowers of Jesus." Unfortunately
Higgins does not pursue the idea any further, because he is primarily
concerned to prove the paschal character of the Last Supper and the
historicity of the Lucan account.736 In Hahn's opiﬁion, verses 15-18
are to be treated as a cu]t-etio]ogy.737 In combination with verses
19-20, they reflect the liturgical custom of a community ce]ebration.738\*
The cup-rite was the only remaining part of the entire Passover -
ceremony.739 In connection with the promise and avowal of abstinence,

740 According

this rite became a substitute for the traditional meal.
to Hahn, this primitive Christian Passover celebration was climaxed by

the celebration of the Eucharist.74] An identical pattern can also be

detected in the meal practice of the Quartodeclimans.742 Their meal 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-
word introduced the total meal and the cup-word "/uarénb o'eurvizom " con-

743 While Hahn had attempted to explain the

¢ludes the meal celebration.
Lucan account of the Last Supper in terms of a cult-etiology, Patsch was
opposed to 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 Passover celebration of the Quartodecimans
can be traced back to the Passover celebration of the primitive %ristian

' 745
community. He also assumed that the Last Supper of Jesus wis a
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Passover mea].746

He po1ntéd;dﬂt that’ the primitive Christian community was still
following the Jewish calendar. The days of unleavened bread, referred
to in Acts 12-3 and 20:6 were used by the Christians for the purpose

of dating. Thus he assumed that to the Christians these days were still

of *importance.747

The Quartodec15an‘Passover celebration coincided with that of
the Jews. This phenomenon can best be explained on the basis that the
Quartodecimans had adopted the Jewish 1feast.748

Melito of Sardis and Hippolytus had used Exodus 12 as a text for
their Passover homilies,’* while Origen had utilized Exodus 13:1¢f.7°0

The reading of this chapter forms a vital part of every Jewish
Passover celebration. The fact fhat the Christians also made use of 1t
during their Passover celebration is important. It seems to indicate
that the Christians, who had come out of Judaism, had been accustomed
to the reading of this text. Thus when they became Christians, they
continued to use this chapter in connection with their own Christianized
Passover ce]ebration.75]

The Christians, however, interpreted the liberation from Egypt

in terms of the redemptive act of Jesus, the true Passover Lamb.752
.This idea that the liberation from Egypt had found its fulfillment in
the redemption through Jesus, characterizes the Passover homily of
Melito of Sardis. >3
According to Lohse, 1 Corinthians 5:6-8 and the Synoptic ac-
counts of the passion, point to a primitive Christian Passovgr cele-
bratiOn.7§4 From the perspective of the Quartodeciman Passover

celebration, Lohse argued that the primitive Christian Passover cele-
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t.755 In agreement with

bration consisted of agape and Eucharis
Schuermann.756 he held that this practice is reflected by Luke 22:15-18,
19-20. While verses 15-18 refer to the agape, verses 19-20 point to

the Eucharist.757

5. Rupert Feneberg

According to Feneberg,758 all previous attempts to solve the eucha-

ristic problems on a historical and theological basis have failed. In his

opinion, one has no choice, but to dispense with Obigktivierbarkeit.759

Faith, he pointed out, is a vital factor which enables one to comprehend

the eucharistic accounts and the whole gospel as an expression of 11fe.760

. Faith, however, cannot be shown on the basis of a right coordination of the

historical and the theological questions.76] This coordination of the
historical and the theological 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
the faith of a certgin community.763 As such they can only be comprehended

if one is a part of this reality of 1ife, and as one enters into relation-

ship with this Sgrachgegchehen a§ its very expression.764 Only on the
basis of this pre-understanding of faith can ?ne avoid turning the scien-
tific investigation of the text into a lifeless and unfruitful
ca]culation.765 . '

While Feneberg's methodological principles call for a personal
involvement in the reality of 1ife, he does not at all think that a
scientific investigatio; is superﬂuous.766 He maintains, however, that

a scientific enquiry cannot take place outside the hermeneutical circle.
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Faith must be considered as an essential key to the understanding of the

eucharistic accounts as well as to the gospel as an expression of 1ife.767

In orde} to get a correct view of the 1ife which finds expression in the
accounts as part of the gospel, a careful form-critical investigation
of the gospel materials is necessary.768 ‘
With regard to the form-critical work in the gospels, the re-
searches of K. L. Schmidt, M. Dibelius and R. Bultmann are of great
va1ue.769 Among 0ld 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
770
Unfortunately, New Testament scholars have not as yet determined
the form of the Gospels on the whole, considéring and treating the small

7

units as a sociological fact. Apart from 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 is "le Mystdre chrétien, qui
consistait essentiellement dans le culte du Seigneur Jesus-Christ, mort
et ressusciteé, prince dusiéc]e a venir."772 The centrality of the Eu- . |
charist for the 1ife of faith is not expressed by the designat10n “eult- | |
narrative." This fact was recognized by Bertram773 and Schi]le.774»
Pointing to the passion plays at Oberammergau, Bertram raised the
question concerning the relationship between these mimical plays and the
New“Testament narratives of the suffering of Jesus on Golgatha.775 In
Bertram's opinion, the pasSion'narratives must be considered as the

shaping of the kerxgmg'of the crucified Saviour. They are to be under-
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stood in connection with the cultic life of the primtive commum’ty.776

The passion_narrati&es, déubt, contain a historical core, but this core
was covered with layers 6f legendary features, which, if removed, would
only 1eavé.behiﬁd some insignificant results.777 Bertram also referred
to the cu[tic experience of the early Christians as the motivating force
behind the formation of the tradition. Jesus was the focal point of
the cultic 1ife of the community. The Christians looked up to him as
their cult-hero. In turn, they projected their conceptions back into
histOry.778 In his analysis of the sources, Bertram has manifested a
concern for the historical events in the life of Jesus. But he makes
a clear distinction between the actual facts of the passion story and the _
Christ cu]t.779 Schi11e780 on the other hand, is more concerned about the
aspect of the cult. In his opinion, with the passion narra&ive, the com-
munity has formed a new genre of literature.

The works of Bertram and Schille are of real importance, because
these scholars have made the first attempts to determine the Sitz in der

\ ‘ : -
Geschichte des Glaubenslebens (Sitz in the history of the ife ‘of faith).’8!

While Bertram's hypothesis is characterized by a historical concern,782

783

Schille maintained that the historical, not the cultic, calls .for an

explanation. For Schille, the anamnesis is the cultic venue for the

N

passion narrative. Thus, he creates a cultic frame for' a certain histor-
ical interést, which in his opinion, determines the form of the passion.784
Agcording to Feneberg, Bertram and Schille did not concern them-
selves with the question of the independent positiom of }he'eucharistic
accounts withfn the passion narrqtive And their coordination to it. For
Feneberg, the re]a%1onship between the celebration of the Eucharist and

the passion is a cardinal point for determining the Sitz in der Geschichte
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785 The golution to this problem is of real im-

. ° des Glaubenslebens.
portance for a clearer understanding of the historicized form of the

f . gospel as an expression of the life of faith of the Christian com-

4 ) 'mum’ty.786 With regard to the celebration of the Eucharist, Feneberg

proposed the folliowing solution:
In harmony with his basic thesis, Feneberg argued that the eu-
charistic accounts had their origin in the Easter celebration of the

_Christian community, and not in the weekly celebration of the Eucha-

787

;g rist. In the light of this presupposition, the historical question

as to whether Jesus' last meal was a Passover meal or not, is no longer

788

1 significant. Neither the Synoptic nor the Johannine dating of the

Passover meal are adequate in explaining the nearness of the Passover

atmosphere. If the celebration of Easter can be considered as the Sitz

———

»
im Glaubensieben for the eucharistic accounts, then Easter was cele-

brated in the atmosphere of the Passover.789 The Eucharist is to be

‘considered as a cult-mystery, for it refers to the saving work of God

790

: ; in the community. In Feneberg's opinion, there is a close con-

nection between the eucharistic tradition adﬂ“ﬁ?; passion on one -hand,

~

! and the two acts of the Passover feast, the Haggadah and the meal, on

791

, .9
the other. Which evidenge does Feneberg present in support of his

thesis?

Feneberg argued that the Christian celebration of the old Jewish

feast led to a transformation of the two basic parts of the feast, the

Haggadah and the mea1.79? The Haggadah was the place where the Jews

had remembered the saving work of Yahweh with his people, Therefore, it

. must be consipered as the logical place where the Christians would give

793 Feneberg outlines a hypothetical

- a reason for tMeir new celebration.
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celebration as follows: The paterfamilias does not only relate the

Exodus experience from Egypt and the anticipation of the future re-
demption during the coming night, but he also refers to the saving
death of Jesus. In the course of the transformation of the ancient
Exodus Haggadah, t29 saving act of God in Jesus became an aspect of
central importance. Therefore, it is only consequent when soon the

-

Christians also actualize the second part of the Passover feast frop,

the perspective of their new historical experience.794 For the

Christians, Christ is 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 historicizing accounts of a Christian Passover cele-

" bration which can be traced back to Jesus, new possibilities of under-

standing will emerge,796 In the light of this consideration, the basic

material, which was historicized, consisted of the Christian Haggadah

797

and the account of the Christian meal celebration. 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 passion narrative. The eucharistic
tradit{on in the Synoptics is characterized by an assimilation of the meal
to the Passover, while in John it is the de;th of Jesus which is assi-
milated to the Passover celebration. These differentes in the under-
standing of the separation from Judaism is reflected by various tra-
ditions of an apocalyptical and typological nature.798
‘ If the Christian Passover celebration can be understood as a
sacral realm, which is to be considered as the locale of the mediation

and realization of salvation, then the cultic tradition of the Passover
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feast appears to be the common origin of the various forms of this sal-
vation history in the New Testament. From this perspective, the cultic
tradition could be understood in its difference as well as in its

. 799
unity.

6. Critical appraisal

In his attempt to trace the Christian Passover celebration back
to New Testament times, Schuermann800 was fully aware of the fact that
there is little defiﬁité evidence in the New Testament itself which
seems to favour such a theory. On the other haéd, various testimonies and
considerations seem to lend support to the view that a Christian Passover
celebration was already known in apostolic times.80] Like Jeremias,
Lohse, Hahn and others, Schuermann had appealed to the Quartodeciman
practice of the second-century. In his opinion, this practice is based
upon traditions which point back to the apostolic era.802 His view that
the Johannine chronology already reflects a Christian Passover cele-
bration is very probable, but it is hardly more than a conjecture.

With regard to Acts 12:3 and 20:6, Schuermann pointed 6ut 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
Christians.ao3 As regards 1 Corigthians 5:7 as definite evidence in
support of the theory of a primitive Christian Passover celebration,
Schuermann was very cautious.so4 , T

His theory that Luke 22:15-18 in its present form is the account
of a transformed Passover meal, where the Passover lamb was substituted
for by the eucharistic gift, must be considered as a serious attempt to

cast new light on a rather complex problem.805 Schuermann's proposal,

&

73
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though, fails to be convincing, because there is no evidence that the
primitive Christian community ever celebrated a Christian Passover accord-
ing to Luke 22.806
In his attempt to explain the peculiarity of the Lucan text,

Luke 22:15-18, Jeremias had also appealed to the Quartodeciman practice
of the second century.807 But opposing Jeremias, Hahn808 has rightly
pointed out that there 15 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-
%pinion is & serious methodological mistake.
‘ Hahn809 had also focussed his attention upon the Lucan complex,
Luke 22;15—201 Following Schuermann, Jeremias and Lohse, he also ap-
pealed to the Passover practice of the Quartodecimans.810 As we have
already indicated, Hahn was more careful than Jeremias not to project
a second-century practice back into the Lucan text.

- Hahn was impressed with Lohse'sB]] reconstruction, but he sug- ¢
gested that Lohse had barred his own way towards a correct understanding
. 6;7¥Hé passage, because he had considered verses 15-18 as an account
of"the agape, which was climaxed by the celebration of the Eucharist in

1
verses 19 and 20.8 2 According to Hahn, the only possible reference to

an agape would be the phrase per&rédéurvijém of verse 2b.8]3 In his

opinion, Qerqes 15-18 point to this Christian Passover celebration
preceding. the celebration of the Eucharist.m4

Hahn's explanation of the Lucan text is hardly convincing, for
if we assume that Luke 22:15-18 reflects a Christian Passover cele-
bration which is the result of a transformation of the Jewish Passover,

the following question comes into focus: "What changes were effected by
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this process of transférmation?" It would be quite'conceivable that
Jesus was considered as the Passover Lamb of the Christians. bn the
assumption that the elements of bread and wine pointed to Jesus as
the Passover Lamb, it is very difficult to understand why other parts
of a regular Passover meal should have been left out, while the cup-
rite was still retained. According to some scholars, this cup was
probably thekthird cup of the Passover celebration, or the cup of
benediction.815 The Lucan account, Lu?e 22:15-18, appears to be
rather fragmentary, and it seems to be difficult to envision a Christian
Passover celebration as‘out]ined in this passage. ’
Several scholars have attempted to explain this rather enigmatic
passage. Dibe11u58]6 and Schmid, for instance, pointed to the histori-
éizing Eendencies of the author. According to Schmid, in Luke 22:15-18
one can detect the hand of Luke, the higtorian, who was concerned to give
to his presentation the character of a clear and ébntinuing account.817

He also argued that Luke does not follow a tradition which is independent

of Mark, for there are ifidications that Luke has independently:trans-
818

>

formed and unfolded the Marcan text. Thu#, he is in disagreement with

Schuermann, who had attempted to show that Luke is following a pre-Lucan

tradition which is independent of the Marcan tradition.'

Since Luke
may have found the accoﬁnt in his §bec1a1 source the question arises:
"In which sense can Luke be consider®d to be a nﬁs%prjan?" Is he not
simply a conservative transmitter of the tradition, whg,,gccording to -
Luke 1:1-4 1s just concerned to record in sequence the result; of his

]

—
findings?" Only in connection with Luke's formation of the following

farewell speech, can his histor1ca1-theologic9} interest be recognized.820

In harmony with his basic thesis that the Christian Passover
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celebration is a transformation of the Jewish Passover feast,' Schwartz
argued that Luke had transformed the whole narrative. He did not do it

for literary reasons’, but because the community's position towards the

-821

Passover had changed. What Wellhausen had expressed with some doubt--

namely, that Luke was opposed to the Christians' continuation of the
Jewish Passover--was fully endorsed by Schwar‘tz.822 In his opinion,
‘Luke.h;d,reversed the legend of the Passover meal, becéuse he was con-
cerned, rather, to present it as antiquated.823 This argument, however,
is unconvincing, because verses 15-18 can hardly be considered as 'a\po-
' temic against existing Jewish Passover customs.

In his examination of the Lucan complex, Luke 22:15-20, Patsch
argued that this pass%ge ig to be understood as catechetical materia].824
Thé author was primarily concerned to preserve a picture of the histori-

825

cal situation of the earthly days of Jesus. At the same time, he was

aware of the historical distance between those days and the practice of

his owri time. Therefore, tﬁgrLucan account canrot be understood in terms
of an etiological cult-legend, 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, which

could not be éxplained on a cult-historical basis, can easily be accounted

827

for. This view, however, {s based upon the assumption that the Last

Supper was a Passover meal and that the eschatological prospect has its

briéinal position in Luke.828

In view of the.variobs.problems created by the Lucan text, Ligier
has rightly pointed out that the account of the Passover preparation and

“the longer Lucan text remain in our hands as the Jectio difficilior.52?

On account of the various problems conqgeted with the Lucan teXt, some
X .

1

. ’ ’ §
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scholars such as Conzelmann and Marxsen have simply excluded it from

their discussion.

830

In his book Die Mitte der Zeit, Conzelmann has not treated

the particular problem.of the Lucan complex. In his opinion, accord-
ing to Luke, the Eucharist dates back to the time of sa]vétion. Luke, ’
he argued, éonsidered the Eucharist as a strengthening of the disciples -
for the app.roachi'ng Téi potopot (Luke 22:35-38). * .
Feneberg's thesis seems to offer a good option for a concrete

Sitz im Glaubensleben for the passion narrative and the account of the
3
831

Last Supper in the New Testament. His fnvestigation was stimulated

by studies dealing with the origin and development of Easter. These

studies, are especially associated with the names of E. Schwartz, K. Holt,

0. Casel, B. Lohse and W. Huber 832

In his attempt to determine the célebration of Easter as the \

~

Sitz_im Glaubensleben of these accounts, Feneberg was not primarily con-_
8313

cerned abou£ their historical origin. His basic congern was to show

that these accounts are to)be understood as an expression of the com-

834

munity's life of faith. »IQ agreement with Casel, Feneberg is convinced

‘that Easter is indeed the Passover feqst of the New Testament community.835
] Schuermann, who argued that the Quartodeciman practice is based
on traditions which point to the apostolic age, is also in agreement with
Casel when he states: "Tatsaechlich spricht alles dafuer, dass schbp in
der apostolischen Zeit déé Unterschied sich durchsetzte, indém vor allem

. , \
die kleinasiatischen Gemeinden die paulinisch-johanneische Paschatheologie

in ihrem Feste darstellten,"836
In basic agreement with Schwartz, Feneberg defends the view that

the Christian Passover celebration is rooted in the Jewish Paésover,837

-
"



kol

R o

L
e

-292 -

In other words, he does not tolerate the view that the Lord's Supper
originated independently oflthe Passover. But if we compare the Lord's
Supper with the Passover meal, the following differences will come 1nto
focus:

At the Lord's Supper, the lamb, fruit puree and bitter herbs
are missing. With regard to the lamb, 1t cduld be argued that n the
Christian Passover celebration Jesus.represents the Lamb. Bread and
wine are basic elements, which can be found in both the Passover meal
and the Lord's Supper. These two elements, however, are also part of
any other Jewish meal. This 1ncongruity of the elements hardly lends
support to the view that the Lord's Supper represents a Christianized
‘version of the Jewish Passover.838

In the interpretative texts of the Lord's Supper, however, it is
possible to detect a remarkable resemblance to the Passover Haggadah.839
In the Haggadah the meaning of the celebration, the use of the elements
was explained. The saving action of God with its historical circum-
stances formed the content of the Haggadah.840 Especially noteworthy is
the eschatological reference in the interpretation. This interpretation,
however, is primarily confined to the matzoth and the cup.84] It does
not refer to the substance of the bread or the content of the cup. Ac-
cording to Lessig, it is very significant that the use of this special
bread and this special cup receives an eschatological meam‘ng.842 Since
some of the basic elements of the Passover meal, such as bitter herbs,
fruitApuree and the tamb are missing from the Lord's Supper, Feneberg's

thesis that the Lord's Supper developed out of the Passover celebration

must be questioned.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Summary:

1. 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 to 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 app]ie; 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 advance our understanding of Fhe Lorﬁ‘s Supper?

In our opinion, Jeremias, who is the champion of this view, has
not succeeded in proving his point that the Last Supper was indeed a
Passover meal. 7 //

His 1insistence upon the,higtoricit} of the Synoptic dating, acsﬁ?d-
ing to which the Last Supper was a Passover meal has failed to be conv%nc-
ing for two basic reasons: (1) 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 p]acelon a feast-day; (2) Jeremias' presen-
tatton of the new material can hardly be considered as proof that the Last
Supper was a Passover mea[, for all the symptoms, which could be referred
to in support of the Passover theory could also accompany any other reg-
ular Jewish meal. He is correct, however, in pointing out that the various

attempts at harmonization, including the one by Mlle A. Jaubert, have been

. unsuccessful.
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. While the actual date of the Last Supper ha!not been established

as yet, it is certain that Jesus died on a Friday in or near the Passover

g season. ) /
5

o Jeremias' historical reconstruction, which was primarily aimed at

the recovery of the ipsissima verba of Jesus must also be considered as

)

unsuccessful. From a traditio-historical point of wiew, the reconstruc-

tion of an archetype, from where one migh% expect to reach back to the
actual words spoken by Jesus has proved to be impossible. For various
reasons the words of interpretation cannot be considered as the ipsissima
verba of Jesus. The liturgical characteristics of the formulae of insti-

tution are an indication that their Sitz im Leben is the creative milieu

of the primitive Christian community.

Jeremias' exegetical sections, which are primarily based on the
assumption that the Last Supper was a Passover meal, appears to be weak,
especially his view that Jesus considered himself in terms 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 material, which would
enable us to make important decisioﬁs with regard to the date and identity
of the Lord's Supper. On the basis of a comparison of ghe meal types
referred to in the Qumran materials and the texts of the New Testament,
we conclude that the Qumran texts have no immediate bearing upon the prob-

? 1 1ém of eucharistic origins.

4. Lietzmann's monograph Messe und Herrenmahl set in motion a whale

series of discussfons. .Some of them turned out to be mere modifications

of Lietzmann's hypothesis, while others were serious attempts to overcome

(e

the two-type hypothesis.
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Lietzmann obyiously apprdached the references to the meals 1n
Acts 2:42, 46; 20:7 and in 1 Corinthian 11:23f with the theological a
priori of a Lutheran 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. In our opinion, Lietzmann's hypdthesis falls to the ground
for the following reasons: (1) The meals in Acts are not exclusively
bread-eucharists. On the assumption that these meals foilowed 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 (3) Lietzmann's distinction between two dif}erent - !
meal types on a theological basis results from a misunderstanding of the
situation in the primitive Christian community. In the }ight qf Easter,
the death‘é? Jesus was no longer considered as a éause 5# sadness. 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 1
0. CulTmann. His thesis differs fr;m Lietzmann's only in one respect.
The meals of the disciples Eith the Risen Lord are introduced as the his-
torical link between the Lasg'Supper and the daily meals of the primitive
Christian community. Cullmann's theory, however, {s untenable, because it
js primarily based upon Lietzmann's two-type hypothesis. Furthermore, his
argument, ac;ordiag to which the narratives of the meals of the disciples
with theikisgn Lord are to be considered as the historical link between

the Last Supper of Jesus and the daily meals of the primitive Christian

community, fails to be convincing. The appearance narratives can hardly
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be ut111z§d for historical purposes.
6. Lohmeyer's theory 1s also a variation of Lietzmann's hypothesis.

-

Loehmeyer, however, does not make such a sharp distinction between the two
types as iietzmann and Cullmann do. He must be credited with the theo-
logical evaluation of the meal-customs and practices of Jesus. He has
particularly pointed to the eschatological nature of these meals. They
allowed for the opportunity to have table-fellowship with the one 1n whose
person and word, one must meet the call to decision for the Kingdom of God.
On the other hand, Lohmeyer's distinction between a Galilean and a Jeru-
salem type of Christianity appears to be unwarranted. Therefore, his %
reconstruction, which 1s primarily based on the assumption that there was
a Galilean and a Jerusalem type of the Eucharist 1s to be abandoned.
7. While Schweizer's reaction against Lietzmann's theory was prob-
ably the first serious attack upon the two-type hypothesis, he himself
had to face the old problem 1n a new way., His distinction between two
different traditions, namely, the éschato]ogica]’strand of the tradition
and the words of interpretation appears to be unwarranted by the evidence.
8. A varmation of this "new hypothesis" was presented by R. D.
Richardson, who also claimed that it would be possible to distinguish
between two 1ines of interpretation in the New Testament itself. While
Richardson's presentation does not only lack clarity, it fails to be con-
vincing, especially in view of his contention that the Pauline account of
the Eucharist represents a second-century insertion into the text. In
the 1ight of recent traditio-historical studies this view appears to be
almost perverse.
9. Another variation of this "new hypothesis" was introduced by

R. H. Fuller, who distinguished between the daily meals, which were char-
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acterized by an eschatological Joy and the words of 1#§%rpretat1on, whose

creative milieu 1s to be found 1n the Christianized version of the annual
*

Passover. This Passover began with the azuma and was concluded with the

"cup of blessing”". The Passover anamnesis has 1ts Si1tz im Leben 1n this

Passover celebration. Fuller's theory 1s essentially a combination of the
"new hypothesis" with the researches of B. Lohse. Fuller, however, has
uncritically accepted the presuppositions of E. Schweizer and others and
of B. Lohse. His sketch 1s rather speculative and needs to be more thor-
oughly argued

10. Marxsen's development hypothesis must be considered as a major
breakthrough as regards the question of eucharistic origins. In agreement
with him, we hold that the whole development of the Lord's Supper started
with a regular meal, which Jesus held with his disciples shortly before
his death. Since traditio-historical studies indicate that the words of

Institution cannot be treated as the ipsissima verba of Jesus, Marxsen is

correct in stating that the Sitz im Leben of these accounts of institution

is cultic.

11. In the light of this observation, it was necessary to consider
some recent theories, which seek to demonstrate the close connection of the
Eucharist with the primitive Christian Passover celebgation. The Lucan
text, Luke 22:15-18, 19-20, viewed from the perspective of the Quarto-
decimaﬁ practice seemed 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 meal, because of all
the basic elements of this meal only the third cup has been retained, it

is very unlikely that this passage reflects a primitive Christian Passover

celebration.
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Even though our first evidence 1n support of a Christian Passover
celebration comes from the second century A.D 1n the light of 1 Corin-
thians 5:7f and other general considerations 1t appears that this practice
was already known 1n apostolic times.

The view that the Lord's Supper had 1ts Sitz 1m Leben 1n the Chris-

tianized version of the Passover 1s based on the assumption that the Lord's
Supper represents a Christiamzed version of the Jewish Passover celebra-

tion. In other words, the account of the Last Supper and the passion nar-

rative are considered in terms of the transformed Passover Haggadah and the

Passover meal. The hypothetical nature of this argument comes into focus,
however, as soon as we recognize that 1n the accounts of the Lord's Supper,
the main elements of a Passover meal are missing. The Lord's Supé@x can
hardly be considered as a Christianized version of the Jewish Passover. [t
is easier to assume that it developed 1ndependently of the main feast of

the Jews. On the other hand, its association with paschal motifs seems to
indicate that it was considered by the Christian community as a Lhristian

-,

Passover.

Conclusion:

At this point it has become clear that there is no easy solution
to the comp]ex%Problem of eucharistic origin. In spite of the various
attempts by competent New Testament scholars to solve it on a historical
or theological 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 ava{l-
able for our investigation are scanty. Furthermore, we have only a limited

knowledge of the forms of worship in the primitive Christian community.

.
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. The hypotheses of Marxsen and Feneberg, however, must be consid-
ered as a breakthrough with rggard to the question'of eucharistic origin,
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 redirected our
attention from a strictly 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 liturgical development. As in Judaism,

TR . ET T R

1t was in worship that the primitive Christian community found the best

o~

S

way of expressing its faith.
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