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SymBOL OR REALITY?
EUCHARISTIC DOCTRINE IN THE FIRST FOUR CENTURIES

INTRODUCTION  Why write on the Eucharist? First of all,

because it is a central fact of Church life and a major

area of concern in terms of the ecumenical dialogue. On

a purely personal level it is to me a major element in my
religious life, as it is to many thousands of others Sunday
by Sunday throughout the year. Correct understanding of

so central a rite seems vital. And correct understanding
involves being prepared to go back to basics, to the New
Testament and the Early Church, so as to see something of
what was then made of the Eucharist. Hence this examination
of some areas of eucharistic doctrine in the first four
centuries.

Secondly, I have been much influenced by C.F.D. Mohle's(1)
suggestion (in connection with Christology) that there are
'false agssumptions' behind a good deal of thz contzsmporary
approach to many of the central doctrines of the New Testament
- and thence of the Christian Faith. Moule singles out for
particular criticism the approach to doctrinal development
that he calls 'evolutionary' i.e. to see it as a kind of
linear development moving further and further away from a
'simple' beginning. Moule suggests instead that the
pracess was rather to be styled 'developmental' i.e. a
growth from 'immaturity to maturity', gradually drawing out
and articulating what was already there implicitly from the
start. This enables us to say that at an early level
there can be profound interpretations - which can later be
replaced by less profound ones. This suggestion seems to
me to have wider application than the area of Christology,
and in particular to be helpful in that of Eucharistic
Doctrine, since on a 'developmental'! approach we need not
be concerned about the discovery of false trails and blind

alleys at both early and late stages along the road.

(1) C.F.D. Moule, The Origin of Christology, C.U.P. 1977




A third reason for attempting this study was a
dissatisfaction with much that is found in the more
mundane approaches to Eucharistic Doctrine centring on
the 'Real Presence' ar 'Transubstantiation' or
"Virtualism'. Discussiaon, particularly in lceal
ecumenical circles, still seems all too often to he
ossified in the rows of the 16th century. I was
cancerned to see if, by gning back to the beginning of
the Tradition, a fresher approach could be revealed. It
has. It seems to me that the early writers often see
in the Eucharist a creative tension between the Symbol and
the Reality; between the broken bread and poured nus
wire and the act of Salvation wrought by Christ on the
Cross. But also we see in the development of some nof
the early writers on the Eucharist what I argue fo have
been a false trail, namely too close an identification
of Symbol with Reality, so that the concept of Symbol was
lost. This did not mean that the Church of the Fathers
was mistaken about the basics of Eucharist and Salvation.
Much less does it mean that the Eucharist was in any way
undervalued - on the contrary, as an end in itself it
perhaps came ta be overvalued. But a false trail was
laid - perhaps even as early as the NT period - and evantually

was, for some long time, to dominate.

As work progressed it became clear that any attempt
to deal exhaustively with all available texts was doomed
tg failure simply because of the vast guantity of material.
Rather than giving a too brief and confusing general survey,
perhaps doing even less justice to the intricacies irvpolved
than I have in fact suceeded in doing, it seemed hetter to

examine some fundamental texts in some greater detail.

The evidence of the NT is assumed to be primary and
normative for my purpose. In consequence relatively
greader space has been devoted to it than to the more

substantial evidence of the Fathers and Liturgies. The



NT =vidance in comparison with that of the Fathers is rather
sparse and sketchy. But that makes it the harder to assess,
especially in view of the enormous cutput of scholarly
criticism. The NT doctrine of the Eucharist has to he
extrapolated carefully and critically from the text in
contrast to the Patristic understanding which is often mcore
specific and adequately documented. The NT is the hasis
for all later Christian thought - and should be the point

of unity for the divided ~fturches in their quest for
reunion. Any Christian theology which fails to measure
itself against a critical understanding of the NT is surely

doomed to failure.

The very gquantity of existing material concerning
early eucharistic thought raises the guestion: why
so much?  The guestion is rhetorical. The early Church
lived eucharistically. For the Church of the first four
centuries the Eucharist was no mere 'service' or religious rite.
It was a microcesm of the mystery of the transfigured life
lived in Christ by heans of the grace availabl= t2 = Ty
means of the Lord's redeeming work. The Eucharist wes neen
as the eschatological momz2nt, thz timelsss time, when the
Crucified and Risén Christ is present to His people so
that they may becomez what they already are, the Body of
Christ.. The Eucharist is both the proclamation and the

experience o” Heilsgeschichte; it is where we experience

the covenant call of God the Father to be his holy people,
his priests; it is where we live out the redemptive
experience of Incarnation, Passion, Resurrection, Ascensiaon,
Pentecost and Parousia. This thesis is an attempt to

unpack this paragraph.



DATING

The following table should serve as a guids for

&)

the aporoximate dates assumed in thiz thesis.

THE FIRST CENTURY

Paul
Mark
_Luke
John (I assume the traditional dating of lzte st century)
Didache (I discuss the date of this document in its oun
section)
Clement of Rome (First letter S6/7)

THE SECOND CENTURY
Ignatius of Antioch (c.98-117)

Justin Martyr (martyred c.165)

Irenaeus (c.177-202)

Tertullian (c.197-220; lansed toc Mnntanism c.207)
Clement of Alexandria (fl.c.200)

THE THIRD CENTURY

Writers Liturgy

Origen (teaching c.220-253) The Apostalic Tradition
of Hippolytus
(hafore 2377)

Cyprian (Bishop 246-258) The Liturgy of Addai
and Mari

THE FOURTH CENTURY

Writers Liturgy
Cyril of Jerusalem The Eucholeogion of
(Bishop 348-386) Sarapion (340-3607)
Augustine (354L-430) Liturgy of S5t. Jzmes (c.20D)

(1) This dating largely follcws that cof M. Wiles,
The Christian Fathers; Hodder and Stocugnhtcn, 1855




PART I

THE EVIDENCE OF ST. FAUL

AND

THE GOSPEL WRITERS




SAINT PAUL'S TEACHING ON THE EUCHARIST

e consider the thought of Paul first since in terms
of a written tradition his remarks on the Lord's Supper in
1 Cor. 11 are chronologically earlier than the accounts of

)

the Institution Narratives in the Synoptic Gospels.

Paul introduces his version of the Institution Narrative
with these words:

"For I received of the Lord that which I also

delivered unto you." - 1 Cor. 11.23
Two questions are raised:

(i) Uhere and when did Paul receive the tradition

of the Eucharist?
(ii) Uhy does he refer to the Institution Narrative
at this point in the Epistle?

Davies,(z) with some reservations, argues that Pauline
terminology corresponds to Rabbinic usage, and hence that
in 1 Cor. 11.23, Paul is referring to a tradition received
from the Christian community after his conversion. Davies
bases this argument on the parallel usage of nu/ukyfﬁuvav
and ﬂﬁ»5$°V“° compared with the Rabbinic terms gibbel and
masar. If Davies is correct in this, then Paul's tradition
of the Institution Narrative was in some sense 'accepted
teaching' in the early Church (i.e. before Paul wrote 1 Cor)
and secondly (again on a parallel with Rabbinic usage) we
should not expect Paul to quote 'ipsissima verba' but
the essence aof the original as meuiateo through the

(3)

tradition and conseguent interpretation.

(1) This is not of course to pre-judge the whole question

of the earliest form of the Institution Narrative, nor to
suggest that FPaul's teaching represents the earliest under-
standing of the Eucharist.

(2) W.D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, S.P.C.K., 1970
pp. 2LBFF.

(3) ibid. p.24S Davies adds the caveat that 'gibbel' implies
the direct reception of specific words. "It is only by
blurring the obvious sense of V%/M*ﬁ#ﬂuvv’ that we can make
it refer to the indirect reception of tradition." I believe
that Davies' thesis receives support from the very structure
of Paul's argument in 1 Cor.




Bornkamm provides support for Davies' argument:
"Paradosis is therefore certainly to bes under-
stood as the tradition passed on in the
~congregation, inconceivable without a
chain of tradition in which Paul also
includes himself as a memher. If we
ask when and where Paul received this
tradition we must certairly think of the
time of his stay in Antiogch, before he
began his mission."(1)
St#ger further argues that the language of the Ins*itution
Narrative in 1 Cor. is uncharacteristic of Paul; that the
form of the 'words of consecratinn! as evidenced by 1 Cor.
(c.49/50 A.D.?) were probably received by Paul at Antioch
in c.40 A.D.; and that Paul could then have comparsr his
account with that of the usage of *he Jerusalem Church when
on his visit there (Gal. 1.18., Acts 9.27, 11.30.,
Gal. 2.1-10). In addition the cup worids 7 - Zzuvlinsg/
Lucan accountmay indicate Semitic influencz, *hus suggesting
a possible date as early as A.D.30. Houever, as Stéger
himself notes: ‘ '
"Any attempt to get behind the words of
consecration as they have been handed down
to us, and tao arrive at the origiral form
which Jesus himsalf used when hz spoka them,
can only be in the nature of a reconstruction
and can never be based on verifiahle
historical knumledge."(z)
It may.be helpful at this pnoint to examing briefly Paul's

argument in 1 Cor. 15. In 1 Cor. 15, as irn chapter 11,

(1) G. Bornkamm; Early Christian Expariznce, SCM Progs LA,
1969 pp 130f. HWKilmartin; The Eucharist and The Primitive
Church, Englewond Cliffs, N.Jd., 1965, alqn gynnoris this
suggestwng that Paul may. havz received his knoeledge of the
Eucharist either at Jerusalem or Antioch. This depends an

a date of about 31 for Paul's visit tc Jeruszalem - ant iF that
were correct would push the oral tradition back fc 2 very
early date indeed.

(2) For all this paragraph v. Baur, art., 'Eucharist', Enc.
of Bib. Theol.




Paul is referring to a tradition which is b=ing handad aon
and (most imnortantly in terms of the whale form of argument
in the Epistle) he refers to that tradition as h=ing one
which the Corinthians have ALREADY received:

"Now I make knopun unto you hrzthren, ths

gospel which I preached.unto you, uhich alsa

ye received, wherein also ye stend.®

- 1 lor. 15.1

Professor Barrett notes that, as in the case of 1 Onr.11.23,,

the Rabhinic usages of the t=rms masar and gibbel lie be=hind

1 Cor. 15.1FF.(1) In 1 Cor. 15 Paul nreceeds to give an
account of the primitive kerygma, introducirg ssch shert
statement with a "ot -recitative":

"That (6Tt )Christ died for our sims according io

the scriptures,

that (&7t ) he was burisd,

that (érv ) he hath been raised on the third

day according to the scripturss,

that (or< ) he appeared to Cephas. "

- 1 Cgr. 15.3-5

ihen we remember that the main force of Paul's argument in
1 Cor. 15 is that the Corinthians have ALREADY hzen given
the traditions of the Church (from which some now seem ir
danger of falling away), then it sesms likely that in
1 Cor. 15 we have a kind of primitive catechism, a set
amount of 'Rabbinic-type teachirg' to b2 lesrrt in the
'catechumenate’. Jeremias notes:

" ...we cannnt say that the kerygma iz &

translation from a Semitic original in dts

present wording. It must have taken the

shape it has now in a Greek-speaking

environment. Yet it cannot have origirated

there. With Paul's closing assertion,

1 Cor. 15.11, that his kerygma was identical

with that of the first apostles...... it is

a safe conclusion that the core of the kerygma

(1) C.K. Barrett, Jesus and the Gospel Traditian, S.P.T.K.,
1867, p.Aff.




"was not formulated by Paul, but comes from
the Aramaic speaking earliest community."(1)
Is it possible to use much the same arguments for the
Institution Narrative in 1 Cor. 11?  Again there is a
"oTe -recitative" (v.23), and there is =xplicit

reference to the traditieon which Paul has received and

has imn turn passed on to thz Corinthians. The whole
argument rests on the fact that Paul is calling the
Corinthian Church back to a standard of worship from which
it is in danger of falling away. Paul is specifically
not introducing new teaching tc the Caorinthians - either
in chapter 11 or in chapter 10 whare he rebukes tha
Corinthians For‘taking part in the worship of idols.
Rather he is quoting already known traditioms and
passages, in an attempt so to mave the Corinthians that
they return to their former and more corr=ct Eucharistic

practicas.

1 Cor. 8-10 are connzrned with +hz sthical, movs’
and theolegical difficulties raised for thz Corirthian
Church by those of its memhzre who arc =ither achielly
sharing in pagan sacrifice (alheit without interdine to
honour the pagan gods) or are at least esting food that
they full well know has first been offered to idols in
sacrificial acts. Chapters 12-14 deal with those
difficulties raised by the presence and practices of
'charismatic' Christians within the church body. Chapter 11
then, comes in the middle of a quite lengthy section concerned
with the life and conduct of the Church. It is rmc surprise
that Chapter 11 continues this theme and ccnecerns the
problems raised by those who are breaking away from the
traditicns of the Church as previously handed gn by Paul.
Such people - whether ladies who refuse to cover thoir
heads, or those causing some scandal at the Lord's Supper
- are in danger of causing schism within the Corinthian

Church.

(1) J. Jeremias, Eucharistic Words of Jesus, SCM Press Ltd.
1966, p.103




, Paul has the same basic method of dealing with all
theée problems: he appeals to the tradition. That is,
he éppeals to the practice, belief and form of worship
which the Corinthians have been accustomed to use in
Formér times and which in many cases were passed on to the
Firsf Christians at Corinth by Paul himself and thus
farm fhe norm, customs and common kerygma of the Church.
For example, in 1 Cor. 10,16ff. Paul argues that a
Christian cannot share in pagan sacrifice - and the basis
of his argument rests on an appeal to an understanding of
the Lufd's Supper which he presumably confidently feels

will be regarded as an accepted standard.

(1)supports the hypothesis that Paul

john Robinson
in 1 Cuﬁ. makes reference to 'traditional' beliefs and
practice. Robinson compares the greetings at 1 Cor. 16,
20-24, with the following passage from the Didache:

"Let grace come, and let this world pass away.

Hnéanna to the God of David. If any is holy

let him came: if any is not holy, let him

reﬁent. Maranatha. Amen."
Robinson s@ggests that this passage may origipally have
been set Udt in a form of liturgical "versicles and responses".
He writes: .

"Thié exchange of versicles and responses comes

at tﬁe end of the prayer 'after you are

satisfied'. The probability is that the

reference is to the Agape and that the

dialngue forms the introduction to the

Eucharist proper....Maranatha (if, as seems

likély; it is an imperative - 'our Lord come'

- rather than a perfect indicative) is then

a prayei to Christ to stand among his own in

his Parousia (anticipated in the real

(2)

presence of the Eucharist)."

(1) J.A.T. Rnbinsnn, The Earliest Liturgical Sequence? J.T.S.,
NS, IV (1953) p.38-41
(2) Rabinson op.cit. p.39 for the suggested form of the

liturgical versicles and responses see below on Didache p.248
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Robinson goes on to suggest thas this passangz from the
Didache and 1 Cor. 16.22 show sufficient parallels to
give grounds for thinking that Paul is here usimg a
liturgical sequence of a similar nature - and
canszquently, one that is already in use in the Corinthian
Church. Paul =nvisagrs that his letter il he read nut
to the assembled Church at some form cof the synexis as a
prelude either to the Fucharist itself or (as Rchinson
prefers) toc the Agape-mezl.

On Marenatha Cullman notes:

"The fact thest this preyer is handed doun by

Paul untranslated and that it continued “rn

that origiral form until the time of the

composition of the Didache shnus the extra-

prdimarily important role which *his pldest

liturgical prayer of the early Christian

community must have playad. The Didache h=d

handed down to us nther eucharistic prayers

which have almost word for word parallels in

Judaism. In the Marmnatha prayer on the ogther

hand, we come right dowun to the specifica’ly

Christian element in early liturgical pray=r,

an element which connects closely with the

fact that the day of thez Christian service DF(1)

worship is the day of Christ's resurrection.!

(1) Cullman, Early Christian Ubrship, Studies in Bib. Thazl.,
First Series, 10, 5CM Press Ltd., 19589, n.13. The main
difficulty with Cullman's argument is that he would seem not
to allow For the possibility that the Didache is 2 brilliant
anachranistic fraud. However, =ven if this were sp, his
point about the use of Maranatha, as in 1 Cor., wnuld still
stand. This would enable a firm connerntion to be made
betyeen the epistle as a whole and the probable place of its
being read, nemely in the eucharistir assembly. In turn this
would suggest that Paul's comments on the Lord's Supner in

1 Cor. 11 would not cnly have a retrospective refarence to =
tradition first given by Paul to the Corinthian Church, hut
would also themselves be read in the context of that very
eucharistic assembly about which Paul is so concerned.

In connection with this point it may furthsr bz not2d that
Robinson maintained that many of the epistles and -
esoecially - Revelation shows evidence similar to that found
in 1 Cor. of having originally formed part of what we may
call the 'ministry of the word' in the synaxis e.g. Rev.22.17-21.
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Wainwright also maintains that 'the association of
Maranatha with the eucharistic liturgy in the primitive
Church' may be regarded as 'fairly established' and
comments:
'There is every likelihood that when this
prayer was uttered in the liturgical assembly
at Corinth it had a double reference: it prayed
for both the final parousia and also the Lord's
immediate coming to His peaple in the eucharist.
Little is changed, however, if we take Maranatha
as a present perfect: it is then an acclamation
of the presence of the one who is still to comz
and yet who promised His presence to the twc or
three gathered in His name: The Lord is herz!
.... it is either an acclamation of the presence
af the Lord who has been in the assembly through
the service of the word and who will continue to
be there in the Eucharist, or else... a prayer
for the eucharistic presence of Christ as at
least a partial anticipation of the parousia.'(1)
If this be correct we may agree with Kilmartin when he writes:

"The 5itz im Lehen of the accounts of the

(2)

institution is the primitive liturgy.'
The common identification of several other passages (e.g.
Phil.2.5-11; Col.1 18ff) as 'liturgical sequence' point
to such a conclusion, as does the continuing use of Hebrew
in a predominantly Greek speaking, possibly Gentile, Church.

We may think of the use of hosanna, hallelujah and amen.

The survival of such words suggestesthat they were at the
very earliest period a fixed part of a conservative
liturgical use. This means both that it is next to

impossible to hope to rediscover the ipsissima verbha of

Christ in the Upper Room, and, on the contrary, it also
gives us good grounds for confidence in the tradition as
reflecting the words and mind of the very earliest traditions,

and perhaps of Christ himself. As Robinson writes:

(1) lWainwright, op.cit., p.69f.
(2) HKilmartin, op.cit., p.29
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"The fact that Paul can guate a formula with
which he can assume, without explanation, that
his audience is familiar, indicates that fixed
eucharistic forms were in use at Corinth withir

/
twenty-five years of the Resurraction."‘1)

So. far an attempt has been made to show that Paul's
referencesto the eucharist in 1 Cor. are not new teachirng
emanating from the inspired origirality of the Apostle,
but rather accepted parts of the 'traditiaon'. It is
necessary to show this since many writers have prefarrzd
the view that Paul virtually invented ths Eucharis® as
we know it; or perhaps that the provemance of thea Eucharist
is to be sought rot in the Upper Room, but rather in the
influence of the Hellenistic mystery-cults gn early Gentile
Christianity. This appooach was itself in marked reaction
to an earlier uncritical approach which irterpreted 1 Car.
11.23 as evidence of a 'special revelation' to Paul. 0On
this Kilmartin writes: _

"Today scholars prefer to interpret Paul's

words as a reference to the exalted Lord who

instructs through the Church. Conseguently,

they understand Faul to be speaking of a

revelation which Christ gave at the Last Supper

and which the Church preserves in her teaching."(z)
It was however to precisely such an interpretation as Kilmartin's
that the liberal critics and other more radical scholars
objected. In this connection reference must be made to
Lietzmann's theory of the 'two BEucharists'. Lietzmann's
hypothesis was that there were originally two forms of tha
Lord's Supper: (a) a simple commemorative meal ot
Palestinian origin coming from Jesus himself through the
first apostles and stemming primarily from the posi-
Resurrection meals of Jesus with his followers; =nd (b)

a far more complex sacrificial rite of Hellenistic origin

(1) J.A.T. Robimson, op.cit., p.41
(2) HKilmartin, op.cit., p.22
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emphases on particular parts of the original tradition

as given to him atlﬂntioch. But this need only represent
necessary emphasis:of particular teaching, and need not
necessarily suQQESﬁ distortion, much less invention. It

is probable that in a predominantly Gentile/Hellenistic
enviragnment Paul ﬁade use of the day to day thought forms

of his environment to express the better his doctrine to his
readers and listeners. But this need not suggest that we
have in the doctrime and tradition of Paul concerning the
Last/Lord's Suppef a deliberate personal invention. This
seems particularly unlikely in view of the internal evidence
of 1 Cor. Paul is writing to the Corinthian Church to
recall its membe}s to their original understamnding and practice.
If Paul's teaching had varied from Peter's then the already
faction ridden Corinthians would have made much of the
discrepancies - and Paul would have failed in his purpose of
writing to them, Furthermore, Wairwright comments that the
notion of the new covenant, present in Paul's account of

the cup-words, is in any case incompatible with Lietzmanrn's
theory. True;the Fucharist was a meal of post-Resurrection
joy ~ as Lietzmann rightly stressed - but that joy was
possible preciéely because of thea new covenant established

in the blood of Jesus. Thus Lietzmann's distinction

1) ¢

vanishes.

In replQ to Kasemann's contention that the background
to Paul's undérstanding of the Eucharist is to be found in
the Hellenisﬁic cult-meals, may be cited Rawlinson's argument
that the phrase "the Body of Christ" does not first come
to be applie¢ to the Church, in line with the supposed
Hellenistic Archetypal Man mythology, but rather, the phrase
comes Firstffrom the Jewish background of the Lord's Supper
and then co@es to be applied by extension to those who share

(2)

in the sacramental body i.e. the Church.

(1) UWainwright, Eucharist and Eschatology, London, Epworth
Press, 1971, p.41 ]

(2) Rawlinson, art. Corpus Christi,-in-Mysterium G isti ed.
Bell and Deissmann, Longmans, 1930, pp.225ff.
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Further support for seeking the background to the
Eucharist in a Jewish rather than a Hellenistic provenance

is provided by Filson's study, The NT against its

Environment(q) in which he argues forcibly that the NT
should be interpreted in terms of Judaism and more particularly
in terms of Pharisaism. At the same time, as Filson himself
argues, it has to be recognised that the Church lived in a
thoroughly Hellenistic environment and consequently was
forced, ifzonly for the sake of adequate communication, to
use the terminology of its environmment. Some writers, such
as John, attempted to bridge the gap between the tuo cultures.
Paul himself may at times have been prepared to use Hellenistic
terminology - but: the background of that remained eésentially
Hebraic. f Filson believes that Paul received the 'tradition'
after his cormversion in the mid-30's and that his teaching
was and rémé&ned in essential agreement with the Jerusalem
apnstles.: Kelly writes:

"In contradiction to the view that St. Paul was.

a déring doctrinal imnovator, virtually the

inventor of Catholic theology, all the

evidence goes to prove that he had a healthy

regérd for the objective bodytof teaching -

authoritatively handed down in the Church."

How does all this help to interpret Paul's doctrine
of the Eucharist?
1): It is important to remember that Paul was not
writing 'doctrine' in 1 Cor. or in any other of
hié epistles. Rather he was seeking to deal with
problems in the Churches in his care as they arose.
PaJl's genius and originality consists in the fact
that such pragmatic arguments arise out of his
central doctrine of Christ as Saviour and Lord.
Itfis nonetheless obviuué that his doctrine as we

have it in the epistles - be it his doctrine of

(1) F. Filson, The NT against its enviromment, SNTh.3,

SCM Press 1950.

(2) Helly, Early Christian Creeds, p.10. In support of this
statementrhe cites 1 LCor. 11.Z5., 1 Cor. 15.3., and 2 Thess.
2.15 '
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the éucharist or nearly any other - has to be
discovered where it lies implicit in the course
of afpragmatic argument. Thus it may at best
be misleading to say that we can speak of
Paul's doctrine of the Eucharist - rather, we can
at best hope to discover that doctrirme in as far
as i% is given in the epistles.
2) IF what has been argued so far, concerning
the Jewish background to the Eucharist in Paul's
thodght is correct, then the interpretation of the
tradition is to be found within the context aof
Judaism and the OT rather than that of Hellenism
andfthe mystery religions.
It is now possible to make an examination of the
various eécharistic references in 1 Cor., beginning with

Paul's acpount of the Institution Narrative.

1 Cor. 14. 17-34

uhy:did Paul include this account of the Institution

of the Lord's Supper in his epistle? In 1 Cor. there are
several references to the Eucharist. The first (possible)
referencé, to be examined in greater detail later, is Paul's
vies of Christ as the Passover (1 Cor. 5. 6ff.)  This
reference arises as an analogy in the main argument at
that point in the epistle:

"A little leaven leaveneth the whole lump"(5.6)
Paul argues that in the same way as leaven leavens the dough,
s0 a fnrﬁicatur can harm the whole Church and should be
removed (5.7) As Christians we should seek to imitate
Christ, bho is our Passover sacrifice (5.7) Hence this
passage,jeucharistic or not, is primarily practical in
pUTPOSE.!

The next eucharistic reference is in chapter 10 which
cuntainé two allusions to the Eucharist. The first of

these (iG. 1-5) refers to Christ as the spiritual rock in
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the desert wanderings. The second (10. 16-18) speals cf

the eccheristic cup arc breed s the tblocd ard bcdy of Christ.
Bcth cf these discourses occur in the context of a discourse
cn ethics and Christian beheviour, in perticular dealing

with the probleme caused by membters cf the Christian fellow-
ship sharing in the pegan cult-meals (10.18ff).

In view of Paul's pragmatic approach to doctrine it
comes s RC surprise thet his inclusion of the Institution
Narrative arises from 2 very practical reasan. The
Cecrinthians heve met for their Eucharist in a state cf
divisiorn (11.18). These divisions mey be both doctrinal
(such as those referred to at the start of the letter -
1.12ff.) anc alsc social, though here the sccial corcern
seems to preccminete since the immediate cause of the
division is food and drirk - the lack of it for scme and
an excess for nthers. Some of the Corinthians sre cetting
drurk while athers remain hungry (v.21). It is in this
context that Paul recites the Institution Narrative wrich
he received from (;FO ) the Lord (v.23), ard which ke hec
at the first pesssed cr to the Corinthiars (; Kot “%Pe&%P“
QP‘V ). Clesrly Faul's aim was to recall the Corinthians
to a standard cf eucharistic doctrime ard cbservance from
which they heaf departed. Becavse of their divisions, the
Corinthians are accused by Paul of 'eating the bread and
drinking the cup urworthily' (v.27); they are rot
'discerninc the tbeody' (v.25) ard, appasrertly as &
consequence, some are ill and some have died (v.30).

The anly remedy for this state of affairs is to do awey with

the divisiors, both theclogicel and sccial (vv.33f).

The mein thrust of Paul's argument comes in v. 26f:
"For (JV%P ) as cften as ye eat this bresd, ard drink
the cup, ye proclaim the Lcre's deeth till he came.
Wherefore whecscever shall eat the bread or drink

the cup of the Lcrd urworthily, shell be guilty

of the body ard blood of the Lord."
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Paul has just given his account of the institution of
the Lord's Supper (vv.23-25). These words, introduced
byhyﬁP, follow immediately.)ﬁp can only sensibly be
used to introduce some reason or explanation for what
has gone befaore. Thus in v.26 it shows that in the
subsequent verses Paul is summarizing the purpose and
meaning of the Lord's Supper nmarrative as he understands
it. Consequently it would seem that Paul interprets
the Lord's Supper primarily in terms of the Lord's death.
The taking and breaking of the bread, the words over the
bread and the cup, all lead up to theapf of v.26. In
eating and drinking we proclaim the Lord's death 'till he
come'.

Clearly such a proclamation of the Lord's death has
links with the word &v5pv165 which is used by Paul over
both the bread and the cup (vv.24f) and which immediately
precedes thEJPf of v.Zb. The link between the
proclamation of the Lord's death and Paul's use of
&w7w1m5 becaomes yet clearer if v. 26 is seen as a
parallel to the preceding two verses:

vv. 2Lf:

"..eeee. this do in remembrance (vewvqewv ) of me

eseeses. this do, as oft as ye drink it, in

remembrance (vauvyecv ) of me"

cp. v. 26:

"For as often as ye eat this bread or drink the

CUPoese"

The repetition of phrases here is sufficient to show
that while the argument is moving on, there is a close
comnection in Paul's mind, between the anamnesis made
over the bread and the cup, and the proclamation of the
Lord's death until he come. It is therefore necessary

now to make a detailed investigation into the meaning

of &vu/u ey



ANAMNESIS

e e

t,
Professor Jones' article on ®vamvgég in the LXX anc

(1)

the Interpretation of 1 Cor.11.25 remgins an importart

starting pcint in a discussior of the meaning of anamnesis,
particularly in the Pauline cortext. He cites Bedele and
Jeremias as examples of writers who have interpreted
&V§Mqu5 as having £ 'Godward reference!’:

"Whereas pvqpoduvov  is sometimes used ta signify

a memcrial wkich is a reminder to Cod, and

sometimes one which is to serve s z reminder

to mer, the mnrd&wywqas crn eech occasion af

its use in the LXX has exclusively a 'Goduard
reference'".(z)
Richerdscn summerizes the interpretation cof anemrecis es
& 'Godward refererce’:

'Gac's remembrarce of scmeone is alweys active

for mercy or for judgement; it is never a

neutral memory, like a mere idez in the mind.

To remenber screcre, in tiblical larcusge,

meens to be gracious unto him (cf. Lk.23.42,

"Jesus rememter me wken thou comest in thy

kingdam", Ps. 72.2 etc.) unless it is his

misceeds which ere rememberec, in which case

the comsequences are dire (e.g. Pss. 25.7; 75.8

etc.) Indeed Jeremias ssys that ey &vgnv7ﬂv

andtg‘»wvava like their Aramaic ecuivalerits

normally in LXX anrc in'pre-Christian Judaism

1efer to God's remembering in this sense, and

not to man's; herce he concludes thet e yv

éupv svapvgerv in 1 Cer. 11.24F. and Lk.22.19

must mezn that, when the community comes

together for the breaking of bread, God is

being scught to 'rermember his Messiah', just

as in an old FPasscver prayer which teseeches Ged

for 'the rememtrance of the Messiah'. God is,

— — —— T ———— — 1 T T——— . o —— - oy S Y o o

(1) D.R. Jores,sspwors in the LXX ard in the interpretation
of 1 Cor. 11.25, 378 voI.VI 955, pp 163-191
(2) "Bedele, The Eucharistic facrifice, Theology, lvi. No.
398, 1953
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as it were, being 'memgrialized' to remember
his Messiah by bringing abcut his Kingdaom in
the FParousia; the Euchzrist, we mey ssy, is
& kind cof dramatizetion of the prayer 'Thy
Kingdom cnme'".(1)
It is this 'Goduerd reference' interpretation which
Frofesscr Jones critiecizes in his article:
"eeeeo the liturgical, godward meaning, is
not inherent in any of the instances of
the word wvsuwes in the Lxxn (@)
He examines the various uses of &V5PV165 in LXX e.Qg.
Lev. 24.7 where it is used to translate azkarah.

———

The azkarah is thet pert of the offering which is burnt

——* e,

in crder that the whole mey be serctified and, according
to Cores, the LXX hes misunderstood the idiom end here

pvqpesvvov  is used to translate azkarah. This corfusion
is presumatbly sufficient to invalidate the idea that for
the Cewish Christiar the merest mertion of anamresis
would meke the rite of azkzrah sprimg to mind caorplete
with its necessery suggestion of 'putting God in remembrance'.
Professcr Jones draws particular attentior to the fact that
the ideez cf rermembering sim is cowmon inm the OT (e.g.Gen. 49.9;
Pss. 24.7; 108.14; Ezek. 33.16) ard that forgiveress is thet
state in which sins sre ro longer remerbered (ps.24177).
Indeed Jeremiah says that the New Covenant (N.B. Paul's
reference to the cup of the New Coverant) will include &
situetion where sin will be remembered no more (Jer. 31.34).
Jores concludes:

LI the use of the word &V?Mv7f5 in the LXX

invelves toc meny ambiguities to provide authority

(3)

for arny psrticulsr interpretation of NT pessaces."

———— T —— T —— T . o "

(1) A. Richerdscn, Theology of the NT, p.366
(2) D.R. Jores, op.cit.
(3) Jores, art.cit.
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At this ppint it is worth surmarizing the work
of arcther OT scholar in his work an 'Mergry and Tradition

N T

in Israel’ Childs finds two basic meanings cf the

Hebrew roct gﬁ%:
(a) in ihe gel it mears 'to remember' - and
so raiseg the whcle guestion of the Hebrew
rsychology of memory:
(b) in the hiphil it meers 'to utter' ard
may have a cultic or jurudicial connection.
The word 'renember' in Hebrew usage is mcre inclusive
than in Engliéh end with & wider semartic rarce. 'To
remember’ UFtQH beers a meesning which we would describe
as characteriiing ar: action. Childs finds no significent
differerce in this between Fecmeric Creek usege and Hebrew
. USEgeE. On tHe other hend, Plato and Aristotle strorgly
influerced the understanding of the concept of memory so
thet:
"Msmnry]depends on the retention of a sense
stimulation after the object producing it hes
ceased to have an effect. Again, as in Flato,
the sct of remembering hes bteen seperated fror
externel actior, arc ccnfined to a phychological
experiehce in relation to a neutral image."(z)
Childs continues:
"The result of this stucy corfirme Earr's
caontertion thet the issce is a semantic one
and does not invclve differing categories cf
thuughﬁ. There is ro real dichotomy betweer
Creek and Hebrew mentality in respect to
memury:(B)
Turning to a;FDrm-critical aralysis of 0T passeges using
zkr Childs distinguishes two mzin uvses: (a) God remembers

end (b) man/Israel remembers.

(1) Childs, Memcry and Traditionm in Isrsel, SBTh. No.37,
sc™M Prees. -

(2) ibid. p.27

(3) ibid. p.28

i
(

[
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"There car be no dichotomy betweer Cod's thought
arc. ectior..... God's rerembering always implies
his movement toweards the object of his memcry
..... The esserce of Ged's remembering lies in
his scting toward scrmecre becsuse of a previous

cumnitment."(1)
But:

"....the verb whken used with Israel as its

sub ject derctes & bssic human phychological

furction: +to recall a pest eventﬁ"(z)
Childs then argues that from this basic usage of 'remember’
with men/Israel as subject, there developed & special
theclogical, ard in perticular cultic, use in which

"Memery has & critical furction of properly

relating the present with the past"(B)
This usece mears that:

"Israel in every gereration rememters and
so shares in the same recemptive time."(q)
"Israel's redemptive history continues in
her memory as the pest everts of recdeemed time
call forth & new response and ame again

(5)

experienced. "

Professor Jenes argues that anamresis should be
interpreted in this second 'marward reference' urcer-
standing, thus suggesting that ;quvvms means "A rall
to remembrarce'. In support of this he cites Ex. 12.14:

"And this cay shall be urto you for a

memorial (LXX:Katesrve 4 ppepu ;f/w uv)"rv' peqposver )

and ye shell keep it a feast to the Lord

throughout your generations.”
This verse would seem to be a clear exarple where
'rerertirance' refers to men as sckject since the
Israelites are cormanded to rememter the Fasscver and

to keep it as a feast. Jones cites Mk. 4.9 as &n

(1) Childs, ibid., p.3&4
(2) ibid. p.47
(3) ibid. p.53
éug ibid. p.5&4
5) ibid. p.63
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exarple of this sesre approach in the NT:
"And verily I say unto you, Uherescever the
gospel shzll be preached throughout the
whole world, that also which this womar
heth cecre shell be spoken of her for a
memcrial of her (6% vy posivev “;T15 )L
The context of this verse must surely point to 2 'merward
refererce' for the 'remembering'. In view of all this
Jores ccrcludes thet the anamnesis mede in the Euchezrist
is & proclamation of Christ's saving work to mer, just as
the gospel 'shell be presched throuchout the whcle world'.
"To reremter him in the sign of his redemptive
= death is rot simply the opposite cf forgettinc.
A true ;V%FVTSiS the appropriation of his death
and endless life and all the berefits thereuf."(a)
Professcr Jdores' article has rot escaped criticism.
Hickling mekes this comment:
"(Jones) asserts that the eucherist, like
the paschel remerbering, would te ro mere
mental act. It "would represent the Lord's
person ard meke his sscrifice cperative in
the lives of thcse whc believed and aobeyed"
(p.188), but he coes so on the basis cf an
analysis of arcient Hetrew thoucht processes
by Federsen, of a kind shown to be largely

withcut foundation by Barr's 'Semantics of

" —

surely remsins to be shown that 'memorial',
in its biblical corntext, carries these
overtores of whkat might be called
revivificatinn"(z)
It has slready beer noted above however that Childs
reaches & position on this pcint thet is substantially
similar to Professcr Jores' view, although Childs beses

his work on Farr rather than on Federsen.

o —— Tt (o T o - —— e
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A different criticism is made by Alar Richardsor::
"It is perheps & pity thet the ascthor

(Prof. Jores) dces mot entertain the

possibility that a phrase such as e%

v Z/ut'v ;vu/Aw,fl\/ mey contain not

merely one meaning but several meanings

and several reminiscences srd cvertomes

N

cf different biblical themes and passzges."

In 1975 G.D. KIlpetrick reviewed the evidence and
re-assessed the meaning of wvwpvgaig . He Eecer by
examining the work of Dom CGregaory Dix and Jeremias.

Dix(z) favoured an interpretation of anemresis as meaning
're-presentation’. Kilpetrick disesllows this interpretation
claiming that no support can be found for it.(3)
Jeremias began bis study of anamnesis by remerking thet
whether or mot the words 'Do this is rererkrance of me!
(1 Cor. 11.24f) were the ipsissima_verba of Jesus, the
early Church clearly acted as if they were:

" ...the esrly cormunity, apparently from the

very becinning, met regularly for common meels

and so cantinued the daily table fellowship

cf Jesus with his cisciples. The cuestion

naturally arises as to whether in this the

Church was cbheying the commend of Jesus to

rereat the rite, or wrether it is rot much

mpre likely that the mealtimes themselves

gave rise fo the cormend, which was then

read back onto the lips cf Jesus"(h)
Jererias considers the commend of repetition end remembrance
in the light first of the Hellenistic fureral meals of the
ancient classical world, and secondly of Palestinian memcrial
formLlae. Lietzmarn concluced thet the words 'Do this in
rererbrance of me' heve clear analogies with the fureral
meals cf Hellenism. In this case the Last Supper:

— T T o . S Y00 . e S . S D A i

(1) A. Richerdscn, op.cit., f.n.p.368

(2) G. Dix, The Shepe of the Liturgy, Dacre Fress 1945 p.24LE
(3) G.D. Kilpatrick, Aramnesis, Liturgical Review, Mey 1975,
pp. 35-4C. -

(4} Jeremias, op.cit., p.237
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"acsumes the cheracter cf a 'meal of
rerembrance' for one departed, and thereby
ranks distinctly as a type of the religious
meals thet were customery everywhere in the

Craeco-Raren mnrld."(1)
Thus in Liétzmann's view,

"the formula 'in rememtrance' would Ee en

indic&tion thet the Lord's Supper, under

Helleristic influences, was completely

transformed: from the daily repeated tahle

fellowship with Jesus (ancient Palestinian

form of the Lord's Supper) it became, urder

the influence of Hellenistic meals in wemcry

of the dead, the festival in cormemoration

of the dead (Pauline form of the Lcrd's
Eupper)!(z)
It hes already been suggested asbave thet Lietzmenn's "Two
Supper" thecry is untenable as it stands. Jeremias
rejects his interpretation of anamresis con the following
grounds:

(1) In many of the texts, most important for

establisking Lietzmenn's theory, the word

pvqpev  OD sviuvqe hes to be supplied.

(2) The cunstructiune& vvapvgowls completely

absent from eny of the inscriptiaons, the

nearest equivalert beinge%;w1yhr which

cceurs cnly twice erd has rc refererce to

a memcrial meal.

(3) Not in one cf the fiwe inmstances of

an endowment e prypev O pvapegis &

memcrial meel explicitly mentioned. 'It

is erly in the Latin inscriptions thet we

find repeatedly in cormnection with the

institution of memcorisl meals, the

corstruction in meroriam, ac mergriam, ob

memcriam, of the actual perscn or another.(B)

——— o . o g v e . - -

(1) Leitzmenn, Mass and Lord's Supper, p.182, cited

- e b g

(2) Jeremias, op.cit., p.239
(3) ibid. :
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(4) the Cultic commemcrative meals were not
celetrated, as Leitzmarn erronecusly supposec,
on the arniverssry of the death cof the
derarted, but as a rule were 'annual birthcay

(N

celebrations' , and increasingly became

mere secular excuses for a barguet.

Jeremias' own interpretation uf&v7u1m$ mey be summarized
as followe:
(1) The formula € °,“°</N1"V (ard its equivalerts
61‘3/4\"1}*050’“\’ , in memoriam, ard the Hebrew ard
Premezic eguivalerts) is found several times in
the OT, wes used frecuently in the Sucdaism of NT

times, and is found with 'extraordinary
frecuency' in late Judaism.(z)
(2) in LXX usege, and NT Judaism, the mcst common
usage qfeg &wtuqgu/ is with God as subject.(B)
(3) e§»vepvwov - yrderstood as heving a Godward-
refererce, always hes & two-fold significance:
(a) that scmething is brought before God, ard
(b) that God may remember - either in
rercy or in purishment - ard such
rerembrance is never mere rememktrance,

but always 'arn effecting and creating

event'.(u)
On the basis of anemnesis heving g 'Gecduard reference!
Jeremias interprets 1 Cor. 11.24 as being & prayer thet
God mey rememter Sesus.  Jeremias takes vovro &s

referring to the breaking of the bread znd éuqv as &r

(5)

objective geritive and sc the phrase means:

(1) ibid., p.242

(2) ibid., P.ZQE For a surmery of the evidence concerning
the use of e ovwuvaew (arc //s) in OT, NT and later Judaisr,
op.cit., pp.24b-24Evy, Jeremias,

(3) For eviderce v. Jeremias, op.cit., p.2LEFF.

(4) Ore example of this must suffice. Numbers 5.15 reads:
'..for it is s meel offering of jeszlousy, a mesl offering of
memorial (Bvsw pvnuorvvor ), bringing iniquity to rememtrarce
@Voymon gk ovow "x/m,orw@'. Jeremias takes this as meaning: 'The
sin itself is '"re-called" before Cod by means cf the sin-
cffering, is represented Lefore him, the past thus becaming
presert before God'. Jeremias, op.cit.p.248.

(5) ibid. p.251 ard f.n.
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M eeees 'that I may be remertered'....The
only question is: Who shculd remember Jesus?
The usual interpretation, accerding to which
it is the disciples who shcould remember, is
strange. Was Jesus afraid theat the disciples
would forget him? But this is rot the only
possible interpretation, indeed it is raot even
the mcst obvious ...... In the 07 and
Falestinian memcrial formulse it is almcst
always Cod who rememters. In eccordence
with this the commend for repitition mey be
tran?l?ted 'This da, thet God mey remember

1

me !

Jeremias' interpretation of aramresis ends up by
being very close to that of Dix - except thet the former
places a greater emphesis con the escheztological nature
of the Lord's Suprer. Dix argues(z) that the liberals
cf the 19th certury wro rejected the comrand cf remembtrance
ard repetition gs unhistorical, were missing the whcle
point of the commend. They were not commends to ensure
the repitition of the rite - since such a repitition was
the ane thing wkich could alresdy be assured, whether Jesus
gave a cgmmend or nut(3). Rather by his commends lesus
gave the already existing rite a rmew interpretation in
terme of his awn sacrificial death, sc thet by means cf
repitition of the rite God could be 'memcrialized' i.e.
through the ecvcharistic action we re-presert or plead
before CGed the Lord's stoning death. Jeremias makes
suhstantially the same point:

(1) ibid.

(2) Dix., op.cit., p.67

(3) Dix., op.cit., p.58: 'Uhet our Lord did at the Last
aupper, ther, was not to establish sny new rite. He
Sttashed to the two coffctste acts which were sure to be

dore when his disciples met in the future - the only two
things which He could be sure they would dc together regularly
in any cese - a guite rnew meaning wkich had a special
carnection with Fis cwn impending deeth.'!
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"...the death of the Lord is not proclaimed

at every celebration of the meal as a past

ever:t but as an eschetologiczl evernt, as the
beginning of the New Covenant. The proclametion
of the deesth cf Jesus is rot therefore intended
to call to the rememtrance cf the community the
event of the Fassion; rather this proclametion
expresses the vicarious death of Jesus as the
beginning of the salvation time and prays for

the coming of the corsummztior. As cfter as

the death of the Lcrd is proclaimed at the Lord's
Supper, and the meranatha rises upwards, God is
rerinded cf the unfulfilled climex of the work

of sslvation, urtil (the goal is reached that)

N

he cames."

Kilpatrick guestions such en interpretation of anemresis
and suggests that Jeremias does mot seem to consider
sufficiently that the command of anamresis may possibly
be secandary material. Instead Kilpatrick argues thet
ararresis car heve only a marward-refererce - and can
refer only to Christ's death (ard mot as in later liturgy
ta the major everts of the Ministry, Passion and even to
the Parnusia(z). Thus Kilpatrick argues cn the besis cf
xuﬁyydhere (1 Cor. 11.26) that Paul interprets avimvyeg as
'proclametion’. Herce tovre wewere mears 'Do this to
proclaim ry death'.

"The evidence cof Christian liturgy in the arcient

Church suggests thet in marked cortrast to the

Latin canon arnd most liturgies of the sixteerth

anc subseguert certuries this proclametion af

the death of Jesus forms the core of the
Eucheristic prayer."(3)
(1) Jeremias, op.cit., p.253.

(2) HKilpatrick criticises leremias' future interpretation
af anemresis as contradicting the mature of the Eucherist as
& vehicle for God's present activity. Waimnwright (op.cit.
p.66) rightly (I believe) reminds us that while we mey draw
distinctions in the activity of God between presert and

future we ere not allowed to oppose them cne to the other.
(3) MKilpatrick op.cit.
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Such stress on the proclamation of the death cf Jesus
is certainly Faulirme, at least as far as the evidence in
1 Cor. takes us. But is it guite fair to Pauvl? As we
said above, Paul is rot writing theology - he is dealing
pragmetically with & particular problem. If we covpare
the situstion of the agape meal/Euchsrist at Corinth with
thet in the Didache (in wkich no reference to Christ's
death is mede) is it not possible (especially in light of
the Two Suppers theory) to suggest that Paul in 1 Cor.
11.26 is laying especial stress on the proclamztion of
the agtoning death of Christ sc as to meke the pcint that
the Corinthian 'fellouship-mezl' is missing the whcle
point of wret it is meant to sigrify and symbolise i.e.
the fellowship wezl of the forgiven people of Goc united in
the New Covenant by Christ's blood. In cther words, at a
time wken words in liturgy were essentially urnfixed,
passsges such ss the Didache take the death cf Christ for
granted as the background and roct cause of Eucherist.
Paul in 1 Cgr., in much the same way, takes for granted
the results of the atoning death of Christ (Resurrectior,
eternal life, Parousis) but places the whole Eucharist meel
into a balanced practical sncd theological perspective,
fourded on the central fact of the saving deeth of Christ.
The main difficulties raised by Kilpastrick's interpretation
of anamresis would seem to be:

(1) 1t rests cn an interpretation of a

semi-techrical word meaning 'to proclaim a

religious or theological meszage'’. - But, as

Kilpatrick himself admits, there are nao

unegquivocal examples for such a use.

(2) It seers herd to draw any clear distinctior

betweer the various interpretations of anamresis

put forward respectively by Cix, Jeremias srd

Kilpatrick. The besic guestion still seems to

receive uncertain answers: to whom is the

'remembtering' addressed? Kilpatrick's sttempt

to give it solely a mermward refererce seems
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too flimsy to be maintained without further

evidence.
This criticism does not however rule out a mamward reference.
On the contrary the work of Jones and Kilpatrick suggests
that there is good grounds for accepting a marward reference
as one strand in the correct interpretation of anamnesis.
As Jones points out the use of anamnesis at Mk. 14.9 seems

to point particularly strongly to a mamward reference.

&)

Kasemann  ‘would substantially go along with
Kilpatrick's interpretation, and himself makes much of
Mk. 14.9 as having a 'marward reference'. He too
interprets 4Vu/w1n5 with reference to Kﬂr“)]e\éﬂl and
suggests that part of the difficulty is caused by the
translation of &wyuqas as 'remembrance' which he sees
as too weak. He compares the use of &vguvqms in Paul's
Instituion Narrative with the use of &V%pqus as the
'memprial' made during the recitation of the Passover
haggadah.

"When the primitive Church inferred from the

command to repeat the actions (and especially

from the concluding words) the necessity of

adding the sp-called Anamnesis to the lords

of Institution, it also gave expression to a

conception of &vvuvqﬂs which saw it as complete
only when it issued in a confession of Faith.'(z)
In support of this interpretation Kasemann notes that
LXX Ps. 110.3f uses ¢ oporoygoeg and pvewwy otV as
parallel terms. Nonetheless I think that the same
criticism of Kasemann's interpretation may be made as for
that of Kilpatrick and Jones, namely that the evidence
for interpreting anamnesis solely with a manward reference

is too slim for complete confidence.

It becames necessary to bring this examination of

the interpretation to a close, and to attempt to draw

(1) HKasemann op.cit.
(2) ibid.
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some conclusions on which we mey base cur own under-
standing of the term, as it relates to Faul ard to
the eerly Church. The discussion has centred
around two polarities:

(1) Anamnesis &s bearing a 'Godward refererice!

i.e. in the Eucherist God is 'reminded' of the

saving work of Christ.

(2) Amamresis as tearing a 'Merward refererce'

i.e. the Eucherist is & proclametion to ran

of the saving work cof Christ.
Stated baldly in this way the discussion seems to take on
a new dimension, for surely neither understarnding is adequate
cn its own in terms cf theolocy, phychology or sementics.

If Jeremias (and others such es Cdo Casel and Max
Thurian) reslly meen to suggest thet the Church's role in
the Eucherist is the 'remind God' of his Messiah in the
sense of adopting a mediatory role, then Professor Jones
is surely correct to sound the alarm! The Mystery of
Rederption celebrated in the Eucharist is rmothing if not the
cerehbration of Gad's gracious movement in Christ towards
sinful man. In this serse the aremresis in the Eucherist
is & proclamation to men of the atornemert wroucht in Christ.

On the other hend, the Eucherist is rot the proclametion
of a dead Jesus. It is, in Peaul's own term, a proclametion
of 'Christ's desth urtil he comes'. It is the proclametion
of the Risen Christ whcose Farousia is looked for by his
faithful people. So in this sense it becomes slsc a prayer
to Cod, a 'remerktrarce' to Cod, thet 'His Kingdow wey come'.
Ard so, through the aramnesis, the Eucherist is s foretaste
of the Farpusia, it is &n eschestological evert in wkich

'‘Every generation rememters enc sc sheres

in the same redemptive time'.(1)
sc thet the saving work of Christ is re-presented and becomes

(2)

here and now operative or, as Kilmartin writes:

(1) Childs, op.cit., p.5&
(2) Dix, op.cit., p.51
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"The redemptive activity unfolded in an historical

evert of the pest is rendered presernt here and

row in a sacramental manner of existence."(1)
It is only through the sacrifice of Christ, of which

in the Eucherist we meke aramresis snd proclametion, thet

we heve access to the Father. It is through the facrifice

of Christ ogur High Friest that the New Covenant is established.

Soc in the eucheristic anamnesis the Church offers itself

through Christ to the Father. Thus there is mo denger of

the Church being seen as holding some kind of mediating

rosition betweer Christ ard the Father, rather the whcle

pcint is thet Christ is the One Mediator between Cod ard Man.

Thus we seek to hold together both CGodward and Marward

references when interpreting the anemresis. Support far

this caores from vorn Rad who writes:
', .eit was Israel's belief that Jahweh's

turning towards her in salvation was not
exhausted in historical deeds and in the
gracious guidance of individual lives,but
tnat in the sacrificial cult too he had
ordained an instrument which opened up to

her a continuous relationship with him.'(2)

If for a moment we forget schclarly argument ard ask
'what is in the mind of a devout Christian - arcient or
modern - during the 'remertrance' of Christ mece in the
Eucherist?!,is it not possible to argue thet the armswer
would be given imn terme recognisable s centaining becth
¢ Marward ard a Codward reference? Firstly, Christ's
life and death ere recalled, and we becare aware alsc af
all that Christ our Saviour hes dcne far us. This is
clearly a mamserd reference. But them we are led cn by
feelings cf therkfulness and trust to pray to the Father -
and our prayer is made 'throuch Christ' of wheom memcrial
is being mede. Thus cur 'intercessior is made 'through'

. . vV S T ———— B S Y T . . LU G ——— . S T .

(1) HKilmertin op.cit., p.5&4

(2) Gevon Rad,Qld Testament Theolozv,vol I (trans,D.M.G.
Stalker),0liver and Boyd,p.260
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the sacrifice of Christ made once for all upon the cross -
this sacrifice, of which we are meking amamresis, is cur
orly ground of approach through Christ to the Father.
Thus anamnesis hes for us elsc a 'Godwerd' reference.
Thus do we have 'good rews' to proclaim to the world.

ihitely comments:

...6g TV MYV XVSMwew  means that God is

to rememkter the Messiah: or that Christians

gre to remember the Messiah: in either case

the object is thet the Messiah should be

vitally active in the midst of the congrega-

tion, and thet the purpose for which he was
raised‘up by God shculd be accumplished.'(1)

It seems to me that this approach to znamresis hes
links alsc with the theme of symbcl and reality. The
'merward-reference' of anamresis, the proclametion of the
Cospel, is in fact a symbol of the reality of szslvation.
Without a commitmert of faith both by preacher ard hearer
the proclamstion of the gospel is at best 'mere history',
a record of past events which car heve little or nc relevance
to tocay. Ornce the commitment of faith is mede then the
symtol becomes reality. The mere words of the proclametion
beceme a vehicle of saving truth wrereby, through the atoning
work of Christ men are brought into & right rélatiunship
with the Father.

This discussion of amamresis shcws thet Paul's thcught
abcut the Euchsrist in 1 Cor. centred arn the death of
Christ, of wkich the Eucherist was = memcrial to both God
and Man, and in this sense formed part of the appropriation
of the benefits of the Atonement wroucht in Christ. The
Eucherist is a proclametion to man ard 2 'memorializing' to
Ged.

'There is ar all-importart distinction between

offering a sacrifice ard pleading a sacrifice...

We do meke the memorisl which cur Lord willed

(1) D.E.H. uhiteley,The Theology of S5t. Paul, Blackwell,
1964, p.17S.
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us to meke in the sight of God, for his
sgcrifice is cur” right of access to the
Father. But "Dc this" does rot mear
"Offer this" not does anamresis mezn a
mergrial offering to Cod. e cannot
offer Christ, but we must be united with

(D

him in his death end resurrectiof....

THE_CHRISTIAN FASSCVER?

Clearly the 'memorial' made in the Lord's ESupper
cocld well have links with the Fasscver memorial in thet
for Judaism the Passcver was just such e memcrial as was
raised to Cod ard man. Did Paul then believe the Last
Supper to heve been 2 Fasscver mesl? And does the
Fasscver play a role in his understarding of the Lord's
Supper?

In 1 Cor. 11, Paul shows ro sign of dating the
Last Supper as a Fasscver. The cnly hint of chronclogy
is thet giver in v.23:

"in the might in which he was betrayed."
This locks very much like 'liturgical writing' and, as

(2) is 'scmewtat threadbare' as 'a

Kasemernr comments
purely historical reminiscerce’. Indeed, in line with

his interpretation of the Lest Supper as & 'formulation

of sacred law', Kasemeznn sees v.23 first as a sclemn
naming of Christ as the authcrity on which the eucheristic
action is based, and secornd, as & formula defining the
chrormological lecality of the Eucherist i.e. v. 23 ('in the
night in which he was betrayed') forms the termirus a quo

ard v. 26(lurtil he comes') as the terminus ad guem.

This seems helpful and firmly establishes the eschztological
rmature of the Faulime Lerd's Supper. But dees this remave
the pcssibility of having Passover nuances ss well? It
was the night on which the Messiah would core. It wes the

night omn which anamrnesis cf the saving work of God was made -

(1) D.E.W. Harriscn, Cowmon Frayer in the Church cf Encland,
5.P.C.K. 1968., p.75
(2) HKasemarn, op.cit.
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anc throuch the amamnesis, all the people of Israel
down the ages shared eschetologically in Cod's =sct of
rescue for his pecple. For the Jewish (ahal the
saving morent of which amarresis was mede was the
liberatiorn from Egypt. For the Christiam ecclesia
anamnesis is made cf Christ the Faschal Lamb.

Paul mzkes clear refererce to the Fasscver sacrifice
of Christ in 1 Cor. 5.7:

'Fer our Fassover also has been sacrificed,

even Christ.'
But is it correct to limk this with Faul's dectrine
of the Lcrd's Supper? Paul sees Christ as the Fasscver
lamt which has been offered for us - but this sacrifice
looks to the crucifixior ard ret to the Last Supper(1).
1 Cor. 5.7 sees the crucifixion as the true Christian
(2) notes thet 1 Cor. 5.6-8 does rot

refer to the Eucherist as the Christiar counterpart of the

Fasscver. Higgins

Fasscver, but rather describes the whgle of the Christian
life ag & festival which must be celebrated with purity
of corduct. At the same time Higgine argues thet the
identification cf Christ with the Faschal Lamt (gp. Jn.
‘19.36; Pet. 1.19; Rev. 5.6) probably goes tack to
Christ's identificatiorn of himself with the Fasscver Lamk
at the Last Supper, and hence is =fter all capeble of
bearing eucheristic reference. Further, the refererce
in 1 Cor. 15.20 to Christ as the 'first fruits' mzy be
additional evidernce for the identification of Christ with
the Fasscver, ard the Fassover with the sucheristic
urnderstanding of FPFaul. In 1 Cor. 15.20 there mey be an
allusion to the offering of the 'first fruits' of a sheaf
of berley on Nisar 16, thé first day of the feast of
unleeverned bread (cp. Mk. 14.12). In addition it mey be
noted thet Paul's primary understanding of the eucheristic

— T T T T V" — T " o —————

(1) It world seem that Faul mey support the dohamnine dating
of the crucifixiom, or, perhzps ever more impcrtantly, meay
share a Johennine uncerstanding of the crucifixion by which
Jesus is seen as the true Fasscver lamh offered for us.

(2) Higgins, The Lord's Supper in the NT., ch.6
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aramresis is in terms cf the death of Christ. Thus it
may well be correct to see the Leord's Eupper as

representing the Christiar Fasscver.

THE_NEW COVENANT_ IN CHRIST!S BLOOD

If there is & link imn Faul's thought between the
Passover ancd the Lord's Supper it rests, I think, on the
concept of the New Covemant in Christ:

'This cup is the rew covenant in rmy blood'

(1 Cor. 11.25)
Paul sees the Lord's Supper as establishing the New Coverant
(50*57“1 ), a covenant, which like the old covemant at Sinai,
is mede in blood (&5U“TL ). The refererce to gﬁ!91“1 is
rich in CT allusions. First there is the Sinaitic coverant
(Ex. 24) where Moses took the blood of the victims and
sprirkled it over the people. The LXX version of Moses!
words reads:

1 Sos To cxt}ux s g’(u&’.(?S ' (Ex. 24.8)

This has clear parallels with the cup words ss recorded ty
Faul.

Millard has srgued thet there are scme echeces cf the
ancient covenant scheme in 1 Cor. This takes the shzpe:
preamtle, historical prologue, stipulatioms, blessings anc
curses - and 'all covenants were largely corncerned with the

corduct of the subject party'(q)

This ethical aspect of
the covenent is representec in 1 Cor. by the instructions
ancd admonitions ccrmecerning Christian bebhaviour.
'The Lord's Supper .... stressed the coverant
starcing of the disciple of Jesus. Perhzps
especial weight lies on the Judas cornptation
of the words "in the night in which he was
betrayed" (11.23) in the light of the
Corinthians' lax beheviour there ard possible
incurrence of guilt (11.27). In encient
times the obligated perty laid his henrds upon

— T o o o s T T B " o S

(1) Millard, Covernant and Cormunion in 1.Cor.

—————
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the sacrificial victim, identifying his
fate with thet of the animel shculd he
brezk his cath .......Uthile many mejor
aspects of Jesus' dezth carnct be compared
with the arcient covenant forms, this cne
mey, anc Faul undoubtedly hed it in wind
at this juncture, as commentators point
out, referring principelly to Ex. 24 ard
the Passuver.'(1)

The main difficulties with this are thet the Fasscver
Lamb of Ex. 12 (cp. 1 Car. 5.7) is rmot the ssme as the
Cimaitic Cavenant sacrifice, nor was the Fasscver Lark
urnderstood to be expiatory. On the other herd Faul would
seem to have had the Fasscver in mind et 1 Cor. 5.7, ard
the Sinai caovenent in mind at 1 Cor. 11.25. It seems
possible thet he hed inm fact, at leest in his own mind,
mede some scrt of syrithesis between the two, around the

Lord's Supper. Whzt is to be mede af this?

It is possible perheps to argue thet later Jucaism
saw the whcle Fasscver-Excdus event as the foundetion of
the Sineitic Covenart, just as the NT writers ard
cormentators see the Crucifixion-Resurrection-Parousia
as ore 'evert' in establishing the new covernant in
Christ. In support of this interpretation we may pcint
to Fs. 136 which sees the whcle work of God from creation,
through Fasscver and Excdus and an to the settlement of
Israel as cne mighty act of God - the heilsgechichte for
which we are to give therks tp God, 'for his mercy
endureth for ever.' Ancther example of this unitive
approach rey be found in Fs. 10Z. Paul's words in 1 Caor.10
seem to point towards & similar understarding when he links
the rites cof beptism end Eucharist with the excdus and the
wilderness wanderings:

‘eee. oOur fathers .... were gll baptized unto

Mcses in the cloud and in the sea; and did

., Ao S T S S i A St S S S . o o T R S o - -

(1) Millard, ibid. p.244
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all eat the same spiritual drink for they

drank of a spiritual rock that followed

them: and the rock was Christ.'

- 1 Cor. 10, 1-4

It would surely heve beer impossible for a Jew to heve writter
such a passege without scre thcught of the Fasscver ard
Eipail coverant in the background? Herce it seems correct
to ccnclude thet the Passcver forms cne strard in Faul's
interpretation of the Lord's Supper as the means cf
sharing in the New Covenant wrought in Christ's blood.
But this is mot the anly influence upom Faul's interpretatior.

'The symbolism cf the bread and wine come

directly fraom the Jewish Fasscver ceremony,

whether the Last Supper itself was cr was

not a Passcver meal .... But we wmust be on

our guard against interpreting either the

Last Supper or the Christian Eucherist

exclusively in terms of the Passcver'.(1)
The fact is that the phrase 'the new covernant' does rot
merely recall the Sinai coverart; it alsc reminds us cf
the 'mew covenant! of Jer., 31.31-34, a covenarnt

'not according to the coverarnt that I mede

with their fathers or the day that I took

them Ly the hend to bring them cut of the

lard of Egypt..!
but a covenant made

'in their irward parts, and in their heerts',
a covenant by which the Lord will forgive iniquity anc
remembter sin no more. This scggests thet im the Lord's
Supper, the proclametion of the death c¢f the Lord, Paucl
also sees & pioclametion of the forgiveress cf sin, a
forgiveress wrought by the sheddimg of Christ's blocd
(Vithermew coverant .... in my blood') anc herce the
sgurce gf the mew and risen life of the Christian, now
with a8 rew ethical law, orne thet is written 'in the
heart'.

e T —— T —_— ——— . . S " . T S e S T S - - T —— .

(1) Richardscn, op.cit.
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In the exodus covenant (Ex. 24.3-8) Moses sprinkled
blood both on the altar and on the people, thus signifying
that God and man were joined in a covenant relation brought
about by the shedding of blood. Thus the main emphasis of
the 'covenant-blood' was neither expiatory nor propitiatory,
but, if the term be allowed, 'sacramental', i.e. significant
of the concrete relationship established in the covenant
between God and his people. Hence Paul sees the New
Covenant as significant of the new relation-ship between
God and man brought about by the death of Christ and
symbolised by the eucharistic bread and wine -~ the body
and blood of Christ.

The Passover blood then was a 'memorial of a covenant
relationship conceived of as already in existence' and
'desigrned to recall this relationship and thereby make it

(D

effective. Through the Passover, salvation was brought
to Israel, just as through Christ ou? New Passover (1 Cor.5.7)
salvation comes to the new Israel. (Gal. 6.16). Through
Christ's death proclaimed anew in the life of the Church,
and particularly by the worshipping community at the Lord's
Supper ('until he comes'), God establishes a new relation-
ship of forgiveness (Eph. 1.7; Rom. 5.9) and peace (Col.1.20;
Eph. 2.13, 17; c.p. Ram. 5.9)

'St. Paul clearly believed that just as a positive

relationship with God was established by the

Mosaic covenant, and as this relationship was

maintained by the worship of Judaism, so the new

relationship with God, made passible through

the work of Christ, and accepted by each

individual in faith-baptism, was confirmed and
maintained in the Lord's Supper.'(z)
Thus we discover that for Paul the Lord's Supper is a
tangible declaration of the gospel, a visible, sacramental

demonstration of the good news that:

(1) Uuhiteley, op.cit., p.140 - and see pp.139ff generally
for this paragraph.
(2) 1ibid. p.183
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'‘God commendeth his love towerd us, in thet
wkile we were yet sinners Christ died for us.'
- Rom. 5.8.¢1
This is the great reality demcnstrated by the symbol of

Eucherist.

'THIS IS MY BODY...."
We must rmow oo on to erguire precisely what Paul
urderstood by the words 'This is my body which is for
you' ard the New Covenarmt 'inm my bload' (11.24f.).
Also, whezt dces he mear by 'discerming not the body!'
(v. 29)? Here we must bear in mind that amy suggestion
of drimking blood would, because of most strict
prohibition in the Law, heve beer guite abhorrent to any
Jew (guite apart from amy possible carnibelistic overtomes).
Anc yet Paul speaks of the bread ard wine as the body and
blood of Christ, ard (v.26) he goes on to speak of eating
the bread and crinking the cup. Whet dces he understard
by the bread and cup words? The first step is to examine
1 Cor. 10, 1-5 and 16 - 22.
Paul's purpose in writing to the Cecrinthiams is
meinly practical and here he is cealing with the problem
of meat offered to idols (v. 20). This problem hes
first been raised in Ch. 8, but there was interrupted by
an excursus cn Faul's aspostleship which serves as an
exsmple to the stronger brethremn not to 'stand on their
rights'sz)
Paul's argument in Ch. 10 mey be sumrmerized as follows:
The Israelites received their counterpart to baptism

— " —— T S ., i

(1) Lietzmenm's point that Paul places especial (rerewed

in the face of the problems at Corinth?) emphesis cn the desth

of Christ is thus substartiated without assuming his 'Two
Suppers' theary. V. Tayler writes 'Whst Paul did was to lay
renewed emphasis on the rememtrance cf the death cf Christ,

which was slready presert, but which et Corinth was in

darger of being forgottem'(V. Taylor, Expository Times Vel X, re ld
(2) V. Taylor, ibid. Sept. 1a52)
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)(1)

in the crossing of the sea (1 Cor. 10. 1f , anc of
the Eucherist in the rock frorm which they dramk - which rock
being Christ - and the mest in the wilderness which they
ate (V.BF.)(Z) However these sacramental artetypes were
rno guarartee of fimal sslvation (10.5); sc, just as the
Israelites fell in the wildermess, sc can the Christiar
fall from crace (10. 5, 9). Hence, reception cf the
sacraments is mot in itself a final guarartee of sslvation.
He who received the sacraments must still obey God's Lew
(10. 6-13). This spplies particularly to the problems of
Christiamns wishing to eat meat thet hes bteen offered to
idals (10.24ff.). Paul mzintains that the Christian
carnot share in both ragar and Christiar meazls:

'Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord, arnd the

cup of devils: vye carnot psrtake of the

table of the Lord, ard of the takle of

devils' (10. 21)
Pacl's cbjections thus rest on his understanding af the
rnature of the Lerd's Supper arnd whazt is receivecd therein,

namely the body and blood of the Lord.

1 Ccr. 10.16 refers to the cup and the hread as
providing a shering (xewwvis ) in the blood ard the body
of Christ. Verse 17 develops this thought:

'Seeing thet we, who are meny, are one bread,

one body: for we all partake of the are bread'.
Christiams in receiving the body, nct only heve a
kovwvis  in the body but actually, in scme way, are that

(3)

body (cp. Ro.12.5). Kesemezrn argues thet in this
pessege Faul is givimg his cwn interpretation ef the tradition
i.e. im Ch. 11 Paul recalls the Corinthiars to the fons et
grigo of the rite of the Lord's Supper, but im Ch. 10 he
is developing and explaining thet tradition.

A closer examination of 10.16f. mekes Kasemenn's
hypothesis seem most probable. Here Faul tries to prove

o . . S S S R A S O T I o ] T . T o . e

(1) cp. Ex.13. 21; 1. 21f; Ps.105. 39; Wisc. 10.17; 19. 7.
(2) cp. Ex.17. 6., Num.20. 2-13.
(3) HKasemarn cp.cit.
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to the Corinthians thet they should rot eat meat offerec
to idols. So, in typical Pavlime style, he asks them
a rhetorical guestion:

'The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not

a cammunign (kewwved ) of the blood of Christ?

The bread which we break, is it not a cormunion

(vowwvek) of the body of Christ?!
These must be 'guestions expecting the arswer "yes"' since
otherwise they would lose all point in Paul's argument.
But from this pcint on Faul nag lorger asks guestions, but
now develops his argurert from the common ground assumed
in 10.16. Paul car apparently assume that the Ccrinthians
hold firmly thet in scme semse the cup ard bread of the
Eucherist provide a wewwvia in the blood and body of Christ;
he coes cn to argue that we ARE the bedy of Christ and that
therefore it is imaprropriate (to ssy the least) for
Christiars to share in any way in good offered to idols,
which, althcugh couttless Christiars put no faith in them,
are revertheless worshipped at these meals when, their
warshippers believe, some scrt of 'sharing' occurs betuseern
idol and idelator (vv.18ff). Thus from the eucheristic
Kowvwvix Of the body of Christ stems the concept that

N

Christiars are the body of Christ. Thcse who participate

(Kowwvix ) in the blood cf Christ appropriate for themselves
the berefits of Christ's sscrificial death (Rom.3. 25; 5. 9);
they heve communion with Christ whc is dead erd risen,
because they are ready to shsre his suffering. lle mey
corpere Rom. 8.17: ‘'we suffer with him, thet we wey alsc

be glorified with him', ard we mey remembter thet in the New

Coverant in Christ's blood sins sre no mcre remembered

(1) This is why, according to Kasemarn, Facl uses &
sequence of cup-bread, blood-body in this passage. Herce
it is rot to be interpreted s evidence for an early rite

in which the more usval liturgical bread-cup sequerce was
reversed, but here is mentiored in this vhusual order simply
st thet Paul car the more easily meke the point - from the
orne loaf - that from the euchesristic koincnia Christiars are
the body of Christ. All the same, the eviderce of texts
such s the Lukan lestern text and the Cidache, where alsc
is the order cup-bread, mezy suggest thet the order was nct
fixed at a very primitive stace.
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(Jer. 31.34). Thus in 10. 1-5 Paul links Baptism enc
Eucherist, and, by means cf the Rabbinic tradition, gives
them an GOT backgrnuhd(1)
mein theme thet Christiams are the body of Christ (10.17).
What ther does Faul meger by the phrase 'the body of
Christ!'? uhiteley(z)

uncder four heesds:

, thus being able to pursue his

summerizes Faul's use of the phrase

1) the body of the men Jesus in his earthly life
(Gal.6. 17)
2) the resurrection body of Christ (1 Cor.15.44)
3) the Church (Col.1. 24, 28; 2. 19; Eph.1. 23;
5. 30; Rom.12. 4f.; 1 Cer.6. 15, 10. 17; 12. 22-27)
4) the eucheristic bedy (1 Cor.10. 16f; 11. 24;
27, 29).

Paul uses the word swpms in 72 places, and 64 cf these hzve

(3)

the Hebraic serse aof 'the whcle mer'. Hook mazkes the
point thet Faul would appear guite deliberately to have
chcsen the ml:lrdumym in prefererce to 0'070_{ when referring
both to the euchezristic food ard to the Chureh es the
body of BhIiSt.(h)

aﬁﬂf in LXX ussge would appear to heve hed very 'earthy'

He believes this to have been because

overtaones i.e. to hsve represented 'body' corsidered as
thet which is set against God, rather thar as part of the
divine ard good creation. In this respect we note
Dalmern's suggestion thet the Aramzic lying behind owmw

mey heve beer guph rather then bisri (Heb. bessr) since

(1) Higgins for example refers to Ex.17. 6; Num.21. 16;

20, 7ff, and several Targums, e.g. Pseudo-Jonathen, Sukkah3. 11.
(2) Uuhiteley, op.cit., p.197.

(3) F.J. Taylor, art., Body, TWRB.: 'In the first place the
word signifies the ratural body of mer (Prov.5. 11; Dan.b4.33;

1 Cor.15. 44) constituted by the creative act of God (Ger.1. 2)
adapted to the corditiors of earthly life (1 Cor.12.12; 15. 38),
and therefore as bearing the sign-meruel of divine handiwork,
not to be despised as in scme way inferior to the scul or a
hindrance to the higher 1life cf men. On the contrary, for

Heb. thought (unlike Ck. - Grnesticicism wes & Gk. not a Heh.
heresy) the bcdy was to be revererced (1 Car.6. 15-19; cf.Jdn..
2. 21). For this reascn it was possible to use the word

body with the mearing of self, perscrn, perscnality, or whcle
mar; and indeed neither Heb. nor Gk. hed words to express

these corcepts.'

(4) N. Hook, The Eucharist in the NT, Epworth Fress, 1964,
p.67t.
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bisri (? =6Wf5 ) indicated men considered im his earthly
aspect rather them as part of God's creation, while gugh
(? =6wpx)
'ee.. is used aof a persecn in cortrast to his
rossessions or of an animzl in contract to
its fleshly parts, or, of a perscrn in contrast
to his Iepresentative.'(1)
On this bssis Hock rotes:
'If then the Greek scme is understood in terms
cf Hebrew thcought, the dominical word will mean
'This represents my self' in which case the
eating of the bread within the context of the
rew rite is the instrumental sigrn of Christ's
presence. This limks up with the old rite,
for just as the eating cf the food in thet context
of rememtrarce had meant a ccrnsciousness cf the
presence of God, sc the eating of the bread in
this rmew context would mear a consciousness cf
the presence of Ehrist.'(z)
Apart from the clear eucharistic refererces in 1 Cor.,
Paul's main use cf the phrase 'the body' occurs in 1 Cor. 12.
Here he is dealing with the problem of spiritual gifts ard
the divisions which they (amcrg other reascns) seem to heve
ceused in the Church et Corimth (cp. 1 Cor.1. 10ff). Faul
uses the metaphcr of a humer body (12. 12.) of which each
member hes reed cf all the other members (12. 14-26).
There shculd te mo divisions in the body of Christ, which
is whet all Christiars sre (v. 27). le erter this body
through baptism:
'For in one spirit we were all baptized into
orne body, whether Jews cr Greeks, whether bond
ar free; anc were all mede to drink of one
Spirit.' (v.13)
This phrase, 'kew v ev TveUpu éror«d&]/*é‘/' (12. 13)
mey be corpared with 10.4: 'kxe mvTeq To wUTO TveypuTIKOV €T v TTO/M:
It is slsc moteworthy thet both Chs. 10 and 12 are concerned
with divisions amecng Christiars at Corimth, both base their
appeal on the secramental experierce of the Corinthiarms,
(10. 1-5, 16% cp. 12. 13), bcth refer to the body of Christ

—_ ———— T ] (T i S ] . T T o " - " i ] ——

(1) Hook, ibid. p.69 (2) 1ibid., p.6E
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(10. 16f., cp.11. 23, 27). It may be possible then
thet the phrase 'the bcdy of Christ' inm Ch. 12 cortains
a reference to the euchzristic becdy of Christ as well as
being a metaphcr for the Church es the bcdy of Christ.

D argues that it was the phrase 'the body of

Rewlinscn
Christ' used with refererce to the Euchearist ard to the
koinonia experierced by the Christiams then, which in

turn gave rise to the use of the metaphaor 'the bcdy of
Christ' as used of the Church. It does seer thet Paul
mzkes & link between the tody of Christ inm the Eucherist ard
the Church es the body of Christ, and this link is the
Tvevpe ! (10. &; 12. 13) given to Church members in the
twin sacraments of Baptism ard Eucharist. Thus the gift
of the eucharistic 'bedy' is & kewvwaew jin the very persor
of Christ, a xewwwvix in the wvevps gf Christ. Herce ar
urders tanding of Wveypstikog as ysed in 1 Cor.10. 1-5 shculd
throw further light om Faul's understanding of the nature

af the eucheristic gift.

'ANE ALL ATE THE SFPIRITUAL FQOD'

'Theqpurtug' is the adjective from the moun 'fvevpu '

which is the LXX eguivalent for 'rusch'. 'Ruach' started
with the basic meening of 'wind' (1 Kgs. 18. 45; Ps.103. 16;
Jer.4. 11). Later, possibly under Stoic influence, it came
to tefer to the vital 'stuff' of existence, ard hence to Cod,
thought of as the scurce of all life (Gem.6. 17; Job.34. 14f;
2 Thess.2. 8; Js.2. 26; Rev.11. 11; 13. 15). In perticular
the '"VeYW“" of God came to refer to God im himself
considered as the Creator and fount of dynemic activity.(z)
lig mzy pethsps diaw a psrallel Eeﬁueen this latter use of
'Mvevpx ' and the use cf 'Jnyxu' (=guph) to refer to the
'egseential self' of Christ.

Paul sees the Christiam as living in the age of the
Epirit:

'But ye ere rmot in the flesh, but in the spirit,

if sz be that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you.'

- Rom.8. 9.

(1) Rawlinscr, op.cit., cp. alsc Kilmartin, op.cit. p.82
(2) For further refs. v. Johrscn, art. Spirit, TWBEE
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In the eschetological time between Resurrection and
Farousia, the Spirit is bestowed con thcse whc repent
and believe (Gal.3. 2; Rom.1. 16; 3. 1-6; 5. 1,5;

8. 2, 9, 11). The Spirit is given through the Riser
Christ (2 Cor.3. 17). All Christians zre in the Spirit
(Rom.8. 9). Carmenting on the phrase 'év Tivevpare !
(Rom.8. 9) Mcultor states that while it is tempting to
translate ev here as 'belonging to/with' (cp. the use
of 'év ' in the Johernine epistles) the mearing is far
more profourd. 'Zv ' here refers to & 'state in which
the believer meoves' and mey best be trarslated ss 'in

the sphere DF'S1)

Thes the Christiarm, in the sphere cf
the Spirit, lives eschetologically. He lives in this
warld, but through Eaptism ty which he enters the state
of being ' ev wvevuatre ' the Christian has alsc already
enterec in scme sense the life of the Age to Caome. Far
Pacl this is ro Flatonist'idea' (though clearly capeble
of later mec-Platonist development) but ar crntological

reality.

Hence the phrases 'TveypwTikov GPWME 1 gngd
'Tvevpetiwov  wiguw 1(1 Car. 10. 3f) heve the mearning of food
and drink which effect ar incorporation into the Age to Come
through the Spirit mediated through the Risen Ehrist.(z)
Hernce whern in 1 Cor.10. 1-5 Faul refers to 'spiritual food
ard drink' the food is real food - but it is the food of the
Age to Come. Throuch the bread and wine cf the Lord's
Eupper we are essurec of our participation in the New
Covenart relationship which has beerm broucght abcut by the
secrifice cf Christ. At the Lord's ESupper we are fed by
the Riser Christ on his 'wvevpa' and he is eschetologically
presert with us.

From this it is possible to say thet when Faul uses
the phrase 'the body of Christ' in relation to the Eucharist

— T — . —— o T S S T T S S S0 oy S U~ Sy N

(1) Moultor:, Grammer of NT Greek, Vol III, Syntax

(2) Suppcrt for such en interpretation mey perheps be

found im 2 Cor.13. 13, where Faul spesks cf the 'Communion
1

of the HolyGhest!', ',‘i KoLvioviX oV h‘]mv th?urzs .
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he is speaking neither purely metapherically ncr purely
literally, but, relying on his understarding of 'wvevma ',
is meking a statement which is &t once both cntological and
eschetolagical, ard car only be true in the Age of the
Epirit - im which, at the Lard's Supper, we are present.(1)
THE phrase 'the body of Christ' in fact partakes cf the
nature of 'realized eschetology', in which the 'emd!' is
both 'nmow' and 'not yet'.(z) The bcdy of Christ is thet
spiritusl (yet totally real) reality into which we enter
by Baptism, ard in which we are sustained by Eucharist,
and yet into wkich we have not yet ertered fully by reascn
of our sinfulness end because the erd is rot yet. Rs so

of ter, Paul shcows us thet 'the best is yet to bE'.(3)

Such en interpretation of 'the body of Chiist' shows
thet for Paul the eucharistic bresd and wine were the
vehicles cf the Epirit. They are the means whereby we
are assured thet we are in the 'body of Christ'. The
spiritual reslity of the Lord's Supper is the gift of
'mvevu! which is given by the symbels of bread and wine
used irn&v§pv1f5 of the crucified, risen and present Lord.
Rs Favl experienced this spirituzl reality, he rezlized
alsc the true depths of the sinfulmess cf the divisions
within the ome Christian body at Corinth. This would
seem to be the mearing of 1 Cor.11. 27:

'"Whoscever shell eat the bread and drimk the

cup of the Lord urworthily shell be guilty of

the body ard blood of the Lord.'

. = P T o (ot S (At S ., M T — - ——

1) cp. A. Cole, The Body of Christ, Christian Foundations 3,
and Mascell, thet the body of Christ is & metaphcr, being
primerily an imzge of the Church referring to our caommcn
dependence orn Christ and interdependerce orn ore arother. I
think Cole is probably cerrect but my point here is thet the
'eucharistic body of Christ' is rot mere metaphcr.

(2) Here mey be compared the teaching in Colossiars where
we rezd that thcse who are raised with Christ are in fact
those wko are already in Christ ncw in this 1ife, 'for ye
died ard your life is hid with Christ im Cod (Co.3. 3v. alsc
2. 11-15, 3. 1-4, 3. 5-4. 6). Uhether Colossians is a
Fsuline or not need rneot concern us here, but such en approach
would seem to fit in with his teaching, if we have urderstood
it, as comtained in the geruine Faclimnes.

(3) UWhiteley, op.cit., pp.191Ff.
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This verse is explaimed by v.29: he drirmks wrworthily

who does not discern the body. Various interpretations

cf these words have hbeer offered, but the mcst likely ore,

in view of Paul's creat practical concern over the divisions
at Corinth erd the whole setting of the Institution Narrative
within the framework of Paul's criticism of these divisions,
is thet 'mot discerming the body' (v.25) means 'eeting ard
drinking the eucharistic focd while in a state of division
ard disunity'. 1. 27, 29 alsc shcws thet Paul hed ra
macical view of the Eucharist. The bread ard wine of the
Lord's Supper are the means of sharing in the New Coverant
wrpught through the sscrifice cf the body and blocd of
Christ; they are the vehicles of the Spirit whereby we

are incarporated into the body of Christ. Such is their
purpase - but mere reception in no way guarartees cur
salvation (11. 30), ary mcre then the CT artetypes
graranteed the sslvation of the Israselites (10. 1-13).

e are called upon to 'discern the body' - to meke an
ethical response in themksgiving for the sacrifice of Christ.

There is ro megical guarartee here.

It has been suggestec hcwever thet 11.30 mey suggest
Jjust such a megical view of the eucheristic food:

'"For this cause (i.e. failure to discern

the bedy) meny amcng you are weak and

sickly, and not a few asleep.'
In view of 10. 1-5 it seems unlikely thet Paul is here
suggesting g megical 'curse' brought abcut by uwrworthy
reception of the Eucherist. Rather it is hetter to see,
with Kasemern, that by esting and drimking urworthily
the Corimthians hzve incurred the Jucdgemernt of God, which,

(1

as Lhiteley notes would raturally in the first certury
be interpretec in terms of illmess and death. Perheps
whet Paul is sayinmg here is thet the Corinthianm Christianms,

——— T — T — ] - T O o — Tt 4 S . " ——

(1) UWwhiteley, op.cit., p.185.
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who expect to be 'alive' in Christ in fact find themselves
sick and dead - ard ro wonder, since they hzve failed to
obey the ethical imperative thet is the recessary concaoritant
of the New Coverant. Kilmzrtin writes:

'The fate of sinful Israel shculd serve as &

leseson. Just as it was not ercugh for the

Israelites to receive the spiritual food and

drink provided by Yahweh znd Christ, sc it is

rct encugh for the Corinthiams to receive the

sacraments. They are not megical instruments,

btt a gift which involves a task: 1living life

&)

ccnformed to the Law of God.!

SUMMARY
Paul teaches the following corcerning the Lord's

Supper:
1) The Lord's Supper is the amemresis cf Chriist's
seving work - it is & proclametion of the gospel
of Christ.
2) Through the enmamresis cf Christ made in the
Eucharist we are able to receive our shere in
the salvation worn for us by Christ.
3) The Lord's Supper is the escheztological
celebration at which we are present with
Christ and urited in Him.
LY The Fucherist is the Christiar Passcver-
Covenar:t. Our Xowwwvi in and with Christ
implies ethical demends, sc thzt we preserve
ard build up the Christiar fellowship.
5) The eucheristic food and drink are the
preume tological vehicles cof the body ard blood
of Christ i.e. (v. pcint 2) we receive throuch
faith the assuramce of the gift of salvation,
we receive the berefits won for us by Christ

(2)

on the Cross.

(1) HKilmertinm, op.cit., p.76

(2) In the last section of this thesis, wken examining the
gues tior of the interpratation of the éﬂkkvms , I shell return
to a discussion of the relationship betweern the work of Christ
and the work of the Holy Spirit in the Euchzrist. v.pp. 311ff.



Fimally, with reference to the concept of a
'developmental' approach to Eucheristic doctrine, we ray
ncte that Paul in 1 Cor. places great stress on the desth
cf Christ wherees it is possible (on the compzriscn of the
Cideche) thet other interpretatiors placed emphesis cn the
Resurrection. This cdees rnot support the Two Suppers thecory
but it dces sucgest thet at a very early stage the Church

hed different emphesis cf eucheristic interpretation.

ST. MARK'S TEACHING ON THE EUCHARIST
ark. 4. 17-;@

This pessesge is Mark's account of the Institution

Narrative. Our first task is to note the impcrtant
differences between the account of the Institution as
given by Faul ard thet of Mark.

1) The dating of the Last Supper

Merk cleesrly indicates that he believes the Last
Supper to heave been a Fassover Meal, whereas Faul does
rnct make sc definite ar identificatior. Thet Mark thinks
the Last Supper was a Fasscver meal is evidenced by
L., 1f, 12, 16, 17, with their refererces to 'the feast
of the Fasscver and urnleavered bread', 'the feast', 'the
first day of unlesvered bread when they secrifice the
Fasscver', 'Uhere wilt thou thet we go anc mede ready
thet thcu meyest eat the Fassover', 'where shell I est
the Passcver with my disciples?', 'and wher it was evening'’
(the Fassover meal being essentially one that was estern at
night). Such evidence would seem clearly to indicate a
Fasscver dating for the Last Supper inm Merk. However,
there is scme eviderce that Merk mey have miscrnderstood
his scurces.

Mk.14. 1f. states that 'the feast of the Fasscver
ard unlesvered bread' was to take place 'after two deys'.
The first phrase is in itself scmewhat confusinc in thet
the 'feest of the Fasscver! (ro'ﬂurxu) and 'the feast of
unleavered bread'(™ «3vua ) were, originally at leest,

separate, and althcough by Jesus' time they were celebratec
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almcst ccocrcurrently, evern sc Mark's reference to 'the
feast' (singular) does imply scme misunderstarding.

More important are the words of the chief priests
and the scribes:

'Not during the feast lest heply there be

g tumclt of the people' (v. 2)
Such & phrase is perfectly intelligible. The pcpular
support Jesus hed received during the Triumphzl Entry into
Jerusalem would be cuite enough to meke the priests fesr
a riot. But is rot this exactly whet they risked if
Merk's cating is accepted? Far fror NCT arresting him
during the feast, it would seem thet they arrested
Jesus cn the very Fasscver might (evering of Nisan 15)
ard crucified him on the first dey of urleavered breed
(Nisar 15). How dces this sccord with the words cf 14.27?

N

Jeremias deferds Mark's chronoclogy by arguing
thet 'eékTﬂ ' sheculd rot be tramslated as 'feast', but,
(according to the usace of Jn.7. 11, LXX Ps.73(74).4) as
'festal assembly' or 'festal crowd'. It must be ssid
however, thet if Jeremias' suggestiorn be correct them 14.2
cen nc loncer be seen as giving a precise chrorclogical

(2)

refererce in its use cf 'eé/rﬂ . Ninehem suggests
that 14. 1f. cortains sufficient confusion of understamding
to suggest that Mark's scurces cid not necessarily meintain
Markan chronclogy, ard hernce that origimally there may nct
have beer an identification of the Lest Supper with the
Fasscver Meal.

Finally, it is moteworthy that, despite Mark's
apparertly cefinite (if imeccurate) deting of the Last
Supper as & Passcver, he woguld seem to heve made little
if ary use of the identificatior, either #n his sccount
of the Supper or in ary interpretation therecf.

2) Differerces cf wording between Mark and Faul

There are several verbal differerces betueer Mark
4. 22-25 and 1 Car. 11. 23-26.
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(1) Jeremiass, op.cit., p.71.
(2) D.E. Nipehem, Saint Mark, Pelicar: NT Comrentaries, 196S



These may be summarized:
a) Mk. 14.22 clearly places the Institution
Narrative in the cortext of a mesl:
'and s they were eating'. Paul hes nmo such intro-
ductior, though he dces rote thet Jesus tock the cup
'after supper’. This may perhaps imdicste thet, im
this respect at least, Paul's accourt represents ar earlier
form of the traditior ther Merk's, since, according to Dix D
the order for a formal Jewish meal was:
'relishes (cp. 4. 20), grace (eUleyeV Mg, 4. 22;
féf“f““f‘v 1 Cor.11. 23), taking of breed (Jwgev
“gTV Mk, 1h. 22; €Mgev dprov 1 Cor. 11. 23),
breeking of bresd (éxdweev Mc.1h. 22; 1 Cer. 1. 24)
ard distribution (€Swwev w¥ToOW Mk. 14 22).
After this comes the mezl proper, each course
being accomparied with its own blessing. At
the erd of the meal, the dimers wash their
hends (as they hed alsc dcre eerlier after
the 'relishes', and then came a 'benediction'
(egxkf°5ffﬂv Mk.1k. 23) over a special cup cf
wine (MeTpLov Mk, 14, 23; 1 Car.11. 25) which,
after the president had sipped from it, was
handed to all (éfwwev sutorg M. . 23).
Paul's note ccncerning 'taking the cup after supper'
would fit im well with such & scheme, ard may well indicate
that in Faul's day tHecoriginel order hed rct been entirely
cbliterated. Dix sees here an original sever-fold action
(taking breed, giving themks, breaking, distributior
together with words cof interpretation, taking cf cup,
giving thenks, distribution together with words cf inter-
pretation). This criginal sever-fold scheme was, as
eerly as Paul, on the way to being streamlined into the

P

(1) Dix op.cit. He believes the Last Supper to heve beer

g heburah meal, theough such en idertification (much disputed)
mekes no differerce to the accuracy of his description cf

the order of the meal, even if it were a Passcver meal, or
(as Dix himself is prepared to suggest) a 'formel religious!
meal.
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classical liturgical four-fold shape (offertory of bread
and wire together, thanksgiving over bread and wine together,
breaking of bread, distribution of bread and wine together).
This streamlining was made possible by the removal of the
meal between the bread and the cup. It is in the reference
to the cup 'after supper' that Paul may represent a stage »
nearer the primitive form, while Mark represents a more
'1iturgical’ account.(1)
b) Mk.14.22 uses é't’r)\gyeav over the bread; 1 Cor.11.24
uses u’x)gupwre«v . In v.23 Mark uses ez’?ﬁ:wrew . In
itself this is a minor variation since both words can be
used as equivalents, both being translations of the Hehrew
'berakah' ('blessing').(z) It is of interest to note,
hovever, that Audet, on the basis of an examination of the
form of Jewish berakoth, believes that each benediction
(i.e., in the setting of the Last Supper, the 'giving of
thanks' over the bread and the cup) would have contained an

anamnesis of the 'mirabilia Dei'.

c) Mark's account of the Institution Narrative does
not contain any reference to the interpretative words
included (added on?) by Paul at 1 Cor.11. 26.

d) Paul's account has no reference to Jesus'

avowal of abstinence in Mk.14. 25.

e) The bread and cup words

The maost important differences between Mark and Paul

come in the actual bread and cup words:

(1) Jeremias, hawever, argues that Mk.'s account of the Last
Supper is in fact the more primitive. HKilmartin (op.cit.p.30)
hoJdever, suggests that Mk.14. 18,22 shou signs that the In-
stitution Narrative in Mk. was separate from the present pericope
and shows 'liturgical influence'. Dix (op.cit.p.133) also makes
the point that 'the liturgical tradition of the local Churches
reacted on the text of the scriptures'. Again we are reminded
that 'the Sitz im Leben of the accounts of the institution is

the primitive liturgy' (KIlmartin, op.cit.p.29)

(2) On esxxpwrew and evAeyew v. J.P. Audet, The Literary Forms
and Contents of a Normal Eucharist, The Gospels Reconsidered,
Blackwell, 1960. Dix notes the terms were used 'apparently
indifferently'.
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Bread words: 1 Cor.11. 24: This is my becdy which is
for you: this do in reremtrarce of me.
Mk.1, 22: Take ye: this is my bcdy.
Cup words: 1 Cer.11. 25: This cup is the new
coverant in my blood: this do, as
cft as ye drink it, in rerembrance of me.
Mk.14, 24: This is my blood of the
covenart, which is shed for meny.
The mein differences mey be noted:
i) In Mk. there is & total abserce of reference to
‘Do this in my aramnesis'.
ii) Mk. hes nc eguivalent for 'for you' 0&n9ﬁ Q}udv)
in his version of the bresd word.
iii}) Pacl's form cf the cup words would seem to refer
to the cup itself as 'the new coverart in my blood';
Mark would seem to refer to the wime es 'my blood
af the new covenart'.
iv) Paul would seem to heve ro ecuivalent for 'pcured
gut for meny' (Z“)‘VWO/‘*G"N’ vaeg TOAMwv ) yhich

Merk imcludes with the cup words.

MARK'S UNDERSTANDING .OF THE EUGHARIST

— o o S g o S

It has slready been noted thet, umlike Faul, Merk

notes cn several occasions thet the setting of the Last
Supper was & Passcver Meal. Whether this is historical
or nct seems to remein scmething of ar opem guestior,
though the weight of most critical scheolarship appears
to heve cdecided that it most probsbly was a Fasscver Meal,
or at least a Meel, on or about the Fassover Festival, and
herce with Fasscver overtones. The grestion of Mark's
historical accuracy need rot concern us here since the fact
is thzst, right or wromg, Merk clearly wished to idertify the
Last Supper as a Passcver Meal. Hook notes:
'The Fasscver was the most deeply cherished ard
widely popular of all the sacrifices. A composite
rite, with & very long history behind it, it ex-

pressed the very closely knit fellowship of the
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people of God, and at the same time was &
powerful instrurert in cresting it. But:
it was primerily a secrifice, ard expressive
of sscrificial ideas which Christ could use
in reference to Himself.'(1)
Ard Howerd Marshzll writes:
'The continued offering of sacrifice year by
year was ar integral part of the feast, ard
its significance must not be cverlooked.
The Passover secrifice was the only form cf
secrifice in which the worshipper was
perscnally involved in the slaying of the
arimel. The ariginel Passcver sscrifice
at the time of the departure from Egypt
was regarded s having redemptive significance.
Althcugh the yeerly Fasscver sescrifice did mct
heve all the cheracteristics of ar offering
mede to atome for sin, nevertheless it was a
sacrifice, ard thus a means of communion with
Cod. At the same time it is probable thet
all sscrifices contained some elerent of
atonement for sin, ard it is urlikely thet
the Fasscver sacrifice was thoucht of ary
differertly. Hence in Jewish thcught the
Fasscver sscrifice was che of the mears
through which God displayed his mercy to his
peoplei'(Z)
But the Fasscver was zlsc, ard in some ways more importantly,
a covenant feast, celebrating the deliverarce from Egypt
ard thus forming the besis cf the Eimaitic covenant. In
celebrating the Fassover Festival esch participant shared
in the origimal Passcver-Covernant experience.  Hook quotes
Leenherdt:

= T - v S . i - T . o

(2) I.H. Mershell, Last Supper ard Lord's Euprer, Paternoster
Press, 1980, p.77.
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'It is rot erouch to say thzt the food
evoked historical events snd recalled the
METOTY. The paschezl ritual hed an
intertion more profound ard mcre realistic.
It aspired to asscciate the guests at the
feast to the reslities which it sigrified.
By the worship the redemption was rct only
taught in ar impressive way as scme event
belorging to the past; it was much

rather mede actusl like an evert in which
each guest was taking pert. Each one
was put into the preserce of a redemption
of which he was himself the aobject and

the bereficiary. Each cre knew, not orly
whet God hed done cnce upcn a time for his
fathers, but also whet God was doing for
hirn,(1)

Furthermcre, the Fasscver in the time cf Jesus hed gained
egr added dimernsiorn: that of Messiaric expectation. A
midrash cr Fs.118 (used in the Fasscver rite) celebrates
the coming of the Messiahsz) There was gereral belief

that the Messiah would ccme cn Fasscver night.

Clearly a creat deal of the urderstarding ard
interpretatior of the Fasscver undergirds er approach to
the Lord's Supper such es thet of Paul. For exarple
there are the themes cf atonemert, forgiveness, comminion,
aramresis and eschetology. We may nct, hcwever, use
Fasscver categories to imterpret Msrk's urderstarding aof
the Lest/Lord's Supper - at least not o a cre to one
basis cf equivalent identity. For althouch he clearly
believed the Last Supper to have been a Fasscver meal,
Merk would appear to meke nc actusl use of the Fasscver
themes in his sccourt of the Last Supper. Nineham(B)
believes that the esrly Church hed little interest in
the Fassover backgrnund-tn the Eucherist, ard, to a
(1) Hook, gp.cit., p.bh, citing Leerherdt, Le Sacrement de
la Sainte Cere, p.17
(@) Mershell, op.cit., p.78
(3) Nineham, op.cit., p.380
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greet extent, regarded the tradition of the Institution
Narrative s the 'title deeds' of the Euchzrist, i.e.

the basis but not the sole interpretative influence.

This seeme herdly surprising in what was, by A.D. 70, a
predcminantly Gertile commurnity to whom the Fasscover

would heve mearnt little or nothing. If we assume that

Merk wag writter in Rome urder the influernce (to & grester

or lesser decree) of Peter's reminiscerces, them it

becaores pessible to urderstand scme of the contradictions
raised sc far. In some sreas, Merk retains & mcre primitive
account of the Lest Supper ther Faul - because ore cf

his 'sources' was Feter who was there! But Merk's account
alsc reveals strorg liturgical influerce - because Mark is

a memker of the worshipping Christiam community at Rome,

and sc neturally interprets the Lest Supper account in

termez of the currert Lord's Supper practice. On the other
hend Faul's sccount is im fact mgre liturgically stylized
lthan Mark's (because Faul was not presert at the Last Supper,
unlike Feter) but at the seme time Faul retains Fassover
overtones, structures snd interpretation, because he is firmly
cewish end so maturally interprets in Fassover terms whet

he krnows to have beern a Fasscver meal. In other words
Merk's sccount retains references to the Fasscver - becsuse
of the historical setting - but little or no Fasscver
interpretativematter - because of the dcminant Gentile
approach of the Remer Church by 70. Paul's sccount cortains
little direct Passcver material - because he is recalling

a mainly Gentile Church to its traditiorn of (already)
stylized liturgicel worship - but dces corntain a cood deal

of Passover theclogy - because Paul is a Cewish Fabbi.

Thus in . ar apparantly minor divergerce between Mark
arnd Faul we car finc classic eviderce for a developmental
eucheristic doctrine. Neither Paul nor Mark cer be ssid
to be 'wrorg' in thelr interpretations. Indeed concepts

of right amd wrong are irrelevant. Both are setting out
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to interpret the traditiorn - which is there implicitly
from the start - so as to meke it possible for their
readers to appreciate the great reality of the

gucheristic symtol.

It would seem ther thet amy attempt to urderstand
Merk's owr doctrine of the Lord's Supper must becgim, not
with the Fasscver background, which for Mark would seem
to heave teen very much in the background, but rather with
the breed- and cup- words, which, as has been seen, are

nct identical with Faul's.

ITake ye: this is my body!

Jererias r.lcxtes(']3 that 'take' (MBev€) suggests thezt
Merk saw the words cof interpretation as referring not to
ary action cof Jesus (i.e. breaking the bread) but to the
bread itself. If the words of interpretatiorn referred
to some action such es breeking the bread, thern it would
mean thet Mark understood the words of Jesus at the Lest
Supper, ard his sctions connected with the bread, to hasve
been scme scrt of 'acted pesrable' with refererce to the
crucifixion. If on the other hand, Jeremias is correct
in saying that such er interpretatiorn is unlikely ard
thet the bread-words refer to the bresd itself, then this
means thet Merk believes thzt in the Lord's Supper the
actual bread was referred to as the 'owMa! gf Jesus.

As we sazw when looking at Paul, there zre various
pcssibilities for a tramslation cfowud into ‘ebrew or
Arameic. Dalmar argued thet€gﬂxshuuld be tramslatec
by guph, which in UT usege designates & corpse, but im
later post-biblical Hebrew ard Arameic could hesve the
serse of 'me/myself’. Jeremias rejects this snd prefers
either Egggz_(Heb.) or bisra (Aram.). Jeremias zlsc
nctes thet in the Johamnine traditiom (Jn.6. 51), the
word used is rot ewma hut ru{j ('flesh') wrich is

precisely the meesring of Eggg{/?}g{gf The greatest

i ——— — . 1 T ] T " " 4 Y . S e o —— — T -

(1) Jeremias, op.cit., p.220
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difficulty here is thet a quite literal understanding
of cupue /31f§ as 'flesh' would seem to imply scmething
verging on camnnibslism, which, herrerdous in itself,
would heve beer absclutely urthinmkable in the Jewish
tradition with its strictures asgainst eating bloed.
Cranfield(1)

interprets as 'me'/'myself' rather then the crucer

consecuently would favour gupi which he

'body'. He argues thet since the breac srd the cup
words would at the Last Supper hawve beer separated by
the meal proper there would originally heve been nc need
to take the words 'body'/'blood' as strict ccrelatives,
but,before the 'parallelism' of liturgical influerce cot
to work, 'body(='me')/blood' would heve been preferred to
'flesh/blood’. Wainuright nctes:

'Twe broad terderncies sre appsrert in modern

eiegesis. The ore takes fu&““(ordﬁﬂf') and

“5#“ as g corelative pair referring directly

to the perscn of Jesus.... often with the

thought that the two terms together suggest

Jesus as given in sacrifice. The other

tendercy is to stress the word spoken at

the delivery of the breed (This is my bedy)

as indicating that the breac is the sign

cf Christ's preserce (His becdy in that serse)

whereas the word at the cup (and here the

Faulime and Lucan form is chviously preferred:

This cup is the mew ccverart) is taken es the

sign of the rew covenant (which was of course

grourced in Christ's blood).... the field is

left opern for everything betweer the mest '

crudely realistic anc the most armaemically
merely-symbolic interpretatinn.'(z)
Waimuright himself prefers whet he calls 'extension of
perscrality’'. To explain this he draws arn anzlogy
between certain CT theophenies, where it is rct clesr

— T — . . A S M S . S S T -

(1) Cranfield, St. Merk, ad.loc.
(2) UWairwright, op.cit., p.108
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whether it is YHUWH cr his 'angel' whco is speaking, ard
the nature of the presence of Christ in the Eucharist.
'"Within this conceptusl pattern the
eucheristic elements bcth ere and are not
Christ Himeelf' (T

All these commentators egree, by varying routes,
that Mark interpreted the bread-words as a refererce to
the abiding presence of Christ with his disciples, and
as Christ's sscred promise thet at the celekration of
the Lord's Supper He Himeelf would be presert in the
midst. It is hcwever, pcssible to go further thean this
end to show thet Mark interpreted the Lcrd's Supper as &
demcnstration/explanstion of the death of the Lord - arc
as a means for the Christian to shere in the berefits of
that desth.  The parallel of swps /owp§ andt%%u is
probsbly best interpreted in terms of the two component
perts of szcrifice. 07T examples cf this &re cormcor, e.g.:
'"For the life of the flesh is in the blood, ard
I have giver it to you upon the altar to meke
atorement for your sculs.' (Lev.17. 11)
Here LXX uses the terms 'ewweg ' and o ek FRCOR
may be corcluded therefore thet the terme 'body/flesh’
ard 'blood' would raturally have overtones cof sscrifice.
Jeremias(z) interprets the idea of the sscrificial
element contaimed im the Last Supper words almecst exclusively
in terms cof the Fasscover Larb. No dcubt this is a
pcssibility, but the mein difficulty with this interpretation
is that there cen nowhere be found clear ard urambiguous
gviderce that such en interpretation of the Fasscver Lamhb
was in fact ever mede. Whet mey be ssid, however, is that
Mark urderstood the death of Jesus as & sescrifice. This
is evidenced by Mk.10. 45: Mrpov wn ToMev  with which

mey be compared the phrase fourd in Mark's cup-words:

(1) ibid. On this whcole section v. Jeremias, op.cit.,
pp. 198-201.

(2) Other examples sre Cen.S. 4; Lev.17. 14; Dt.12. 23;
Ezek.39. 17-18

(3) Jeremias cp.cit., p.225f.




To e’%wvo/;evov Trep moAhwy  (14.24). The perallel

seers to suggest thet Mark ssw the nature of the
eucheristic gift as a means cf shering in the berefits

of the offering Christ mede of himself orn the cross i.e.
receiving the gift of freedor whern the ransam. (Avipov )

hes beer paid. In this serse we find curselves very

clpse to Faul's idea of the Lord's Supper as the sign of the
New Covenant made in the tlood of Christ (cp. Mk. 4. 24)

ard celebrated in the Eucherist which is the Christian
Fasscver. At the same time it must be said thet the Lord's
Supper carnot heve beer interpreted sclely, or even meinly,
in terme cf the Christian Fasscver - if for no other

reascn than it was celebrated weekly from the earliest
period, whereas under Passcver influence it would heve

N

beer an annuzl event. But this reed riot stop the

symbclism and interpretation of the Lord's Supper from
arising out of Paschzl theclogy. Vincert Taylor(Z)
suggests that while the Last Supper itself mesy nat heve
beern a Fasscver meel there is much to be ssid for Thes
Freiss's sucggestion thet nevertheless the Last Supper hed
Faschel significarce and cheracter. Nonetheless Mark
himself seems to have mede little use of clear Faschal
symbclism. His mein point is thet the basis of the
covenant is the deeth cf Christ - ard the Eucherist is
the divinely appointed meers ©f shating in the death cf
Christ which was 'for many'.

Dal\/(3)

cornctation of ar ztoning or expiatory sacrifice. The

argues thet the Fassover did heve the

evidence seems weak - ard in eny case Mark seems to have
mede rio use of the idea. Daly contributes mecre importart
thcught with his remerks sbout the early Christiar use af

the Pkedah (Ger.22. 9FF)SQ) Again it seeme probsble thet

Daly cverstates his case, and he himself hes to note:

- ——— -t S T S o S O A T S . T T S -

(1) v. Rigcherdscn, op.cit., p.371.
(2) V. Taylor, Expc. Times, Vol.63. No.12, Oct.51 - Sept.52.
(3) R.J. Daly, The Crigins cf the Christisn Coctrine cf

Sacrifice, Darton, Lcngmenn & Todd Ltd., 1978,
COREET: 1b1d., p.38f.



'Thet the akedeh does not play a more cbvious

role then it dces in NT soteriology is

scmething of a puzzle. Perheps it was

largely taken for grarted - or evern sSeen as

being tooc Zewish for Christian use.'
Even so it is just possible thst Daly provides cre particular
useful piece of interpretation for the understanding cf
the selvific Christ-event ard hence for Mark's understarding
of the Lord's Supper. At Mk.1. 11 we read:

'Theuw art my beloved Son, in thee I am

well plessed.’ N
May it be correct to see here an zllusion to Cod's words
to Abrahem =t Gern.2Z2. 127:

'e...5e8ing that thou hest not with-held thy

son, thine unly son, from me.'
the one sacrifice im which the victim hlmself (isaac) gave
his consent, ard freely offered himself as a sscrifice.
Might there be a parallel between this interpretation of
the Pkedah as a 'mcral sscrifice’ and the words of Jesus
gt Mk.10. 45 which, as hes slready beer. noted, would seem
to Merk to heve been urderstood as s parallel and interpreta-
tion of the cup-words st 10. 24. We must not build too
much on this but Richerdscn writes:

'There is ro resscn whetever to doubt that

Jesus himself hed taught this interpretation

of his owrn desth, or indeed thet he hed

deliberately gorne to :erusaleﬁ for the feast

of the Fasscver because he hed come to think

‘of himself as 'the Lamb' which CGod hed

provided for sacrifice. Hence when he said

"This is my Bedy", "This is my blood", he

meant "I am the Lamt of God, which taketh

eway the sins of the world"....Jesus regarded

his death es the sacrifice by which a new ard

better covenart was ratified betweern God anc

the New Israel'(z)

T —— T T T . T o MM W S o S S A S S R 3 A S e

(1) cp. also Mk.9 7 (and //s in both cases)
(2) A. Richardson, op.cit., p.371
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Thus Mark may have seen the Eucharist as the means of
sharing im the body and blood of the (paschal?) Lamb

who died for the sin of the world.

'This is my blood of the covemant' (Mk.14. 24

The meaning of 81«07«1 has already been discussed

guite fully when dealing with Paul. Mark calls to mind
the Sinai covenmant of Ex.24, but probably not the 'new
covenant' of Jeremiah, since any reading of 'new’
covenant should almost certainly be rejected as assimilation
to 1 Cor.11. 25. Thus, just as in the Simai covenant
Moses sprinkled some of the blood on the people (Ex.2k. 8)
as a sign and means of their participation in the covenant,
so Mark sees the 'blood of the covenant' in the Lord's
Supper as a means given by Jesus for participation in the
Christian covenant through the blood shed 'for many'. As
Richardson writes:

'The Synoptic accounts (like the Pauline)

bear clear witness to the fact that Jesus

thought of his death as being the sacrificial

act by which a covenant was ratified between

God and a new Israel, Just as the old covenant

was ratified in the blood of the sacrificed

animals an Sinai.'(1)
The point is thus firmly established that Mark saw the
Eucharist as the means of participation in the sacrificial
death of Christ, and hence in the benefits wrought by that
death, namely atonement and resurrection. It is thus
possible to maintain that although Mark has different emphases
from Paul, and although he omits any reference to the
anamnesis, the basic understanding of both is the same.

At this point however it is worth noting that Mark's
phrase '-roui/w oy TS gm91«15 ' is not only very harsh
Greek, it is also impossible to retranslate as it stands

(2)

into Aramaic. This raises two possibilities:

(1) A. Richardson, op.cit., p.230

(2) Nineham, op.cit., ad.loc., and Jeremias op.cit.p.193.
According to Jeremias in Heb. and Aramaic 'a noun with a
pronominal suffix can generally tolerate no genitive after
itself!'.
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1) either all references to the covenant in
the Last Supper are secondary and
interpretative
2) or the form '—i’ Kawvy g«u@ﬂq év«n:: e/wva;[u-'u'
(1 Cor.11. 25) must be defended as being more
primitive than Mark's form since Paul's form
CAN be retranslated into Aramaic.(1)
On this point Marshall writes:
'Since all our sources contain the covenant
idea and since there is no good reason for
denying that Jesus could have used it, we
are justified in regarding it as an integral
part of the saying'.(z)
Marshall is prepared to recognise the Markan form of the
cup-words as secondary. Ihis seems correct and is
probably best explained as a liturgical development
towards a closer parallelism between the bread and cup
words. This is most important in terms of subsequent
development of doctrime since, as Jeremias points Dut,(3)
already in Mark we may be able to see the process at work
which led to an unsubtle and un-Jewish identification
betueen 'bread/body' and 'wine/blood' - an oversimplifica-
tion which the Pauline form of words would not allow.
Hence we find in Mark a possible source for the development
of a doctrinal 'false trail.'
'...which is shed for many'(Mk.14k. 24)

These words are present in the Markan but not the

Paulime accounts. As has been seen they show that Mark
understood the Lord's Supper as a participation in the

sacrifice of Christ. Jeremias(u) notes that LXX uses
'ékﬁav uauu. ' to refer to sacrifice. The words 'for

many ' ('*}"Gf feMwv ') may have reference to LXX Is.53. 12:

' z © ¢ 1
KxL ouTeg u/uoy)rcus TN v avevey

though the wording is not sufficiently close to push this

(1) Jeremias suggests that the form 'my covenant blood!'
(dam beriti, Heb., adam keyami, Aram.) may underlle both
forms - v.op.cit., p.195

(2) Marshall, op.cit., p.91

(3) Jeremias, op.cit., p.220

(4) Jeremias, op.cit., p.222f.n.5 and p.226
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very far. Suffice to say that if (as seems likely) the
early Church interpreted Jesus' work in terms of the
Suffering Servant (whatever Jesus' self-understanding
may have been), then Mark may have understood the cup-
words similarly.

There is some dispute about the time reference of

(N

the cup-words. Richardson' ‘suggests that érhvwgievov’
means that the wine has already been poured out 'for the
enacted parable of the Last Supper proleptically sets
forth the redemptive death of Christ'. Cranfield, on
the other hand, arguing from Hebrew and Aramaic usages,
suggests that éxxyvqywvov is a present participle with
a future sense - in other words Jesus refers to his
blood that will be shed for many on the cross.(z) Viewed
from the perspective of the celebration of the Lord's
Supper at Rome c.70 AD the difference seems slight.
Mark sees the wine as being the means of participation in
the sacrificial death of Christ who (at the time of the
Last Supper) was going to his FUTURE death and who now
(at. the time of the Lord's Supper) has ALREADY shed his
blood for us once and for all on the cross, and NOW
allows us to share in the fruits of the victory.

Two further points of some importance are to be made.
First Mark notes that 'they all drank of it' (14. 23b) -
and then WHILE THEY WERE DRINKING Jesus gave the words of
interpretation. This, it seems to me, means that our
interpretation so far has been correct. Namely that
originally the bread and cup words were not meant to be
interpreted as an identification of the bread and wine
as body and blood but the action as a whole was meant to be
the means whereby we share in the benefits of the death of
Christ. ALL who share in the Lord's Supper can share in
Christ's victory.

Secondly at 14.25 Mark includes 'an avowal of

abstinence':

(1) A. Richardson, op.cit., p.370
(2) Cranfield, op.cit., ad.loc.
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"Werily I say unto you, I will no more drink

of the fruit of the vime, until that day when

I drink it new in the kingdom of God.'

These words have clear affinities with the Jewish picture
of the final state of blessedness as being the 'Messianic
Banquet'.(1) Cranfield notes:

'The formula is, as regards its negative

significance, that of a Nazirite vou. By

making it Jesus consecrates Himself for

the immiment sacrificial offering of His

1ife. ')

Lk.22. 16 gives a variant tradition of the saying in a
.different position in relation to the meal. This
variation suggests that the saying origimally circulated
more or less independently. Luke would seem to suggest
that Jesus himself did not participate in the bread and
the cup of the Last Subper. Mark, an the other hand, by
placing the saying after the Supper would seem to refer
the verse back to the wine of the Supper, the wine in
which Jesus HAS shared with his disciples. Thus Mark
interprets the verse as meaning that Jesus has consecrated
himself by offering his very self to the disciples in the
Supper, and now goes out to fulfil that offering on the
Cross. Thus in the very action of the Last Supper as
presented by Mark we find the theme of symbol and reality.
Christ offers himself to the uncomprehending discipies in
this act of breaking bread and pouring wine. Then he
goes out to turn the symbol into reality.

Furthermore we are to see the Lord's Supper, on
Mark's understanding, as a Sacred Banguet - a Messianic
Banguet - in which the disciples (worshippers) share a
meal with their Lord. It is important to note the
tremendous eschatological urgency of this verse. Mark

begins the ministry of Jesus with the words:

(1) E.G.: Is.25., 6; 1 Enoch 62. 14; Baruch.29. 5ff;
Mt.8. 11; Lk.14. 15; Rev.19. 9.
(2) Cranfield, ad.loc.
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'The time is fulfilled and the Kingdom

of God is at hand.' (Mk.1. 15)
This is Jesus' message, he comes to bring in the kingdom.
Now in the context of the Last/Lord's Supper Mark leads
us back to the theme of the Kingdom. Thus the Lord's
Supper is the means whereby we share with Christ in the
Kingdom, and we commit ourselves to joining in the work

of building up the Kingdom.

The Feedihg Narratives in Mark

Mark's hint at the Messianic Banguet in 14. 25 leads
us to the accounts of the Feeding Narratives. The Last
Supper is probably not the only passage in Mark where his
account has been influenced by his understanding of the
Lord's Supper (or is it that the account influences his
understanding of the Lord's Supper?). Mark has two
accounts of the Feeding of the Multitude, which should
almost certainly be interpreted as of eucharistic

significance, for whatever their original sitz im leben

the early Church would seem to have interpreted them in
terms of the Messianic Banguet and as of probable

significance for the Eucharist. C.H. Dndd(1)
that the second account (Mk.8. 6-8) has important

parallels both with Mark's own account of the Last

has shown

Supper and with the Pauline acecount.

1 Cor.11. 23-25; Mk.8. 6-8; 14. 22-24 - a comparison

The main similarities and differences betueen these
three texts may be summarized as follows:

1) All three texts use the same Greek verb

for 'he took' (éhﬁﬁov ; Mgov ), and all three

,use the same word for 'bread (o’f/rov ;;tf-rov ;

ufrocs).

2) Both 1 Cor. and Mk.8 use eﬁn%fcrruv for

'giving thanks'; Mk.14. 22 uses 'e't'ﬂvﬁw'('tu

bless').

(1) C.H. Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel,
CuP, 1965, p.200




3) All three use ewwoev , 'he broke'.
L) Both Markan texts refer to Jesus giving
the bread to the recipients; Paul makes no
specific reference but assumes such a
distribution.
5) Both the Pauline and Markan accounts of
the Institution Narrative include interpretative
bread and cup words. There are no such
interpretative words in the account of the
feeding of the multitude in Mk.8.
6) The Markan and Pauline Last Supper accounts
refer to a cup as the second element in the
Meal; Mark 8 has no reference to a cup but
refers to 'a few fish'.
7) Paul has no reference to a second
separate 'thanksgiving'/'blessing' over the
cup. (In Paul's account the intervening
meal has heen omitted under liturgical
influence) Mark includes a second 'thanks-
giving' over the cup (14. 23) and 'the few
fish' (8. 7). It is of especial interest
to note that in the second blessing in the
Last Supper narrative Mark uses e&xafcfrav
(first he used e&dtyav ) but this order is
reversed in Mk.8. 6f. (cp. note 2 above).
8)  As with note 5, Paul has no reference
to the distribution of the cup; Mk.8.8
however reads 'and they did eat and were
filled', and 4. 23 reads 'and they all
drank of it'. This observation would seem
to increase the likelihpod of a deliberate
parallel intended between the Markan
passages.
9) Mk.8, for obvious reasons, has nothing
corresponding to the cup words.
It may thus be seen that the main difference between the
account in Mk.8 of the Feeding of the Multitude and the
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Markan and Pauline Last Supper accounts is (apart

from obvious differences in setfing and edible content)
the absence of any form of 'words of interpretation’' in
Mk.8. On the other hand there is gquite a close agreement
of wording and order between the two Markan passages.
It seems fair to take the account of the Feeding of the
Multitude as being intended as a parallel to the Last
Supper account, and sop as a 'type' or paradigm of the
Lord's Supper. This may be made more certain if it is
right to notice the seven-fold shape of the Lord's
Supper in bath Markan passages.

Similar parallels may be found between Mark's Last
Supper account and the Feeding of the Multitude in 6. 30-52.
The main points are as follows: .

1) Both the Last Supper and the Feeding of

the Five Thousand take place in the evening.

(6. 35; 1. 17)

2) Both meals take place with the participants

'reclining' or 'sitting'. (6. 39f; 14. 18)

3) In the Feeding of the Five Thousand it is

possible to discover a four-fold Eucharistic

shape which Dix would distinguish as the more

liturgically developed form: Mk.6. 41: 'he

took.... he blessed....and brake... he gave'.

4) Both the Feeding Narratives end with a

note that all who received were 'filled'

(Mk.6. 42; 8. 8) - cp. 'and they all drank of

it' (ML, 23)7
The cumulative evidence would seem to suggest quite strongly
that Mark means his readers to find a eucharistic
significance in his accounts of the Feedings of the
Multitudes. As Taylor notes:

'Mark has conformed the vocabulary of this

passage (i.e. the Feeding of the Multitude)

to that of the Supper in the belief that in

some sense the fellowship meal in the
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wilderness was an anticipation of the

Eucharist.(1)

It may further be noted that there are sufficient
parallels between the Feeding of the Five Thousand in
Mk.6 and that of the Four Thousand in Mk.8 to suggest
that they are twin accounts of what, at the pre-canonical
stage, were independent versions of the same tradition.(Z)
This allows the suggestion that the Feeding miracles werse
already in use in the pre-Marcan tradition as a teaching
source to be used in the proclamation of the word either
during the Eucharist itself or in teaching the catechumens.
This would help to account for their similarity of expression.
Mark and. the ather evangelists would have been not so much
innovating as continuing a traditional form of interpretation
of the Eucharist.(3)

What then was Mark trying to say about the Eucharist
in his use of the accounts of the Feedings of the
Multitudes? Nineham(A)draus attention to the fact that
neither account ends with the usual note of amazement
that is normal in Mark's accounts of the miraculous
(e.g. 7. 37). Indeed, the disciples fail to understand
(6. 52 cp.8. 15-21). It is this failure to understand
that gives the clue for interpreting the passages.

'They understood not concerning the loaves,

but their heart was hardened'. (6. 52)

'And he said unto them, Do ye naot yet under-

stand?' (8. 21)
Mark is writing from the standpoint of the Church after
the resurrection. The first step in understanding what
the early Church meant in its use of the Feeding Miracles
is to remember that they would have found their first

sitz im leben as part of the 'proclamation' at the weekly

Sunday (Day of Resurrection) Eucharist.  Jungmann writes:

(1) V. Taylor, S5t. Mark, ad. loc.
(2) Thus Dodd op.cit., p.200
(3) lWairwright, op.cit., p.36
(4) Nineham, op.cit., ad.loc.
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'One point tg note is that the Evangelists
who otherwise never indicate the day of the
week on which an event took place (unless
they are calling attention to a dispute
about the sabbath) nevertheless remark with
particular care that the Lord's Resurrection
took place on the 'first day of the week in

prima sabbati .....From these indications,

we have to conclude that already in the
fifties, at least in the Pauline communities,
Sunday was observed, if not as the only day,
then at least as the principal day, on which
the breaking of bread that is the Christian
worship, took place.'(1)
The link between Resurrection, Eucharist and Feeding
Miracles is made stronger by the words of Mk.8. 2; 'they
continue with me naw THREE DAYS' which may be compared
with 8. 31: '....the S5on of man must suffer many things
.+s+ and AFTER THREE DAYS rise again'. Is this mere
coincidence, or is it a subtle and beautifully written
theology? I incline to the latter.

Finding accounts of the Feeding of the Multitude
in his sources, Mark uses them to make the point that
Jjust as the Crucified and Risen Christ feeds the Church
in the Eucharist NOW, so did he feed the Church in embryo
during his earthly life. The Man Jesus of Nazareth is
bne and the same as the Lord of the Church who feeds his
people both then and now. Thus Mark's purpose is both
eucharistic and Christological. The main difference
between the period of the Ministry and the period of
Christ as Lord of the Church, is that THEN even the
disciples did not understand, whereas NOW, although it
remains true that many may 'see' and yet not 'percieve'’
(Mk.4. 12), even so, the true disciple, the worshipper
at the Lord's Supper does understand. In other words,

Just as many during the period of Jesus' ministry saw

(1)  Jungmann, The Early Liturgy, Darton Longman & Todd
1560, p.19f.
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him merely as a 'wonder-worker' and so failed to under-
stand (Mk.8. 11-21), so now, for those without under-
standing the Lord's Supper remains a rather meagre meal -
but for those who do understand it is a meal shared with
the Crucified and Risen Lurd.(1)

Mark's use of the Feeding Miracles goes yet further.
By placing the Feeding Miracles in-a desert setting
(6. 31, 34; 8.4) Mark takes his eucharistic teaching back
even further than the earthly life of Jesus, and interprets
the Feeding Miracles (and hence the Eucharist) as being
parallels with the OT accounts of God feeding the people of
Israel during the Exodus wanderings. Compare the following:

'At even ye shall eat flesh and in the morning

ye shall be filled with bread'. - Ex.16. 12
cp.: 'And when the day was now far spent, his

disciples came unto him and said, The place

is desert and the day is now far spent' (Mk.6. 35)(2)

It is also paossible to see a parallel with the
ministry of the prophet Elisha (2 Kgs.b4. L2-44); when
Elisha feeds the people with loaves of barley his servant
doubts whether it will feed 'a hundred men' but the food
supply proves sufficient. Thus Mark by use of OT typology
shows us the eternal Christ who has fed his people down the
ages. We may compare Paul's Rabbinic interpretation of
the rock in the wilderness as being Christ, and the
Johannine gospel: 'In the beginning was the Word'. Thus
both Paul and Mark see the Lord's Supper as being the
proclamation of the whole Heilsgesc\r,\ic.k\:e_ -~ past, present

and future - summed up in the Risen Christ.

Egually both see the Eucharist as an eschatological
meal. One major 'development' of doctrine, hauever, occurs
in Mark's use of the Feeding Miracles as symbolic of the
Eucharist and of the Messianic Banguet. Here we have an

element in the tradition about which Paul makes no comment.

(1) W. Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of Narazeth,
pp. 138ff sees the Resurrection as an interpretation of
faith which means 'still he comes today'.

(2) Cp. also Ex.16. 32 with Mk.6 42 and Num.11. & with
Mk.8. 4.
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Two minor points remain. First, commenting an
Mk.6. 39 Cranfield makes the intriguing suggestion that
cvurosc® may have represented the Aramaic haburta
(Heb. haburah). This is aonly conjectural but is of
interest in view of repeated scholarly attempis to
identify the Last Supper as a haburah meal. Secondly
a note must be made concerning the symbolism of the
fish (ybvg ) Mk.6. 38 in the accounts of the Feeding
Miracles. The simplest suggestion is of course that the
fish is mentioned because that is what the crowds ate.
But it must be remembered that the fish was early a secret
Christian sign, and apparently early representations of
the Eucharist often make use of bread and fish rather
than wine. Most likely these uses arise fram the Feeding
Miracles. It is just possible however that Mark may have
had in mind Num.11. 5:

'We remember the fish which we did eat in Egypt.’
As has been seen, it is probably correct to see an allusion
to the Exodus wanderings in Mark's account of the Feedings.
It is just possible thatanﬁg is another such allusion.
Perhaps Mark wishes us to understand that those who were
fed by Jesus before the Crucifixion/Resurrection were,
like those who ate fish in Egypt, still under sin/the 0ld
Covenant, and hence were unahble to perceive the truth
about the loaves - which is only fully revealed to those
who receive the benefits of the New Covenant wrought in

Christ's blood and mediated through the Lord's Supper.

Summary

5t. Mark's doctrine of the Eucharist contains no
contradiction to that of Paul. Mark shares with Paul
that the Eucharist is the means of sharing in the benefits
of the death of the Messiah who 'gave his life as a ransom
for many'. But Mark also looks back to the ministry of
Christ and we find a development of doctrine in terms of
the Messianic Banguet. We note also that Mark may have
paved the way - albeit urwittingly - for a false trail in

interpreting the cup words.
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5t. Luke's Teaching on the Eucharist
The Textual Problems

Any examination of Luke's eucharistic theology must

begin with a consideration of the problems raised by the
textual difficulties of the Lucan Institution Narrative

in 22. 15-20. This difficulty is the 'bBte noir¢ of all
'"Western non-interpolations' i.e. D alone of all the Greek
MSS (and some of the old Latin versions) does not include
vv.19b and 20. This is especially noteworthy since D
normally inflates the text rather than the reverse.

Further difficulty is raised by the order cup-bread
(short text); cup-bread-cup (long text). This finds some
apparent support in Didache 9 where there is also the order
cup-bread. Presumably because of this unusual order two
of the old Latin versions (b and e) and the old Syriac version
actually reverse the order to the more usual bread-cup - thus
bringing it into liturgical normality.

Three questions arise:

1) Uhich of the texts - long or short - is to

be preferred? ‘

2) luhichever the preferred text, can the emergence

of the alternative text be adequately accounted for?

3) UWhat is to be made of the unusual cup-bread

(-cup) order?

Jeremias favours the long text as the more nriginal.(1)
By careful examination he argues that the short text is
attested solely by one branch of the Western text.(z)
Hence he writes:

'To hold the Short Text as origimal would be

to accept the most extreme improbability for

it would be to assume that an identical

addition to the text of Luke (22. 19a-20)

had been introduced into every text of the

manuscripts with the exception of D,a,b,d,e,

(3)

ff,i,1l,syr cur sin!’

(1) Jeremias op,cit. pp.138-159
(2) ibid. pp.139-144
(3) ibid. p.1bk
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Jeremias then examines all the other major passages in
Lukewhere D has nmissiuns(1); of the eighteen passages
Jeremias finds in favour of the longer text on eleven
occasions and accounts for the emergence of the others
as 'harmonising recnnstructiuns'.(z)

On the other hand Jeremias is prepared to admit
that there are weighty arguments in favour of the short
text, in particular the two basic maxims of textual
criticism:

1) the shorter text is older

2) the more difficult reading is to be

preferred.
There is little doubt that Lk.Z2Z2. 15-15a complies with
both these criteria. Further there is no di€ficulty
in finding a possible provenance for vv.19h-20 - namely
1 Cor.11. 24f which (allowing for some slight editorial
'polishing') is identical to the disputed part of the
long text. From this standpoint the long text would
seem to be a compilation of Paul and Mark. This in
turn would argue against the originality of the long
text since:

'"Nowhere do we find in him (Luke) a

literary borrowing from Paul, or even

only the most insignificant indications

that he knew the Pauline letters.'(B)

There 'is also the gquestion of style. Luke is not

a clumsy writer and yet 22. 20b reads:

'Tmtfo To Totupuav & maw Stebquy v T Xepare
To inep 4 Ro]’ﬂw y Tk 2T O FpAT pon
Unep vpwv  eguwepevov

Two points are to be noted:
1) the phrase 7o vnep 17‘00»1 ;(”Wvo/;évc'/ is widely
separated from T ToTy giov to which it relates;

this may perhaps indicate a later addition.

(1) i.e. Lk.5. 39; 7. 7a; 7. 33; 10. 4LAf; 11. 35f; 12. 19;
12. 21; 12. 39; 19. 25; 21. 30; 24. 6; 2L. 12; 24. 21;

24, 36; 24. 4O; 24. 50; 24. 51; 24L. 52.

(2) Jderemias, op.cit., pp.145-152. As an example: 19. 25.
Here the // verse is missing at Mt.25. 14-30. Jeremias
finds that on this hypothesis only two passages (24. 36;

24, 40) have to be left 'in suspenso'.
(3) Jeremias op.cit.,pp.7®5T. FoT this para.v.pp.152-156.
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2)10"&116/) é;uwv éK]('VWQMVW while clearly
referring to the shed blood (not the cup) is
not in the dative (to agree with W xa*aru)
but in the nominative - thus referring
grammatically to the cup. This may be
accounted for by a suggestion of Dihelius(q)
that lying behind the present text of Luke
is Mk.14.24/Mt.26.28 where Tbn}m(is in the
nominative and Tbigpm@pﬁm( agrees with it.
Cumulatively this seems to suggest that

22. 19-20 does not stem from Lk. and that

in fact the short text is to be preferred.(Z)

(3)suppurts the

In his commentary on Luke, J.M. Creed
originality of the short text. All the textual variations
can be explained

'as attempts to bring the text of D etc. into

line with the other gospels and Paul.'

Creed also makes some interesting comments on the short
text. These may be summarised:

1) Mark's Institution Narrative assumes a

Passover setting, but contains no distinct use

of Passover details. Luke seeks to stress the

Passover nature of the meal by adding a cup and

grace before the breadword (v.19a) thus

restoring something of the original order.

2) 'The dominant idea in the Lucan account

is that Jesus celebrates the chief rite of

the old dispensation for the last time,

looking forward to its consummation in the

kingdom of God (wv.16, 18, 30).'

3) Lk.22. 18 is so close to Mk.14. 25 that

it may be assumed toc have arisen from Mark.

(1) Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel, p.209., n.1
(2) Jeremias, op.cit., p.155

(3) J.M. Creed, The Gospel according to St. Luke,
Macmillan, 1969, (first pub. 1930), pp.263ff.
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4) Luke's short text omits all references to
the blood To «rnep w\,?wv e«(\wv%e«ov(cp Mk .14.24)
and also excludes the words 7o vnqo 47M9V
Séeﬁbmf in relation to the bread. It is note-
worthy that Luke alsc omits any reference to
Mk.10. 45 (\Wgov are TdNOV ), This may
suggest that sacrificial language was 'not
entirely congenial to Luke himself' and that
therefore the shorter text is to be preferred

&P

as omitting such a reference.

The main difficulty with this argument is that it is
almost circular, the main independent evidence being the
omission of any reference // to Mk.10.45. In any case
this may well say more for the tendencies of the Western
Redactor than for Luke.’

Macdnnald(z)

'Clearly the passage runs much more smoothly if

finds in favour of the short text:

these words be omitted. And further, if they

be omitted, the Third Gospel would contain no
account of the Institution of the Lord's Supper,
and it would be easier to understand why in the
allusions to the 'breaking of the bread’
throughout the Lucan writings (both the Gospel
and the Acts) there is no hint of any connection

between this fellowship meal and the Last Supper.'(B)

(&)

A more recent commentator” ‘comes down very cautiously in
favour of the short text:
'Where there is so much room for difference of
opinion dogmatism is out of the guestion, but
thts much may be said by way of simplification

and summary. The shorter text is probably

(1) For this summary v. Creed op.cit., p.265.

(2) Macdonald, The Evangelical Doctrine of Holy Communion,
Heffer & Sons Ltd., 1930, p.9f.

(3) It might be of course, that Luke did not distinguish
'the fellowship meal' from the Lord's Supper!

(4) G.B. Caird, 5t. Luke, Pelican NT Commentaries, Penguin
1963.
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what Luke wrote. He used as hjis main source
the L tradition, which bhad preserved a
collection of sayings spoken by Jesus in the
upper room, but never incorporated in any form
of Eucharistic liturgy. These sayings treated
the supper as a Passover, celebrated by Jesus
and his disciples as an anticipation of the
great fieast of the kingdom, in which the
Fassover theme of redemption from bondage

would receive its final Fulfilment.'(q)
Caird's criteria for supporting the short text are
substantially those which have been outlined above. It
is worth noting that, along with Creed, Caird finds support
for the short text in the peculiar soteriology of Luke.
He argues that Luke omitted reference to any sacrificial
interpretation

'for believing, aszZhe did, that God's saving

act was the whole of Jesus' life of service and

self-giving, and that the Cross was simply the

pre-ordained price of friendship with the out-

cast, he naturally felt little interest in

sayings which appeared to concentrate the

1 (2)

whole of God's redemption in the Cross.

At this point it is worth turning to the summary of Schurrmann's
three volume work on the Lucan Last Supper narrative provided by
Hmuk.(B) Schurrmann's conclusions are:

1) the statistical,linguistic and structural
characteristics of Lk.22. 15-18 combine to
suggést that it is an edited version of a
non-Marcan source.

2) 1 Bor.1. 23ff. is in itself an edited
version of a pre-Pauline liturgical source.

It is possible then that Luke is not drawing

(1) ibid. p.238

(2) 1ibid.

(3) H. Schurrmann, Quellenkritische Untersuchung des
Lukanischen Abendmahlsberichtes, Munster, 1953-7, cited N.Hook,
op.cit., pp.6Z2ff.
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on the Pauline account, but rather on the
pre-Pauline 'original’ accuunt.(1)

3) Luke interprets the death of Christ in
terms of Is.53 rather than Ex.24. This
may obviously affect his approach to the
interpretation of the Lord's Supper.

L) It is unlikely that bisri is the

Aramaic lying behind L

Jeremias finally comes down in favour of the long
text, on the grounds that this is a liturgical text and

(2)

therefore the older. This is substantially the same
point as 2) in the summary of Schurrmann's work. The
liturgical hypothesis would account for the peculiarities
of style which we have noted. They in fact are not
'Lucan' at all, but a liturgical formula which Luke is
citing. This explanation also allows us to interpret
Luke's soteriology in terms of the whole incarnation-
ministry-resurrection event (v. point 3) above). In
view of Luke peculiar soteriology, his emphasis in his
Last Supper narrative falls not on the bread and cup
words themselves but on vv. 15-18 which represent Luke's
own material, whereas the bread and cup words are common
to the liturgical tradition - which may represent the

(3)

liturgical tradition of Luke's Syrian home Church.

(1) Briloth, op.cit., p.9 also suggests that Lk.22. 14-1Sh
represents an account independent of either Mark or Paul.

(2) Jeremias op.cit., p.155.

(3) 1ibid. p.156. As a very tentative suggestion it may be
noted that the 0ld Syriac version bears evidence of the

short text. If Jeremias' 'liturgical text hypothesis' is
correct is it possible to suggest the following reconstruction
to account for the short text in D?7:

(a) 'Both 0ld Syriac versions are to be regarded as
expanded Short Texts' (Jeremias p.144)

(b) 'The Short Text is attested solely by one branch of
the lWestern Text' (ibid.p.144), i.e., according to Jeremias
the 0Old Syriac reading arises from D.

(c) But Westcott and Hort note (NT.p.550):

(i) 'The Western Text is not to be thought of as a
single rescension complete from the first'.
(ii) Codex Bezae was written in the 6th century.



(iii) An .imperfect 0ld Syriac version of the gospels
is assigned to the 5th century, and there must have been
earlier rescensions.

(d) Putting all this together, is it possible that the
short text has arisen from the Syrian/Syriac community
" (i.e. where Luke wrote his gospel) where it was well known
in the local Christian communities that 'their' evangelist
placed the greatest emphasis on 22. 15-18; or, that
22. 15-18 represents a form of proto-Luke which has been
preserved in the Western text through the Syriac (rather
than the reverse) though ultimately Luke wrote a further
rescension containing the traditional liturgical material.
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R.D. Richardson has criticised Jeremias'
'1iturgical text hypothesis' and also the suggestion
that the short text arose as part of the disciplina
arcani. Richardson suggests that a liturgical text
could not have reached so rigidly fixed a form so early
as to account for the long text of Luke. The arcane
discipline was meant to protect the mystery lying beneath
the words themselves - but the words themselves were not
part of the mystery, and so did not need protection.
There does seem to be some force in this latter argument,
particularly since none of the other accounts seek to
conceal the words of institution. The argument that
there could not so early be a fixed liturgy does seem
rather weak. . All commentators are agreed that the
Passion Narratives as a whole became fixed in their farm
in the tradition very early in their transmission,
precisely because of their liturgical use. Also
liturgists comment on the natural conservatism of
unrshippersgz) If Luke is correctly dated between

70 and 96>
a liturgical tradition as basic as the Institution

this would seem to provide ample time for

.Narrative to achieve some considerable degree of

fixity.(u)

It is now necessary to draw some tentative
conclusions:

1) The weightiest argument against the

originality of the short text would seem

(1) R.D. Richardson, The Gospels Reconsidered, Blackwell,
1960, p.122.

(2) i.e. 'Baumstark's Lau'.

(3) Creed, op.cit., intro. p.xxiif.

(4) There remains one intriguing suggestion to account for
the short text arising from the long text. A.C. Clark,
The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts, 1914, pp77ff,
notes that in both D and ver-syr there are 152 uncial
letters omitted. These 152 uncials would represent ane
column of text. 5o he suggests that the original MS
copied by both D and vet-syr had omitted one column

(i.e. vv.17-18).
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to be the difficulty of accounting for

the overwhelming MSS evidence in favour

of the long text.

2) At the same time Luke's peculiar soteriology
would seem to suggest that the greatest weight
in exegesis'shuuld in fact fall on 22. 15-18,
(i.e. the short text).

3) If we accept the long text as original we
have the difficult (though paschal?) order
cup-bread-cup. Hilmartin(1)
order could itself account for the short text:

suggests that this

'Such a mutilation would be understandable in
a post-apostolic community which recognised
the eucharistic colouring associated with

the cup of vv.17-18 and wished to avoid
having two eucharistic cups in the one

1 (2)

account.
On the whole then if seems best to prefer the long text,
but in any case if point 2) be correct then in fact the
textual problem need not prove crucial to an understanding

of Luke's position on the Eucharist.

LUKE'S TEACHING ON THE LAST/LORD'S SUPPER
_ We may begin with the problem of the cup-bread
(-cup) order as evidenced by the long text. Some

have seen here a parallel with 1 Cor.10. 16f., but

this is inadmissible since, as has been seen, Paul
inverts the normal bread-cup order so as to be best
able to make a point about the unmity of the body
arising from the one loaf. In any case Paul bears
clear witness to the usual bread-cup order in his

Institution Narrative.

(1) HKilmartin, op.cit., p.26
(2) This explanation seems very similar to my own
tentative suggestion (fn. p.79)
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A better comparison with the Lukan order is
provided by Didache 9, but here there rages considerable
argument as to whether Did. 9 represents a Eucharist at
all, but rather may be an agape before the Eucharist

(D (2)

proper. Srawley  ‘points out that in any case
Didache may well be an imaginative reconstruction of
early Church life written in the late 2nd century or
.even early 3rd century. Thus it would be most unsound
to argue that the cup-bread order was a normal part of
the eucharistic tradition. In fact the long text order
cup-bread-cup can well be accounted for by the Passover
meal order where there is a cup of wine before the main
meal, with the relishes. In other words, by retaining
the preliminary cup Luke sets the Last Supper firmly
within the Passover framework.

One of the Lukan themes is that of the 'exodus'.
In the story of the Transfiguration (9.30f) Moses and
Elijah speak with Jesus of the coming 'exodus' which
Jesus is to accomplish at Jerusalem. Luke was a gentile
writing for gentiles. It therefore seems most likely
that by setting the Last Supper in the Passover setting
. Luke wishes to refer us not to the Paschal meal of later
Judaism, but to the original Passover meal in Egypt when
God saved his people through the blood of the Passover
Lamb.

This interpretation seems to be reinforced by the
avowal of abstinence associated with the first (Paschal)
cup in 22. 15-18.  Matthew Black -’holds that 22. 16
taken with vv.29f indicates that Luke regards the

Passover as prophetic of the Messianic Kingdom in which

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.91

(2) Srawley, Early History of the Liturgy, p.18

(3) M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts,
3rd. edn., Oxford, 1967, p.230.
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it will find its perfect fulfilment. Also C.K. Barrett
N

notes that there is some evidence for a Jewish belief,
based on Ex.12. 42 that the Messiah would come on
Passover night. Thus 22.16:

'T say unto you, I will not eat it, until it

be fulfilled in the Kingdom of God.'
may be understood to mean 'I will not eat again of the
Passover until the true Passover is perfected in the
Kingdom of God', i.e. it is a reference to the Messianic
Feastgz) Perhaps Luke sees the Lord's Supper as a foretaste
of the Messianic Feast? wainuright(B)puints out that Luke
takes the avowal of abstinence in Mk.14. 25, doubles it
(vv. 16, 18) and so provides both an eschatological bread
saying and an eschatological cup saying - both sayings
being placed BEFORE the Institution Narrative. Thus
Luke sees Jesus as fulfilling (and so ending) the old rite
of Passover and inaugurating the new eschatological rite
of the Lord's Supper, the Messianic Feast, at which we
receive the benefits of the exodus achieved by Christ.
These points are developed elseshere in Luke's gospel
and Acts - thus further enhancing Luke's approach to

soteriology.

The Meal at Emmaus

Apart from the Last Supper narrative, the loci

classici for understanding Luke's doctrine of the Lord's
Supper appear to be the account of the Emmaus walk and

Meal (Lk.24. 13-35) and the account of the meal on ship

(Acts 27. 33-38). Both passages contain the classic
four-fold shape: taking of bread/thanksgiving/breaking/

and giving. Both contain the phrase 'breaking of bread!'
which is used in the earlier part of the gospel in connection
with the Feeding of the Multitude (5. 12-17), certain
parables (e.g. 14. 15ff), and the Last Supper itself.

(1) C.K. Barrett, Jesus and the Gospel Tradition, p.48
(2) M. Black, op.cit., p.Z235.
(3) Wairwright, op.cit., p.39.




In Acts the phrase 'breaking of bread' is used of communal
meals of the Church gathered for worship (Acts 2. 46;

20. 7,11). In particular it must be noted that Lk.24. 35
has the pregnant phrase 'he was known to them in the

breaking of bread.’

There can be little doubt that Luke meant his
readers to understand the account of the walk to Emmaus
and the meal there as a passage capable of a developed
eucharistic interpretation. Not only 1is the phrase
'break bread' twice repeated (vv. 30, 35), but also
there is the four-fold eucharistic shape - and in addition
the account of the walk itself (vv. 13-27) may be understood
as aisynaxis before the anaphora (vv. 28-35)51) Another
sugges tion that this passage is to be interpreted eucharistic-
ally may be given by v. 29:

"Mewov /uu’:e' f”;wv ot e e‘r«s{)«v eV ke Kekhiwew ,’,S,' 6 r)‘/;c;oat'
which provides a link both with the evening meal of the Last
Supper and (cp. 9. 12:H Sév;’pc?x ',?f’j“” wvev ) with the
account of the Feeding of the Multitude. Finally it is to
be noted that the entire Emmaus account is set within a
Resurrection framework. At 24, 36 the Risen Christ on
the first Easter Day appears to his disciples and eats
with them. As at John 21. 12ff and alsoc in the accounts
of the Feedings of the Multitudes (e.g. Mk.6. 38) the food
which the Risen Christ shares with his disciples is fish
(Lk.2L. 42). Thus the Christ of the Emmaus Road who expounds
the Scriptures is the Risen Lord who is one and the same as
the Man Jesus. The Christ of the Eucharist is knoun to
his disciples as the Risen Lord.

thile there is no need to discredit the account of
the meal at Emmaus as pure 'fiction' invented by Luke to

(2)

make a point - Richardson indeed suggests that a story

of two disciples meeting the Risen Christ may have heen an

(3)

ancient element in the common tradition - nonetheless

(1) Thus Weirwright, op.cit., p.38.

(2) Creed, op.cit.ad leoc.: 'There seems to be no good
reason why the story should not be founded on fact.'
(3) A. Richardson, op.cit., p.195.
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it seems fairly clear that fhe story as we now have it is
essentially a creation of Luke written up for his own
theological purpaose. It may be compared with the
Johannine account (21. 1-14) of a post-Resurrection
appearance which also bears marks of having been conformed
to a clear theological and didactic purpose. Richardson
comments:

'They are doubtless founded upon fact, but

the stories as we have them have been made

into such superb parables, charged with

profound theological teaching, that we

cannot tell what could have been their
original Form.'(1)
What then is revealed of Luke's understanding of the
Eucharist in this story? V. 26 lies at its heart:

'Was it not necessary that the Christ

should suffer these things and enter

into his glnry?'(z)
Luke's understanding of the Eucharist is bound up with
his soteriology. The position of this verse makes
that plain. Luke's soterinlogy does not rest solely

upon the Crucifixion, but upon the whole Heilsgeghichte

of incarnation, ministry, passion, resurrection and

ascension of Ehrist.(B) Indeed, here in 24. 13-35 this

understanding is pushed back one stage further since the

(1) A. Richardson, op.cit., p.194f.
(2) It is of interest in this connection to note Luke's
use of two sayings in Ch.24, taken from Mark but with 'Son
of Man' replaced by 'Christ':
(a) A saying concerning the necessity of Christ's sufferings:
Mk.B. 31: Sev Tov Rov Tov dvbpusTov Tomvw mwbeiy
tk. 24. 26: o{rx\ ™R eSed wxBev rwxmrmv/
(b) A saying concerning the scriptural warrant for this:
Mk.9. 12: Kot W Jf]/’“‘““‘t ene tov dov Tov &vcfu;mv v
]

TeMa ma e c’—fovfew, 69,
k.24, LG: o'frrw\s 9?00’1’0“ ey Tov.Xfw'ro v
Mark presents thesé as pre-crucifixion sayings. Assuming
this to be their original §itz then we can see Luke making
both a point concerning soteriology (the whole life, death
and resurrection of Christ - and indeed the OT history - is
the Heilsgexhichte) and also a point concerning the
eucharistic anamnesis (we remember the whole salvation histary




which is present eschatologically in the breaking of
bread).

(3) This represents the more traditional approach to
the interpretation of Lukan spteriology. Morna Hooker
however (In his own Image? in lLhat about the NT? ed.
Evans & Hickling, SCM, 1975) suggests that Luke's
apparent omission of Mk.10. 45 (and hence the omission
of a theologia crucis) may be due not to a deliberate
deviation by Luke from the Markan text, but to Luke
choosing to follow a non-Markan source. 'As in Mark,
the themes of honour, lowliness, service, sharing the
suffering of Jesus, and the central role of his lonely
death...... are all present'. (p.33)
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Christ of the Emmaus road interprets the Scriptures (OT)
as referring to himself. Further, in the other 'direction’
the Christ who is part of the eternal plan of God is the
same Christ who is known (%}Vﬂifgﬂ - v.35) to his Church in
the Lord's Supper by the breaking of bread. Thus for Luke

the Eucharist is the place par excellence where we come to
M
The

know Christ. We know Christ in the Word of God.
gathered cummpnity meet Christ - the pre-existent Christ -
in the reading of the Scriptures-and their exegesis and in
their proclamation as the kerygma at the synaxis. The
Risen Ehristfis also known in the breaking of bread for
Christ is the One who is always to come - in the history
of Israel, in the Ministry of Jesus, in the Church. Thus
Luke sees the Eucharist as the eschatological in-breaking
of the eternal Christ. As Marxsen writes:

'The ﬁoming Lord, whose coming is expected in

the ehd-time, anticipates this coming at his

supper. There the one who is to come is

experienced as the one who is present, vanishes

from the eyes of his disciples... and is once
mnre;the one who is to cume.'(z)
The Scriptures, their exegesis, the gathered community, the
breaking of bread, are all symbols conveying the reality of

the saving Christ-event.

(1) It may be noted that John uses the verb ywwekew of
the relationship between Christ and the Father, and Christ
and the believer. In Hebrew thought 'Knowledge... was

not knowledge of abstract principles, or of a reality
conceived of as beyond phenomena. Reality was what
happens; and knowledge means apprehension of that. WKnow-
ledge of God meant, not thought about an eternal Being, or
Principle transcending man and the world, but recognition
of, and obedience to, one who acted purposefully in the
world.' (E.C. Blackman, art., Knowledge, TWBB).  Many
commentators have noticed the parallels between Luke and
John. Whiletuke has nothing specifically eguivalent to the
Johannine prologue (or are the Lukan Infancy Narratives
meant to supply this?) it seems hard to escape the conclusion
that Luke's emphasis on 'Scripture', exocdus' and 'glory'
point us in a similar direction to John's thought.

(2) W. Marxsen: The Resurrection of Jesus of Narazeth',
p.160.
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The Meal on board Ship: Acts27. 33-36

This passage too may show signs of being meant to be

interpreted eucharistically.

'He took bread, and giving thanks to God in

the presence aof all he broke it and began

to eat' (v.35).
In the light of Luke's close connection between the Eucharist
and the theme af salvation it is interesting that immediately
before this we read:

1:0‘0*1‘0 JNP ‘rrfos TV’S 1)7L€T6P°‘S WT7/)LMS

vTmapyet (v.3h).
Yet few commentators will allow that this passage is
eucharistic, mainly because of the presence in the boat of
(presumahly) non-Christian gentiles.

F.F. Bruce,(q) takes the verh é%Kaf&JTﬁV’ in v.35 as
being the equivalent to a Jewish grace before eating. So
no doubt it was - but this in no way automatically means
that it can have no eucharistic reference since the very
concept of the verb (with its background in berakah) is of
blessing/thanksgiving. But Bruce cites Kelly:

'It is the object of the Eucharist which gives

it its character: and this is quite out of
place here.'(z)
It is hard to resist the thought that ecclesiastical
niceties have had more influence on this comment than has
objective exegesis! An earlier conservative commentator
makes two most revealing remarks:

'... the very words with which he (Luke)

describes the apostle's action recall at

once the picture of the Lord breaking

bread before his apostles on his last
evening.'(B)
But Rackham's dogmatic and ecclesiastical predelictions

would not allow him to draw the logical conclusion:

(1) F.F. Bruce, Acts , ad loc.

(2) 1ibid.

(3) R.B. Rackham, The Acts of the Apostles, lWestminster
Commentaries, Methuen, 1912, p.477.
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'Tt is difficult to believe that this is what
we should call a celebration of the Holy
Eucharist'(1)
'It‘is ndt likely that 5.Paul would have
celebrated the holy mysteries before a
company of unhelievers; nor is the
condition of a ship tossing in a heavy
sea favourable for the solemnities of
religinué wdrship'!!(z)
Against such cdnservative interpretations it may be
noticed: |

1) that jeremias believes the phrase 'Breaking

of bread' to be a terminus technicus for the

(3

Eucharist.
2) that fhis passage would almost certainly be
siezed uﬁon by commentators as being of
eucharisﬁic import wére it not for preconceived
ideas (and anachronistic ecclesiastical ones at
that) of the nature and setting of 'proper'

eucharistic worship.

The eucharistic overtones of Acts 27.34Ff are I think
fairly clear -;that is to say that Luke intended it to be
seen as conveying some teaching on the Lord's Supper,
whatever the historical accuracy of the event. The
passage fits in with Luke's purpose in Luke-Acts. He is
writing for a gentile readership. This in itself may well
account for Lu&e's emphasis on the whole saving Life and
Ministry of Ehfist, and on the 'glory' of Christ, rather
than on atonement and crucifixion. The Emmaus Meal story
has already shown us that Luke sees the Eucharist as a
means of our receiving a share in the salvation brought about
through Jesus., Lk.14. 23 ('Go out to the highways and

. hedges and cumﬁel people to come in, that my house may be

(1) Rackham, op.cit., p.477

(2) 1ibid. p.490

(3) Wairwright, op.cit., p.170, n.131., and v. Jeremias,
Eucharistic Words, pp.120ff.
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filled') together with such passages as Acts 10. 1-48,
indicate that Luke was also primarily concerned with the
Gentile Mission. What more natural but that Luke should
wish to demonstrate clearly that salvation is freely
offered to all the gentiles, and that the means of this
grace is the Eucharist - as here done for gentiles in time
of great danger by the Apostle to the Gentiles (Rom.1. 13,
Acts 13.2)7¢ 1

Luke's accounts of meals in the Ministry and Teaching of Jesus

Luke tells us that Jesus often spoke of the Kingdom of

God in terms aof feeding and fieasting. Some examples are:

1. 53: He has filled the hungry with good things.

6. 21: Blessed are you that hunger now for you shall be
satisfied.

11. 5-13: The parable of the importunate friend.

12. 1: Beware of the leaven of the Pharisees.

4. 7-11: The marriage feast.

M, 13f: But when you give a feast, invite the maimed,
the lame, the blind...You will be repaid at the
resurrection of the just.

1. 16-2L4: The parable of the Great Banguet - this is
introduced by v.15: Blessed is he who shall eat
bread in the Kingdom of God. Dodd comments that
in the interest of the Church at a later date,
Luke has duplicated the episode of the last
minute invitations. 'It is probable as most
commentators hold that Luke has here in view

the extension of the Gospel to the Gentiles.'(Z)

(1) 1 have floated this interpretation of the meal on
board ship to several patient people - none of whom have
been convinced! Doubtless they are correct. Nonetheless

I still find the evidence cumulative and convincing -
certainly good enough to argue that Luke was, albeit sub-
consciously, interpreting this passage both eucharistically
and therefore soteriologically. In terms of the theological
importance of the passage the historical event is perhaps
relatively unimportant? I am not seeking to suggest that
historically Paul -celebrated Pontifical High Mass on board
a wrecked ship!

(2) C.H. Dodd, Parables of the Kingdom, p.93f.
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22. 29f: 'I assign to you, as my Father assigned to me,
a kingdom, that you may eat and drink at my
table in my kingdom, and sit on thrones
Jjudging the twelve tribes of Israel.'

Luke also stresses that Jesus partakes of meals with

sinners and other outcasts:

5. 33 (Cp. Mk. 2. 18ff; Mt. 9.14f.) - this indicates that
Jesus had reqgular joyous meals with his disciples.
Mk. 6. 31 ('they had no leisure even to eat')
and Lk. 24. 31 also indicate that throughout the
Ministry Jesus and his disciples regularly ate
meals together - and that these meals often had
a greater significance than the satisfaction of
mere bodily hunger.

5. 29-32 (Mk. 2.15-17) 7. 34 (Mt. 11.19)15.1f, 19.1-10: all
these passages show Jesus eating with outcasts.
The purpose of these passages in Luke is summarized
by 19. 9: 'Today salvation has come to this haouse'.
Luke sees the offer of salvation as being open to
all - and this offer is made in the context of
eating with Jesus. At the same time Lk.13. 23-30
warns against the interpretation that the mere
fact of eating is a guarantee of salvation ('we
ate and drank in your presence', v.26; ‘'Depart
from me', v.27). This same passage also
stresses that salvation is offered to the Gentiles:
'And men will come from east and west, and from
north and south, and sit at table in the kingdom
of God'(13. 29).

Luke clearly invests the account of the Feeding of the
Multitude with eucharistic significance (9. 11-17). 1In v.16
is the fourfold eucharistic action: 'And taking.... he
blessed (e%¥y1rev )..and broke and gave them.' Eaird(1)
comments that the Great Banguet may be seen as the symbol
of the Messianic Age (cp. Is. 25.6-8). As Luke tells the

(1) Caird, op.cit., p.126ff.
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story it is now a miracle, but possibly it may originally
have been an impressive piece of prophetic symbolism.

(M

Creed® ‘compares the Feeding of the Multitude with the
l.ast Supper and the Emmaus Meal and comments that 'the
similarity will not be accidental'. It is noteworthy
that Luke follows the account of the Feeding of the
Multitude with a prediction of the Passion - thus again
linking the themes of Messianic Banguet, salvation and
Eucharist. Further, Bnnbyer(z) has argued that the accounts
of the Feeding Miracles are meant to indicate the extension
of Messianic Salvation to the Gentiles - also a favourite
Lukan theme and one he links closely with the Eucharist.

It would seem that Luke believes that the teaching
of Jesus in terms of 'Meals in the Kingdom', and his
.actions are of a piece. The meals taken with sinners etc.
are acts of prophetic symbolism, indicating the
eschatological inbreaking of the kingdom in the person
of Jesus. van Rad(3)nntes that the acts called 'prophetic
symbdlism'

'are not to be regarded simply as symbols

intended to bring out the meaning of oral

preaching’'
but rather they are signs which

'not only signify a datum, but actually

embody it as well’.
This is of great importance in relation to the Eucharist
since here, in the concept of prophetic symbolism, there
is a concept of the presence of Christ in/at the Eucharist

which is the prefigurement of the Messianic Banguet.

(1) Creed, op.cit., on 9. 10-17.

(2) G.H. Boobyer, The Miracle of the Loaves and the Gentiles
in 5t. Mark's Gospel, in Scottish Journal of Theology 6
(1953) pp. 77-87.

(3) G. von Rad, The Message of the Prophets, SCM Press Ltd.,
1968, p.74




The Lord's Prayer

. Tov &/rrov fwwv Tov E:ITLOU'O'LQ\/ gugov
3 W}MV(;; wd quepuv (Lk.11. 13; cp.Mt. 6.11)
Lohmeyer argues that this petititon has an
eschatnlm@ical significance with possible reference to
the meals of the Ministry and overtones of 'communion'
with God. '
'This bread is not the bread of the Church's
sacrament, nor is it even the bread of the
primitive Christian Lord's Supper, nor is
this communion as yet the later Church or
even the primitive Christian ecclesia'
and vet it is
'the eschatological communion of the children
of God who today eat "pur bread", their
Fatherfs gift, as they will soon eat it at
their Father's house.'
so, again, hefe are the Lukan themes of eschatological

feasting, divine feeding, and a broad offer of salvation.

SUMMARY
Luke's approach to the Eucharist/Lord's Supper is
subtly different from what we have found in Mark or Pauls.
Luke's main points are as follows:iL
1) The Eﬁcharist is by no means seen as a formal
'religious service'; it is the exciting act of
the eschatological Christ.
2) Christ comes to all - Jew and Gentile, rich
and poor - even to non-Christian soldiers in
great danger on a sinking ship! The bread and
the wine are the signs of his presence.
3) 1In the Eucharist Christ offers the joy of
salvatian td those who receive the bread and
wine and so share in a Meal with Christ himself.
We eat with Christ in the foretaste of the
Messianic Banguet; through the Eucharist we

know Christ, the pre-existent and Risen-Ascended

(1) E. Lohmeyer, The Lord's Prayer, Eollins, 1965,pp.134-53
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Christ, who brings salvation to his people from

before all time and to all ages.

Thus in Luke we find a development - but a development
entirely legitimate, in that it stems from the very ministry
of -.Christ. * The ministry - and indeed its OT prefigurement
- the crucifixion, resurrection and giving of the Holy Spirit
in Pentecost, are all seen as the symbols or vehicles of
salvation, a salvation which is offered to all in the

eucharistic symbols of bread and wine.

S5T. JOHN'S TEACHING ON THE EUCHARIST

'On tHe sacramental doctrine of the Fourth
Gospel two extreme views have been put
forward. R. Bultmann's commentary pre-
supposes without argument that the Gospel, .
as we now have it, has been through the
hands of one or more redactors, to whom

we owe all the sacramental references (The
Gospel of Joﬁn, E.T. Blackwell, 1971, p.11)

0. Bullhann,un the other hand, sees sacraments

everywhere; John's main concern is 'to set
forth tHe line from the life of Jesus to the
Christ of the community, in such a way as to
demonstrate their identity. Because the
Christ of the community is present in a
special way in the sacraments, this line
leads us in many, even if not in all the
narratives, to the sacraments.' (Cullmann,

Early Bhristian Worship, p.117). On

Bultmann's view, we would have nothing to
say; on Cﬁllmann's we could never stop.'(1)

This warning by C.P.M. Jones well summarizes the problem
faced by those who would attempt to unravel the eucharistic

doctrine of the Fourth Gospel (hereafter referred to as

(1) Ed. Jones, Wainwright & Yarnold, The Study of Liturgy,
SPCK, 1978, p.i6L
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John without prejudice to the question of authorship).

But the problem is even more complicated. Not only is there
the guestion as to whether John has or has not a doctrine of
the Eucharist- (and if so at what point and date in presumed
redactions. it should be placed) but, assuming one there is a
ma jor probiem of its interpretation. For some Protestant
theologians John presents difficulties in that his apparent
eucharistic‘language has either to be interpreted as being
purely matabhorical (indeed almost 'explained away'), or to
be seen as it were as the first step towards the 'Catholic
Ductr{ne' lgading to Medieval Rome by way of the excesses

of the early Fathers. On the other hand embarrassment can
occur from John for more conservative Béthnlic writers,
since not only does he apparently leave out any reference

to the Instiéution Narrative in his account of the Last
Supper but also spoils the whole effect of the discourse

in Jn.6 by ending

'It is . the spirit that guickeneth; the

flesh profiteth nothing' (6.63)

- thus knnckiﬁglun the head any serious attempt to interpret
John as a Suppbrter of the (popular understanding of the)
doctrine of Transubstantiation.

In viemiof these difficulties it is proposed in this
section to appfoach John as openly as possible and to
interpret his writing in the order in which we now have it.
Consequently we shall first try to answer the question as
to why John urnﬁe his gospel. This should serve as a back-
ground for the interpretation of those passages where there
may be eucharistic doctrine.

Why did John write his Gospel?:

'Many other signs therefore did Jesus in the
presence df his disciples which are not written
in this book; but these are written that ye
may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son
of God, and that believing ye may have life in
his mame.' (20.30f.)
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v

In their turn commentators have interpreted John's

purpose. ~ These interpretations fall into three main

Qroups:

1) ‘Jnhn wrote for non-Christians, in a somewhat
'academic' way so that Christianity might be
presented as a rational religion (e.g. Dodd,

Interpretation of the Fourth Guspel)‘(1)

2) Jaobn wrote for those who were already
Bhrigtiana - and who knew the basis of the
Synoptic tradition - so as to enable them
to déepen their faith and understanding.
He attempted to expound and deepen the
Synoptic tradition so that readers could

then go back to the Synoptics as it were

. for the first time with a deeper and truer

insight. Cullmamwould fall into this
interp}etativé approach as he wishes to

show that the historic Jesus is one and

the same as the Christ of the Church and

that the Church's sacraments come directly

from Jésus. This approach would seem to

make life easiest for those who seek to

define ﬁqhn's aﬁpruach to the Eucharist

gsince on this basis we may assume, for

examplei the Institution Narrative as a
backgruuﬁd to the Johannine Last Supper

and so iﬁterpret accnrdingly.(z)

3) It is also possible to define John's purpose
as being :to write polemic against Jewish attacks

on the Messiahship of Christ.

| (3)

1

In an interesting essay ~'W.C. van Unnik criticises

all three of these approaches on the basis that they none

(1) This would agsume the reading: mwrevonre
(2) This would assume the reading Wwrevqre - supported

by Y )

(3) u.

Band @ | :
C. van Unnik, The Purpose of St. John's Gospel in

The Gospels Reconsidered, Blackwell, 1960 pp.167-197
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of the& take seriously enough John's own express purpose

in uriﬁing as at 20.30f, namely to declare that Jesus is

the Christ, the Son of God and to stir up belief in him.

van Unnik declares that the purpoée of John 'was to

bring tHe visitors of a synmagogue in the diaspora (Jews

and Gudfearers) to believe in Jesus as the Messiah of

Israel'.€1) He argues that John must have been writing

for a Jewish (or pro-Jewish) audience, since otherwise

his stress on Jesus as the Christ in the full meaning of

Messiah (1741; 4.25) would have been meaningless since

the term Eﬁrist itself rapidly became merely a proper

name within the Hellenist Church. Additional evidence

in favour of this hypothesis is provided by John's use of

‘the title 'the king of the Jews' (what use would this

have served when writing to a mainly gentile audience?);

by John's stress on Jesus the Christ as being the fulfilment

of Moses and Law and the prophets (1.46); and by John

regularly shﬁning that Jesus fulfilled Messianic expectation

(11.51F; 12.16). Finally van Unnik suggests that elements

in John that are foreign to Judaism, and so are usually

explained as anviding a Hellenistic or Gnostic background

for John, may in fact be accounted for by reference to the

diaspora. This might well support Irenaeus' tradition

that the Fnurtﬁ Gospel originated 4n Asia Minor at Ephesus.
It seems tU me that van Unnik does a good job of

interpreting 20.30f - and after all this is the avowed purpose

of John's mfitiﬁg in the text as we now have it. There does

however seem to be less discrepancy between his approach and

the approach summarized at 2) above, then there may at first

appear. It muuig seem possible to argue that John is

concerned to write a Messianic apology to the Jewish Diaspora

- but that apnlngq is necessary, precisely because the

Diasbura has alreédy heard at least part of what we now call

the Synoptic tradition, and has rejected it because they

(1) van Unnik, ibid. p.175

i
1
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reject the Man Jesus as being identified with the Messiah.
Thus John may be seen as concerned both to provide
apologetic and polemic to the Diaspora and also to expound
and develop the ('Synoptic') tradition, the main parts of
which are assumed to be known by his audience already - even
if they have failed to understand them. It is this approach
to John that we shall adopt here.

In fact this approach would seem to make for a good
many difficulties in interpreting John's approach to the
Eucharist. If the Gospel is intended for a (mainly) Jewish
audience then the 'bread of Life' discourse in Ch.6 takes on
new dimensions. As John himself makes guite clear, any
attempt to suggest to the Jews that they should eat the body
(and blood?) of a human would have been met with more than a
natural horror and repugnance. Yet this appears to be what
is being said in Ch.6 and indeed John would appear to make
the whole issue even more complicated by usingcﬁof rather
than ewmt and so apparently forcing us to take note of the
issue.<1)

Hook writes:

'eeeoo. the Fourth Gospel.... unlike the other

Gospels, records no account of the Institution

of the Eucharist, but:does provide teaching

about it. Here we read of 'eating the flesh
of the Son of Man and drinking his blood.'

The separate terms 'body' and 'blood' have

become the hendiadys 'flesh and blood'. Here

guite a different doctrine (as compared with

Paul and the Synoptics) would appear to be

suggested, where the bread and wine become

not merely conventional signs, but signs which

in some sense, are identified with what is

1 (2)

signified.

(1) We noted above (p.43 that Paul nearly always prefers
owun(pgpecially 1 Cor. 11.24) precisely because it is easier
for the term not to smack of cannibalism.

(2) Hook, op.cit., p.88; I do not think I would agree with
Hook's understanding of Paul!
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1It is now possible to begin an examination of those
passages where it may be possible to find evidence for
John's doctrine of the EucharistxA But at once there is
yet annﬁher problem. Which passages are germane to this
purpnse? In the absence of any Institution Narrative
where are we to begin? W.F. Howard may give us some
clues in .quoting this passage from von Higel:

'The Church and the sacraments, still

predaminantly implicit in the Synoptists

an& the subjects of costly conflict and

Drgénisatinn in the Pauline writings, here

undérlie, as already fully operative facts,

pradtically the entire profound work. The

great dialogue with Nicodemus concerns

baptism; the great discourse in the

synagogue at Capernaum, the Holy Eucharist

- in bqth cases the strict need of these

sacraments. And from the side of the dead

Jesus flow blood and water, as these two

great éacraments flow from the everliving

Ehristi while at the cross's foot He

leaves His seamless coat, symbol of the

(D

Church's indivisible unity.

To some this may seem more like mysticism than
exegesis, and vén Unnik's interpretation would give us
grounds for accépting van Higel's statements with
considerable cadtiun, but it does suggest that, in line
with many cummentaturs, we may if we wish look at ANY
Johannine passage - they are all eucharistic! (or are
they?), and von Hﬂgel also raises the guestion that
seems to be most important to remember when attempting
to understand John: to what extent does Jdohn think that
he is deliberatelyzmriting theologically/allegorically/
mystically, and to'what extent does he think he is

writing 'history as it happened'?

(1) W.F. Howard: Tﬁe Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism &
interpretation, 1931

]
i
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V

lWater intn Wine: Jahn 2. 1-11
ﬁf this story H.J. Richards asks:
“1Isp't it unreal to find a reference to something
as recondite as the Christian Eucharist in a
sﬁnry as simple as this? But isn't it unreal
to imagime that a story about wine and
cfucifixiun, written and read by people for
whom the Eucharist was a fact of their daily
lives, could fail to have this reFerence?'(1)
it is in fact guite possible that John was writing for people
for whom the Eucharist was not a fact of their'daily lives.
5o it is not guite so immediately obvious that 2. 1-11 does
have immediate and automatic significance in terms of the
Eucharist - though it may contain indirect references to
the Euchariét. Indeed thse(z)denies that 2. 1-11 has
sacramental reference to the Eucharist.
Cullmann, however, argues that the passage is of
direct euchafistic significancegs) He begins by noting
that the thudght of v.4 (My hour has not yet come) has
parallels uifh other passages such as 7.6 (My time is not
yet come), 7.30 (His huuf was not yet come) and 8.20;
12.23; 13.1; 17.1. The last three of these are
particularly ipteresting since they suggest that the
'hour' has cam? - in the Passover-Crucifixion event. At
Jn.17.1, where 'in the Synoptic tradition we would expect
the Institutioﬁ Narrative, we read: 'Father the hour is come!
Glorify they SDh'.
Another impurtant Johannine theme is that of 'glory'.
The Son glurifiég the Father, and is Himself glorified in
the Crucifixion (3.1; 12.23; 27, 28, 32; 17.1). For John
'glory' = 'Crucifixion-Resurrection' (Needless to say this
statement short eircuits a great deal of discussion!) It

is consonant with John's understanding of 'glory' that at

(1) H.J. Richards, The Miracles of Jesus - what really
happened?, Collins/Fontana, 1975.

(2) E. Lohse, Miracles in the Fourth Gospel, in What about
the NT?, p.68 and fn.13

(3) Cullmarp, Early Christian Worship, pp.66-71.
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the very mament of the Crucifixion, Pilate, who already
has discussed the nature of kingship with Jesus (18.33-38),
orders to be fixed to the cross the title:

'Jesus of Nazareth the King of the Jews'

- (19.19)
Thus contained in John's twin themes of !the Hour' and
'glory' we find a summary of John's apologetic concerning the
Messiahship of Jesus. Jesus is the Messiah, who comes to
glorify the Father by reigning from the Cross and being
vindicated in the Resurrection. For our purposes it is
particularly noteworthy that these important themes occur
in the Last Supper narrative - and also here in 2. 1-11.
This must suggest that it may be correct to find in 2. 1-11
insight into the significance of the Eucharist - even if we
remain sceptical as to whether it is to be interpreted as
of principally eucharistic signifiecance.

This approach seems strengthened by 2.1: 'and the
third day'. This seems almost definitely to be a Johannine
pointer to the Resurrection. John Marsh notes:

'The phrase 'on the third day' is admirably

suited to provide both a backward and a

forward reference. It clearly points back

to the series of stories about the disciples,

and beyond them to the first occasion when

John bore witness to Jesus as the Lamb of

God....It points forward guite as clearly to

the end of his marrative when 'on the third

day' as every Christian account of the

Resurrection affirmed, Jesus was finally

manifested in his deathconguering glury'(1)

It is in the context of the Resurrection - the hour that
in Cana had 'not yet come' - that we are to read Jesus'
apparent refusal to his mother. Cullmamnotes:

. 'e...the refusal was directed against the

fact that the mother saw the changing of

(1) Marsh, 5t. John, Pelican NT commentaries, p.143



- 03 -

the water into wine as a self-sufficient
miracle, while Jesus saw in it a pointer
to a far greater miracle which he could

not yet fulfil since "the hour for it is
not yet cume".'(1)

Is it possible to detect in this note of 'not yet'
the sense of 'prophetic symbolism' which we have used
earlier to interpret Jesus' Last Supper actions? At Cana
the 'hour' is 'nmot yet' and so Jesus is able anly to
perform a 'lesser miracle', one which pales into
insignificance in comparison with the 'glory' of the
Resurrection. In the same way, in the Synoptic accounts
of the Last Supper Jesus foreshadows his death (and
resurrection?) in the action of breaking bread and pouring
wine. These actions are 'not yet' the reality of
salvation which will be wrought on the Cross. But they
point to that reality - and in this sense are the body and
blood of Christ. After the 'true miracle' of the
Crucifixion/Resurrection event, we are able to share in
that event through the bread and wine of the Lord's Supper.
In a sense this too is 'not yet' the ultimate fulfilment
of Salvation, though it is a guarantee of that salvation.
Is it possible that John, in as much as he is here
speaking of the Lord's Supper, is seeking to explore the
times ('hour') of 'not yet' which speak to us of the
'hour' of our salvation?

If in the last paragraph I am on anything like the
right track, then it seems to me that John might be
suggesting that there are twin polarities of 'reality'
for the Christian: first, the 'hour' of 'glory' that is
the Crucifixion/Resurrection event,(and we may add, the
giving of the Holy Paraclete) on which the whole
salvation experience of the Christian is based; second
the final fulfilment of the 'hour' in the Messianic

Banquet (here foreshadowed in the Cana wedding feast).

(1) Cullmann, op.cit., p.67
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Hence ﬁe live in the time in between these realities
and hence the Eucharist is a 'foreshadowing' (as it were)

of both.

we must pursue the theme of the Messianic Banguet.
It has élready been seen that in the Synoptic Gospels
there are frequent allusions to the Kingdom of God in
terms of future feasting and banguets. It has been
shawn that Luke (who would seem to have some affinity
with Jehn - cp. their use of 'glory') sees the Eucharist
as being{the fulfilment and also the proclamation of the
teaching and deeds of Jesus in relation to the Messianic
Banguet. ? In dn. 2. 1-11 we find the first 'sign' set in
the context of a Marriage Feast.

Dné of the recurring themes of the Messianic
Banguet ié that of great joy. Westcott notes that there
is a Jewish saying, 'Without wine there is no ij'S1)
Several 0T passages speak of the joy of wine:

'When that day comes the mountains will

runiwith new wine and the hills flow with

fid 1k

and thé river beds of Judah will run with

water' (Joel 4. 18).

'Theidays are coming now -

it is the Lord who speaks -

when harvest will follos directly after

ploughing,

the treading of grapes after sowing,

when the mountains will run with new wine

and the hills all flow with it.' (Amos 9.13)
And Psalm 104.5:

'And wine that maketh glad the heart of man

«e.. And bread that strengtheneth man's

heart. "

(1) UWestcott, St. John, p.36

1
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These passages use the symbolism of wine to speak of the
joys of the coming Messianic Age.

n

" H.J. Richards notes® ‘that there is a reference to
the Messianic Age in the Apocalypse of Baruch which refers
to each vine having a thousand branches, each branch a
thousaﬁd clusters, each cluster a thousand grapes, and
each grape will produce 120 gallons of wine. Is the
coincidence of this figure with JIn.2.6 mere coincidence,
or a firm indicator by Jdohn that he intends the Wedding
Feast to be interpreted in terms of the Messianic Banguet?
The Wedding Feast is a prefigurement of the Messianic
Banquet: - which is brought about in Jesus through the
Cross and Resurrection. Thus the 'sign' of the Wedding
Feast pbints to the 'hour' of 'glory' in which all who
are 'in'Christ' (Jn,14.20) are able to share because of
Christ's corporate persanality.(z)
Hoskyns -writes:
t'The Christ is the dispenser of the life of
‘God, the author and giver of eternal life,
which He offers to the world through His
‘death and through the mission of his
disciples. This is the fulfilment of
Juslaism, of which the miracle of Cana is
a sign.'(B)
And Marsh comments:
'Such an interpretation involves the reader
in taking the wine....as a symbol of the
Christian eucharist!.(u)
To which I would wish to reply: yes and no! I feel
forced to make so perverse a statement because I feel
that Johm is not making a comment in 2. 1-11 about the
Eucharist as such - or:rather that he is making a very

profound comment, namely that the Eucharist itself is

(1) H.J. Richards, op.cit., p.35

(2) For 'a discussion on this v. C.F.D. Moule, The Origin
of Christology, CUP, 1877, pp.47-96

(3) Hoskyns: The Fourth Gospel, p.190f.

(4) Marsh: G&t. John, p.147
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a 'sigﬁ' and should be understood as such. The
Eucharist is the symbol used during the time when the
'hour of glory' is 'not yet' by the people of God who
look forward to the 'hour of glory' in reality.

The Feéding of the multitude; Jesus walks on the sea;
the discourse on the bread of life: John 6.

‘It seems best to take this chapter as one complete
mhole,:rafher than seeing vv.16-21 as being an intrusion
into the marrative. There are numerous points of contact
between John's account of the events and that of Mark.
After Mark's account of the Feeding of the Multitude (Mk.6
35-44) 'he, like John, also includes the account of Jesus
walking on the sea(g?k.6.>h7—53; In.6. 16-21) and

(accurding to Dodd ) it is also possible to see a

parallel between the discourse in John (6. 66-71) and

the diélmgues in Mark (8. 27-30). It has already been
shaun that it is probably correct to interpret Mark's account
of the Feeding of the Multitude as being of importance for
his understanding of the Eucharist. S50, in view of the
paralleis which we have noted in the order of John and Mark
it is nEt surprising that John also gives his main
euchariétic teaching in this passage.

Dodd makes the point(z) that in both of Mark's
.accounts of the Feeding of the Multitude, he follows the
accounts by a departure from the scene by boat. But
neitheriMk.E nor 8 give any reason to account for this
sudden departure. - John does give a reason at 6. 15; the
people @ere coming to make Jesus king. At this time
there ués intense Messianic expectation - and this
expectafian included the belief that the Messiah would
feed his people. The crowds sieze on the idea that
Jesus ié the Messiah - but they misinterpret his

Messiahéhip in terms of political and material gain.

(1) Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel, p.196
(2) ibid., p.199

l
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Thus a% the heart of what ié usually (and I think rightly)
interpreted as John's central reference to eucharistic
undersfanding we find also a clear reference to John's

main point in writing his gospel: to demonstrate that
Jesus is the true Messiah of Israel, and to show what

that M?ssiahship (properly interpreted) involves. The
point is that, in the act of trying to make Jesus king,

the people clearly demonstrate that they have entirely
miscnnétrued the nature of Jesus' Messiahship. They

have ddne so because they have also entirely misunderstood
and miésed the point of the Feeding Miracle. Rs with the
'sign' at Cana, John is concerned with misunderstandings.
This'theme UE'misinterpretatiun is picked up again in the
later d&scourse - when the Jews and even the disciples so
misunderstand Jesus (6.41, 52, 60) that 'many of his
disciples went back, and walked no more with him'(6.66).
They mi%understand the discourse, because they interpret it
too litérally and at the same time fail to-grasp the
greaterireality lying behind the words of Jesus, just as
earlier they misunderstand the Feeding Miracle, because
they Fail to see the greater miracle lying behind it. Is
John suégesting that the Eucharist is capable of being similarly
misundefstoud on a too naively literal level which fails to
grasp the greater realities lying behind it? This must be

examined in a little more detail.

Tﬁere are no major differences in the accounts of
the Feeding of the Multitude (6. 1-14) between John and the
Synuptis%s. John sets the scene on a mountain (v.3) which
may be alhint that Jesus is the fulfilment of Moses. There
was expectation that the 'second Moses' would bring down manna:

'ﬂhat did the first redeemer? He brought down

the manna,

And the last redeemer will bring down the manna.'

- Rabba. Eecles 1.9.(1)

(1) HKilmartin, op.cit. p.97 reminds us that the coming of the
Messiah uas expected as Passover. Also, liturgically Joshua 5,
with its reference to the last of the old manna (Josh.5.10ff),
was read 'in Passover week, and rabbinic tradition suggested that
the 'mew manna' was to remain in the heavenly place until the
Messiah's coming in Nisan.
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Mark makes this same point by setting his account in the
desert.

John then notes that the Passover was near (v.4).
Hoskyns writes:

'...at_that very time, the priests were

preparing to kill the lambs, and the Jews

were assembling their families to eat

unleavened bread and the flesh of an

ﬁnblemished lamb, to commemorate their

past deliverance from Egypt, to

acknowledge the power and mercy of God,

. and to be reminded of their peculiarity

as His chosen people.'(1) A
Thus Juﬁn is enabled to make several points. First, and
perhaps most impartantly, the link between the Feeding of
the Multitude and the discourse is the theme of Jesus as
the trué Passover Lamb - although the people fail to
understénd this. The reference to the Passover in v. &4
is picked up in the discourse by a reference to the true
manna (v.31) which leads on to the discourse on the 'bread
of life':mhich is the 'flesh' of Jesus given 'fnr the life
of the world'(v.51). Thus Jn.6 looks back to previous
reFerencés to the Lamb of God (1. 29, 36) and looks ahead
to 19. 36:

'For these things came to pass, that the

sFripture might be fulfilled. A bone of

him shall not be broken'.
John dates the crucifixion so that Jesus dies at the moment
when the{Passnver lambs are being slaughtered in the Temple
(19.31). Thus Jesus is the true Passover Lamb. The bread
of the Fgeding of the Multitude points forward to the
'greater miracle': the self-offering of Jesus on the cross
as the tﬁue bread offered far the life of the world (6.51).
In the Last Supper nmarrative, at the point where in the
Synoptic iraditiun we should expect the Institution Narrative
we have ipstead the account of the washing of the disciples'
feet (13.;1—12) followed by the 'Farewell discourses'.

(1) Hoskyns, op.cit., p.281
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Again John picks up the theme of Jesus' self-offering:
:'Ye call me Master and Lord: and ye say
well; for so I am. If I then, the Lord
;and the Master, have washed your feet, ye
also ought to wash onme another's feet'(13.13f)
i'Greater love hath no man than this, that a
man lay down his life for his friends'(15.13).
'and for their sakes I sanctify myself, that
%hey themselves also may be sanctified in
truth'(17.19).
we'nute!alsu that John holds closely together the self-
of fering of Jesus and the offering of themselves that is
‘necessary if the disciples are to share in the 'glory’
of Christ. This theme is worked out most fully in the

discourse on the 'True Vime'(ch.15).

Is it possible that John is saying something here
about the mature of the Eucharist - but in a deliberately
round about way, so as to tie in the themes of the Lamb
of God, the bread of life, the Messiahship of Jesus, the
Passover, the Last Supper, the Crucifixion, the Resurrection,
the self-offering of Jesus and the conseguent self-offering
of the disciples - all within a constant theme of
'misundefstanding'? In other words I suggest that John
is concerned that many of the most important themes of
Christian belief and discipleship - including the Eucharist
- are inidanger of being misunderstood by his audience, just
as the Feeding Miracle and the Bread of Life discourse were
misunderstood by the people. John's point about the
Eucharist is, I think, that it is a 'sign', just as the
Feeding Miracle was a sign. A sign that looks back to
the greatér reality on which Christian salvation rests,
Jesus the true Passover Lamb who offered himself ance and
for all Fﬁr the 1life of the world. And also the Eucharist
is a sign‘that looks forward - to the greater miracle of

the Messianic Banguet, foreshadosed in the Feeding Miracle,
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|
and then again in the Eucharist itself.

EMhat misunderstanding of the Eucharist was Jdohn
cnncerhed about? Perhaps we shall find out a little
more when we look at the details of the Bread of Life
discourse itself. But already I think we can point to
twao. Firstly, the people fail to grasp the meaning of
the Feeﬁing Miracle because they fail to see it as
puintin@ to the 'greater miracle'. Is John trying to
suggest that there is a danger of concentrating too
exclusi&ely'un the Eucharist as a guarantee of salvation
and so in fact failing to observe the 'greater miracle' of
which the Eucharist is but a sign? Secondly, the stress
we have observed John making on the necessary self-offering
of the DISCIPLES seems to me to indicate that (as in the
earlier situation at Corinth) he is concermed that it is
all too easy to so concentrate on the eucharistic gift
(even iF?properly understood as pointing to the greater
miracle qf Crucifixion-Resurrection) as to miss the
concaomitdnt of that gift of Christ to his people, namely

our gift of ourselves, in thanks, to Him.

Flesh and blood; faith and spirit - the meaning of the
bread of life discourse.

When we look at the Bread of Life discourse it at
orce becomes obvious that there would seem to be a con-
Siderable;dichutumy between vv. 53ff where the reader
is told tﬁat it is necessary to eat the flesh of Jesus
and ta drink his blood, and the first and last sections
of the discourse (vv. 26-40 and 62ff) where we are told
that the ubrk of the Christian 'is to believe on him wham
God hath sent! (v.29) and that 'it is the spirit that
quickeneth; the Flesﬁ profiteth nothing'(v. 63). Indeed,
John seems; quite deliberately to heighten this dichotomy.
In v.50F, the first mention of ‘eating' the flesh of
Christ, thé verb used is the most usual Dne,'ﬁﬁyeu/ .
The Jews guestion - not unnaturally - how a man can give

his flesh ﬁn be eaten, and Jesus replies that those who
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wish ta‘have eternal life must eat his flesh and drink
his blood. In view of John's purpose in writing to (we
presumeﬁhere) a diaspora Jewish audience (though the
point holds whatever the audience) it seems scarcely
possible that he could so stress the matter. Not anly
so but John accentuates the effect by changing fhe verhb
from ¢~gew to meuv . This seems an impossibly crude
literali$m.7ﬁﬁﬁv means 'to munch', 'to eat in such a way
as to be heard', 'to chew'. Last, but not least, John
seems to avoid using the (acceptable?) uurdayuu and instead
uses the much more difficult MVS'. Thus in the 'bread of
life discourse' John points us firmly towards the 'great
miracle', namely that 3ng¢5 o'u/of %yevero (In. 1.14).
The incarnation is the great offence - and the Eucharist
is the symbol of that great offence!

As}Eullmann comments 'the material side of this
sacrament is here exaggerated almost to the point of giving
DFFence'Sj) Indeed to the Jews it gives grave offence and
even some of the disciples 'went back and walked no more
with him'(v.66).

Yet at the same time we have the words of v.63:

'If is the spirit that gquickeneth; the flesh .

profiteth nothing; the words that I have

spﬁken unto you are spirit, and are life.'

Hudk(z)
commentators have taken over this dichotomy presenteﬂlﬂ
John:

summarizes the three main approaches that

1) ' w.62f are the governing verses. They
represent John's own view and make quite clear
thaf all crude literalism with regard to the
Eucharist is to be avoided. This seems to
give little explanation of the apparently

deliberate literalism of vv.53ff.

(1) Cullmann, op.cit., p.99
(2) Hook, 'op.cit., pp.96-99.
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2) The language is that of the Hellenistic
Mystery cults which John is concerned to
combat. In opposition to the ﬁread of the
'flesh'! that was present in the Mysteries,
John stresses that 'the Word became Flesh'
and uses the most literal language possible
of the Eucharist. This view seems to take
too little account of vv.62ff and in any
case Barrett has probably rightly scotched
this argument when he notes that the use of
Hellenistic language does not necessarily
mean that a Hellenistic approach was either

(N

being adopted or attacked. In any case
on the view that John was written (in at
least one rescensibn) for a Jewish audience
in the diaspora, this view becomes untenable.
3) The third view is that there is no real,
but only an apparent, conflict between
vv.53Ff and v.63. Commenting on e Hoskyns
Notes:
'The word is used of eating corn of cereals,
not usually of eating meat. In v.58 and
xxi.18 its obhject is 'bread'. The choice
of the word here therefore serves a double
purpose. It emphasizes a real physical
eating (cp.Mtxxiv.38) and appropriately
points the ummistakahle reference to the
Eucharist'.(z)
Exactly! John is concerned to point to the Eucharist here
- but he is concerned to rectify a possible serious mis-
understanding. The Eucharist is the 'sign' of the flesh
and blood of Christ. By eating the bread and wine of the
Lord's Supper we are given assurance of the share we have
in the salvation won for us through Christ's sacrifice

of his body and blood. But the eucharistic meal remains

(1) Barrett, op.cit., p.30f
(2) Hoskyns, op.cit., p.299
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the 'sign' of that grace. It is not literally the
body ahd blood of Christ. The verbTpsyew points to
the Eucharist - but it points to the bread of the

M sugges ts

Eucharist, not to cannibalism. Macdonald
that John may have had in mind here the problems caused

by (Beﬁtile?) Christians who were moving towards a grossly
physical and magical view of the Eucharist. John wishes

to clear up this misunderstanding and move to an interpreta-
tion of, the Eucharist as a meeting between Christ, the
Incarnate Word of God, and the soul. I think I would

wish to suggest that Macdonald's interpretation here is
slightly too narrow and individualistic, but it is right

in essentials.
|

It must be noted that the discourse begins (v.26)
by disciaiming the importance of the physical nature of
the earlier Feeding Miracle. The fact of physical
feeding 'is relatively unimportant in comparison with the
necessiﬁy of spiritual feeding (v. 27). Those who wish
to serve God need to do but one thing: 'believe in him
whom he hath sent'.(v.29) The real heavenly food which
gives eternal sustenance is the true manna sent by God
(v.32) and this true manna is Jesus himself (v.35). -

He will @ive himself for the life of all men (v.51) and
all who believe will have eternal life (wv. 35, 53)

Hilmartigzgutes that it was common Midrashic
method to contrast two meanings of the same word or
phrase to bring out a deeper (third?) meaning. In
6. 32-59, John may be making a Midrashic comment based
on Ps.78. 2: |

'"And he rained down manna upon them to eat

And gave them of the corn of heaven.'

John develops this (according to Kilmartin) by using
two meanings for 'manna': 1) the word of revelation;

2) the incarmate Son of God. Kilmartin writes:

(1) Macdonald, op.cit., p.34
(2) HWKilmartin, op.cit., pp.100ff.
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: 'In Jewish speculation, the manna of the
Messianic Kingdom is identified with the
‘manna of the desert. The NT writers,
ihuuever, unﬁerstand the manna of the desert
only as a type of divine blessing reserved
‘for the Messianic age. In Jn.6. 16-47 it
:is portrayed as a type of the Word of God
‘and in Jn.6. 54-59 and 1 Cor.10. 3 as a
‘type of the Eucharist.'
;50 here John points to the presence of Christ in
thathfnretaste of the Messianic Banguet which is also
the 'sign' of the Cross, the Eucharist. In a way parallel,
but subtly different from Luke in his story of the Emmaus
road anq Meal, John makes the point that in the Eucharist
Christ is present both as lWord and Sign - either, aleone are
mere misunderstandings.
fhus John sets the gift of the Eucharist - which is
the assQrance of the gift of eternal life through the body
and blood of Christ offered on the Cross - in the context
of the nécessity of right understanding/faith. Eating
and drinking at the Eucharist no more guarantées salvation
than did;eéting and drinking the manna in the wilderness
guaranteé life for the Jews (v.49); or sharing in the
'sign' of the Eucharist, the Last Supper, guarantee
salvation for Judas (v.71 cp.13. 26ff). But at the same
time the ‘eucharistic gift is objective reality. In the
Eucharist, rightly understood, we eat and drink the flesh
and blood of Christ, not in any crude anthropophagic
sense, but in that we truly receive the life of Christ

who died for us.

uhy does Juhn not include an Institution Narrative?
We are still left, I think, slightly puzzled as to

whether it is really correct to interpret atleast one

strand in;Juhn's thought as being of eucharistic significance

- particularly in view of his (apparently deliberate)
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omission of the Institution Narrative. A move towards

solving the puzzle is to try to understand why John

makes this serious omission. C.K. Barrett writes:
'It. is certain that John was more rather
thah less interested in the eucharist than
theésynnptists; he gives indirect teaching
on the subject at some length. But because
he has concerned to root the sacrament as
observed by the Church in the total sacra-
mental fact of the incarnation, he was
urwilling to attach it to a particular
moment and a particular actinn'.(1)

So it would seem that we have been on the right lines in

interpreting the Eucharist (for John) as a 'sign' with

reference both back and forward to the 'greater miracles'
of Salvation and Final Consummation. W.F. Howard makes

a complementary point, and offers an alternative explanation

as to the:cause of the mature of the eucharistic 'misunder-

standing' which John is concerned to combat:

~ 'It is possible that his reaction from the
more tense apocalyptic expectation of the
primitive Church is partly responsible for
his severance of the eucharistic teaching
Frém the Last Supper. It is also possible
that, in recording the allegory of the True
Vine, and the long discourse upon the fellow-
ship of the disciples with their Lord and
with one another, he did not wish to identify
this communion with any external rite.'(Z)

And here some words aof Hoskyns deserve guating at length:
'The discourse (of Jn.6) is not a 'Eucharistic
Discourse' if by that title is meant that the
Evangelist has presented his readers with a
reflection upon or a preachment abouti:the

Eucharistic practices, beliefs, and experiences

(1) C.K. Barrett, St. John, Londom SPCK, 1965, p.42
(2) UW.F. Howard, op.cit., p.208.
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of Christians at the begimning of the secand
century ar earlier. Nor did he intend to
set forth a prophetic and comprehensive
direction by Jesus concerning the future
eucharistic worship of the Church. 5till
less is the discourse 'anti-Eucharistic' or
'anti-Sacramental' if by the use of these
ugly words is to be understood that the
Evangelist has purposely set the teaching

of Jesus over against His actions, and
digestion of His words aver against a
participation in a mystical communal act.
The sustained and primary purpose of the
Evangelist is to declare the true meaning

of an episode that stood importantly in

the Christian Tradition of the words and
actions of Jesus. He was aware that the
Feeding of the Five Thousand raised and
splved more questions than could easily

be detected in the form in which the staory
was normally told. In order that his
readers may apprehend the episode, he places
them midway between it and the occasion when,
at the meal on the eve of His crucifixion,
Jesus declared to His disciples alane the
meaning of His life; that is to say, he set
them midway between the apparent satisfaction
provided by the partaking of food and drink,
illustrated by the Feeding of the Five
Thousand and the giving of the manna and the
passover meal of the Jews, and the occasion
when every kind of material and historical
and psychological satisfaction is shown to be
illusory, and when room is made thereby for
the final satisfaction provided by the

reverse and spiritual action of God which was
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the theme of the teaching of Jesus and the
meaning of his life and death.'(1)
It seems to me that this approach to John's interpretation
of the Eucharist receives final confirmation when we
remember one last aspect of Jn.6 - Jesus walking on the
water (6. 16-21). Dodd would seem to sum up the point
of this pericope, situated as it is between the account
of the Feeding of the Multitude and the Bread of Life
discourse:

'It is the recognition of Jesus, unexpectedly

present to the disciples in their need, that

is the true centre of the stnry'.(z)
Again it is a 'sign' that the Risen Christ (this passage
is often interpreted as a 'misplaced Resurrection Narrative'(s)s
comes to his disciples in their hour of need. The Eucharist

is the 'sign' where we meet Him.

'The hour' and the 'sign' - John's Eucharist.

I think I can best summarize this interpretation of

John's Eucharistic understanding in a form of diagram.

All through the 'life' of Jesus/Christ runs the
central fact of Salvation and Consummation which was enacted
historically in the Crucifixion and Resurrection (though the
Final Consummation - the Messianic Banguet - remains to be
enacted and has itself so far only been in 'sign' e.g. the
Last Supper).

We may represent the components of Salvation and
Consummation thus:

Cross = 4+

Resurrection = "RN

Final Consummation = MB '

Then John presents the Salvation Final Consummation event
as a series of events centring round the central figure of
Christ. Always there are two polarities of reality: the

historical Cross-Resurrection event, and the future

(1) Hoskyns, op.cit., p.288
(2) Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel, p.198
(3) UWhether it is or not makes no difference here.
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Consumma tion. Both these polarities are themselves

subsumed within the corporate, incarnate Christ.

Thus we have:

'Time'/'Sign'/'Symbol’ 'Reality'
The pre-existent Ward 4+ "R" MB
The incarmate Ministry + "R" MB
Last Supper + "R" MB
Crucifixion & Resurrection = + "R" (MB)

(sign and reality are one)
Church/Eucharist + "R" MB
Final Eansummatinn = (+ "R") MB

(sign and reality are one)

Thus in 5t. John we find yet another strand in the
development of Eucharistic doctrine, not in contradiction
to Paul‘ur the Synoptics, but a legitimate development
based on the central fact of the Christian Gospel: that
Jesus ié the Christ the Son of God, the Word made flesh.
The Eucharist is the symbol whereby we receive life by
feeding bn the bread of life. John sees this as the
supreme moment of eschatological inbreaking. The 'hour'
that is 'mot yet' is present in symbol as a foretaste of
'glnry'.g Thus in John we come to what may almost be seen
as an 'ultimate' development of one strand of eucharistic
understanding: that symbol and reality are both guite
separateiand yet totally at one. When we receive the
Eucharist symbols in faith we believe 'and believing we
may have life in his name’.

j

EXCURSUS:. Did Jesus intend the Last Supper to be a Eucharist?

It will have been noticed that I have made no explicit
attempt tp write about the whole guestion of, Jesus' own
understanding of the Last Supper. This is deliberate.

Part of the reason is that I believe the twin traditions
of the Last Supper accounts and the Liturgical Lord's

Supper accounts have hecome so intermingled so early on -
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because of the influence of the Liturgy on the Tradition
and vice versa - that it is not possible with any confidence
now to distinguish the two separately. In any case I am
not sure that guestion is of vital importance. Under the
influence of the earlier liberal critics the question 'Did
Jesus intend the Last Supper to become a 'sacrament' and
to be continued by the Church?', was much debated. Any
doubtful or negative answer was greeted with dismay by the
more conservative as striking at the very roots of the
continued existence of the Church. But in fact the
guestion as stated is wrongly formed. Lying behimd it
is the more fundamental one: 'Did Jesus found a Church?!
The answer to that must appear dubious to any who cannot
go along with the 'Primitive Catholicity' school of NT
and Church History interpretation. But then this too is
strictly speaking a 'nmon-guestion' as Frend points out:

'The guestion ..... whether Jesus sought to

found an ecclesia is not properly stated.

Israel was already an ecclesia, a 'congrega-

tion of the faithful' and 'people of God'

among whom, however, were individuals set

apart to carry out particular functions,

such as Levites and rabbis. The decisive

step taken by Jesus was to identify his own

followers as the true Israel..... '
In which case our guestion becomes: 'Did the Christ intend
His people to receive the fruits of atonement and resurrection?’
Clearly the answer is 'Yes'. Therefore the Church, the Body
of Christ, the Company of the Redeemed, was entirely right to
perflorm the New Passover Meal of Anmamnesis on the 'eigth day',
the day of Resurrection, the day of the New Creation wrought
in Christ.

Any guestion that asks for knawledge of the inner
thought of Jesus is doomed to failure. We simply do not

knos the inner psychology of Jesus. What we do know - and
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what is really more important - is what the early Church
made of the figure of Jesus who is also the Christ of
faith. Nor need this mean that Christology (and hence
Bucharistic theology) are separated from the Man Jesus.
As Moule has shown,a very convincing argument can be

made out that the sole origin of Christology is Jesus the
Christ. Bible and Eucharist form part of the continuum
of the Community of Faith. Together they are the

Tradition concerning the declaration of the Heilsgeshichte.

As the Church meets around Word and Sacrament it makes
anamnesis of the Jesus who is the Christ - not merely
looking back to the historical Jesus of Nazareth, but
proclaiming also the pre-existent, present,eternal,

eschatological Christ who wrought salvation for us on

the Cross.



PART II
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CLEMENT OF ROME
Some forty or fifty years after Paul had written to

the Church in Corinth beseeching them not to be factious,
Clement of Rome wrote again for the same purpose. His
epistle, a somewhat rambling document, centres on the theme
of humility, a virtue which several of the Corinthian
Christians seemed conspicuously to have lacked. Further
developing some of Paul's earlier concerns Clement is
particularly concerned to deal with the gquestion of Church
Order. Apparently some of the elders have been ejected
from their rightful liturgical functions. Such actions,
says Clement, camnnot agree with Christian humility and

the unity of the Bady of Christ.

Such eucharistic understanding as Clement reveals
in this letter is of course implicit. Indeed it seems
arguable that Clement would not have had too much to say
anyway in this area, since he would not seem to have
possessed a speculative theological mind, but rather to
have had a typical Roman desire for order, discipline and
organisation. As Bettenson comments, I Clement shows

"the emergence of the characteristic Roman

Christianity. Here we find no ecstasies,

no miraculous 'gifts of the Spirit', no

demonology, no pre-occupation with an

imminent 'Second Coming'....0One would

assume that he had small interest in

theological speculation; rather he is

concerned with the organisation of the

Christian community, its ministry and

its liturgy."(q)
I Clement's main eucharistic understanding is that the
Eucharist is the Christian sacrifice. In chapter 41 he
draws a parallel between the OT priests and levites on

the one hand and the Christian ministry on the other.

(1) Bettenson, Early Christian Fathers, p.2f.
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'In the same way, my brothers, when we offer
our ocwn Eucharist to God each one of us
should keep to his own degree... The con-
tinual daily sacrifices, peace-offerings,
sin-offerings and trespass-offerings are by
no means offered in every place, brothers,
but at the altar in front of the Temple...
Take note from this, my brothers, that
since we ourselves have been given so much
fuller knowledge, the peril that we are in
is correspondingly graver.'

- I Clem.4.1.

Here Clement is making the point that just as Jewish

M

sacrifices were offered in one place so the Corinthian
Church should not be divided. His argument assumes that
the Eucharist is the Christian equivalent of the Jewish
sacrifices. There are several passages which support
this:

'Jesus Christ the High Priest by whom our

gifts are offered.’ - ch. 36.

'The High Priest (Bishop?), for example, has

his own proper services assigned to him, the

priesthood has its own station, there are

particular ministries laid down for the

Levites (deacons?), and the layman is bound

by regulations affecting the laity. In the

same way my brothers, when we offer our own

Eucharist to God, each one of us should keep

to his own degree.' ~ ch. 4Of.
It would seem that Clement regards each of the liturgical
'orders' (Bishop?/presbyter, deacon, layman) as having their
own special function in offering the Christian sacrifice
through Christ, the Heavenly High Priest. Such an
'institutionalising' of the concept of Christian sacrifice
within the life of the Church at so early a date would seem

(2)

to be unigue to Clement.

(1) Staniforth, Early Christian Writing, p.4&4 from whom all

guotations.
(2) Daly, Origins of the Christian Doctrine of Sacrifice, p.85
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‘We must be careful not to push this concept further
than Clement himself. For we must remember that Clement
is not primarily concerned here with the concept of the
Eucharist as Christian sacrifice, but rather with the need
for good order within the Eucharistic assembly. It is
for thié purpose that (as seen above in ch.41) he re-
Furmulaﬁes the popular quotation of Malachi 1.11 which
Clement interprets not as a prophecy of the new Christian
rite of Eucharistic sacrifice unrestricted by time and
place, but as a means of countering 'anti-institutional
abuses'.<1) -

In vies of this it must be asked whether Clement
would in fact have wished to be associated at all with the
doctrine of eucharistic sacrifice? The only answer we
can give is that we do not know, the evidence being in-
sufficient and ambiguous. Hovever, in view of ch. 36
where Ele&ent does seem guite uneguivocally to regard
Jesus as “the High Priest by whom our gifts are offered!’
it does seem fair to say that, whatever view Clement may
have held of the Eucharist as the Christian sacrifice,
there can Have been no room for him to regard the Eucharist
as in any sense a repetition of Calvary. Rather, in line
with the thought of Ep.Heb. (itself of possible .-Raman
origin?) Eiement sees the orderly, corporate worship of
the Church as being linked with the.etermal offering of
Christ, the 'High Priest and Guardian of our souls', Who .
offers Himself to the Father, and through Whom we 'offer
up our praises'. - Thus the Eucharist is a symbol - as
the OT sacrifices are a symbol of the Christian sacrifice,
so the eucharistic sacrifice is a symbol of the aone

heavenly sacrifice.

(1) Daly op.cit., p.86
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IGNATIUS OF ANTIOCH

Ignatius represents the Syrian Church of the late

first or early second century. The main themes emerging
from his letters, written on his way to martydom, are:
(i) the necessity for authorative
(episcopal) hierarchy;
(ii) his intense hatred of heresy and schism
~ in particular in the letters he is
concerned to oppose docetism and a group
of what may have been 'christianised
Essenes'(1);
(iii) an almost pathological emphasis on the
glory of martydom.
Since these are his main concerns, it comes as no surprise
that Ignatius' understanding of the Eucharist remains
implicit and never explicit within these letters.

Furthermore, such teaching on the Eucharist as is contained in

s
the letters naturally falls within the context of the same
three areas of his main concern:
(i) it is vital that within each Church there
is but one eucharistic assembly presided
over by one bishop/elder.
(ii) Ignatius lays great stress on the reality
of the eucharistic gift, and alsc on the
reality of its effects. This stress is
clearly part of his opposition to docetism.
(iii) it may just be possible that Ignatius sees
his coming martydom in terms of the
Church's offering of the eucharistic sacrifice.
With somewhat greater certainty it may be
argued that he understands the eucharistic

assembly as in some way offering a sacrifice.

It is proposed to investigate Ignatius' eucharistic understanding

under each of these three heads.

(1) Staniforth: Early Christian Writings. p.70
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(i) The unity of the eucharistic assembly

'"Make certain therefore that you all abserve

one common eucharist; for there is but ane

Body of our Lord Jesus Christ and but one

-cup of union with His blood and one single

altar of sacrifice - even as there is but

one bishop with his clergy and my own

fellow servitors, the deacons.'

- Ep. Philad.4.

'The sole Eucharist you should consider

valid is one that is celebrated by the

bishop himself, or by some person

authorized by him.' - Ep. Smyrneans 8.
For Ignatius the Eucharist is the sign of the unity of the
people of God - a unity that is already accomplished through
the saving work of God who sent his Son to be a sacrifice
for us. (Eph. 1.1) In the background of all Ignatius'
thought lies the theme of soteriology. The people of God
have been made one through the death of Christ and so they
make Eucharist - hence it follows that there must only,
can.only, be one Eucharistic assembly. It is not that
the Eucharist makes us one, but that we celebrate our
already existent unity in the Eucharist. Here we look
straight back to the Pauline concept of koinonia (1 Cor.10.16f).
It will be. seen later that writers such as Cyril of Alexandria
and Augustine virtually turn this understanding on its head
and see the Eucharist not as expressive of unity, but as

P

creating unity. By and large the Western Church has followed

Augustine in this matter rather than St. Paul and Ignatius.

For Ignatius the Eucharist is thanksgiving for our unity in

Christ. '"Unity with the Bishop is made both the focus and

the guarantee of its own unity in Christ'.(Z)
within the context of unity as resting on the fact

of our salvation, Ignatius sees the Bishop as representing

God the Father in the Eucharist:

(1) Wainwright. op.cit. p.116
(2) Liturgy p.299
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‘" 'Let the bishop preside in the ‘place of
'>Eud, and his clergy in the place of the

‘apostolic conclave, and let my special

friends the deacons. be entrusted with

fhe service of Jesus Christ.'

- Ep. Magnesians 6.

" Here Ignat&us reveals an interesting typdlogy. The
bishop is the 'type' of God the Father, the deacons are
the 'type’EDf Christ - but the presbyters are nof (as we
might expect) the ‘type‘' of the Holy Spirit, but rather
(because of .their teaching function?) they are the 'type’
of the aposﬁles. At once we see in this typology a
reference tD Ignatius' concern with soteriology. In terms
of the Eucharist such typology shows that he sees the

Eucharist as'being part of the continuation of the

'Heilsgechichte'.  God the Father (the bishop) continues
to offer the ;medicine of immortality' (Ep.Eph.13) through
his Son (the deacons), the Suffering Servant, and the Church
makes proclamafion (anamnesis?) of this in the Eucharist
(i.e. the presﬁyteral teaching function). Indeed it is
noteworthy that the dreaded phrasé ’tﬁe medicine of
immortality' oceurs in a soteriological context when
Ignatius writes‘DF 'God's design for the New Man, Jesus
Christ'. It iélbecause the Eucharist is the means of receiving
the salvation that is offered by God, that Ignatius stresses
the importance both of the unity of the eucharistic community
and the need for fecognising the authority of the bishop-

Dix takes us one step further when he writes:

"It was é; thé ecclesia....alone that a

Christian could fulfil his personal liturgy,

that divinely given personal part in the

corporate act of the Church, the Eucharist,

which expressed before God the vital being

1

of the Church and each of its members.’

(1) Di%. op.cit.. p:21
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In other words Ignatius sees the Eucharist as a means not
only Df'remembéring the mighty acts of God in salvation.
but of fe—presenting them in such a méy that each
individqal Christian may take his active part hoth in
receiving the fruits of that salvation and in sharing
it with the world.

iaefdre we leave this point we must, however, enter
a Caveat:' Mhen Ignatius writes as he does of the unity of
the Eucharist centring around the bishop who is as God in
the eucharistic community, is he giving evidence of the
state of thought as it popularly existed in Syria in the
early second century, or is he writing in would-be ideal
terms as to what he thinks ought to be the popular view?
Bauer writes thus:

‘Of course there is the possibility that Ignatius'

group actually represented the majority in

certain cities, However. in view bf Ignatius’

frantic concern (i.e. to plead the importance

of the monarchical episcopate) it hardly seems

ligely‘that this was the general rule’.(1)
Of course, this does not alter the importance of Ignatius'
understanding df the Eucharist, but we must beware of assuming
that all members of even his own Church agreed with him. or
~yet even undéerstood his thought - the Church does not change

down the years!

.(ii) The reality of the eucharistic gifts and its effects.

Speaking of the docetists Ignatius writes:
'They even absent themselves from the
Eucharist and the public prayers, becausew
theyamill not admit that the Eucharist is
the sélf—same body of our Saviour Jesus-
Chrisf which suffered for our sins and which
the Father in his goodness raised up again.'
| - Ep.Smyrn. 7.

(1) W. Bauer. Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity.
N.T. Library 5.C.M. Press. 1972. p.63
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Once a&ain Ignatius places his eucharistic thought firmly
within'the context of soteriology - or rather his
eucharistic thought quite naturally arises from the great
stress which he places on salvation. kelly (n)notes
_that whereas most of the apostolic Fathers placed a relatively
minur sﬁress on the atoning value of Christ's death Ignatius
is an exception:
' ~ '...for his imsistence on the unjon, indeed
virtual identification, of the Christian
with Christ illustrates the importance he
. attached to the sacred manhood.'
Ignatiué is determined to oppose the docetists and in
consequence he stresses the reality oF the eucharistic gift:
E'the Eucharist is the self-same body of our
Saviour Jesus Christ.' - Ep.Smyrn. 7.
:'Dbserve one common Eucharist; for. there
Eié but one Body of our Lord Jesus Christ
and but one cup of union with his Blood.'
- Ep.Philad. 4.
Kelly notes:
'Clearly he intends this realism to be taken
vstrictly. for he makes it the basis of his
érgument against the Docetist's denial of
the reality of Christ's body'(Z)
and Dix wtites:
'It was as obvious to the senses in the first
or second centuries as it is today that from
ﬁffertory to communion these gifts retain
tﬂeir physical qualities, all the experienced
réality of bread and wine. VYet no language
~could be more uncompromising than that of the
second century writers..... about 'discerning
the Lord's body' - as to the fact that what
is received in communion is the body and

blood of Christ. There is no hesitation,

(1) Kelly. op.cit., p.7165f.
(2) Kelly. op.cit., p.197

'
}

[
)
!
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no gualification..... It is as though the
metaphysical guestions about the correlation
of bread and wine with Body and Blood which
have so troubled the mind of the Christian
West since the ninth century simply did not

exist for these mriters.'(q)
All this is no doubt so, but at the same time it does not
appear necessary to assume without more ado that second
century writers such as Ignatius adopted a simplistic form
of fundamentalist literalism. It is surely possible to
stress the reality of Christ's presence in the Eucharist -
and to use that 'true' presence as a basis for the
argument against'the docetists - without at the same time
having to fall into line with nineteenth century views on
transubstantiation, (though several writers have accused
Ignatius of precisely this because of his use of the phrase
"the medicine of immortality'). There are in fact several
phrases in Ignatius' letters which indicate that while he
believes wholeheartedly that Christ is truly present to
His people in the Eucharist, nonetheless his beliefs are
far more subtle than some have given him credit. As
examples we may guote from the letters to the Romans and
the Trallians:

'...for my drink I crave that Blood of His

which is love imperishable.' - Ep.Romans 7.

'....take a fresh grip on your faith (the

very flesh of the Lord) and your love

(the life-blood of Jesus Christ).'

-~ Ep.Trall. 8.

Gore's comment here is very apt:(Z)

'Ignatius of all men was most penetrated

with the sense of a union of Christ with

His church 'both in the flesh and in the

spirit'.’

(1) Dix. op.cit., p.2u44
(2) Gore. Body of Christ, p.293
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In these phrases from Romans and Trallians Ignatius seems
to be saying that the Eucharist is a means of partaking
of the reality of salvation, a means of re-presenting

(anamnésis) the Heilsgeschichte. through the bread and

‘wine of Eucharist which is (to faith) the flesh and blood
of Christ. The Eucharist is a means of receiving eternal
life, Mhiéh gift is the reason Christ gave himself on the
cross:i |

'...share in the one common breaking of

bread - the medicine of immortality and

the sovereign remedy by which we escape

death and live in Jesus Christ for

evermore. ' - Ep.Eph. 20.2
The phrase 'the medicine of immortality' (f¥meuov é@uvmnfg)
has -often been seen as evidence that Ignatius views the
Eucharist in a guasi-magical way. This is unfair.
Certainly his language is picturesque and certainly he
intends it to be understood as indicating the ‘real
presencé' of Christ. but there would seem to be nothing
here that needs must indicate that Ignafius holds an ex

opere operato view of the sacrament. The Eucharist is a

means of sharing proleptically in the eschatological
banquet_through faith and love (Ep.Trall. 8) - the means
being thé body and blood of Christ given for our salvation.
mginwright(1)nofes that Ignatius' phrase has been turned
inte a 'swear-word' by German protestant scholars; but it
is in Féqt dependent :

3'Dn the biblical use of healing from disease

;as a figure of salvation from sin ... and on

the egually biblical notions that the wages

of sin is death but that Christ gives life

fu those who feed on his flesh and blood.'
An Earlief evangelical writer comments on:

3¢%@Mﬂkov &éMVNJL%S : Clearly Ignatius

has in mind the language of the 4th Gospel;

which he embodies in his more vivid

terminology. not as a means of introducing

&), 'wainuright. Eucharist and Eschatology. p.43
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the notion of the real presence into the
Eucharist, but in- the spiritual manner of
5t. John, where the 'word' or teaching is
symbolized under the terms 'bread', 'flesh',
'blnod'.(q)

(iii) The Christian's Sacrifice.

As Ignatius journeys on his way to martyrdom he
Sﬁeaks‘DF himself as:

'God's wheat, ground fine by the lions'

teeth to be made purest bread for Christ.'

- Ep.Rom. 4.
He asks that no obstacles -~ however well meaning - be put
in theimay of his martyrdom. A little later he repeats:

'pray let none of you lend him (i.e. the

~world's prince) any assistance (to weaken
- Ignatius' resolve) but take my part

- instead for it is the part cof God....

- I am fain for the bread of God, even

the flesh of Jesus Christ,.... and for

my drink I crave that Blood of His
'which is love imperishable.'
- Ep.Rom. 7.

It seems right to conclude from these passages that
Ignatius interprets his martyrdom in terms of eucharistic
imagery; The martyr for Christ is to be the bread offered
to Christ. Just as in the Eucharist the offered bread is
used by -Christ as a vehicle for the gift of salvation in
His flesh and blood, so the martyr offered to Christ in
the arena is used hy Christ to be a 'convincing Christian':

'1t is not that I want merely to be called a

Christian, but actually to be one. VYes, if

I prove to be one then I can have the name.

Then, too, I shall be a convincing Christian

'Dnly when the world sees me no more.'

- Ep.Rom. 3.

(1) Macdonald, Evangelical Doctrine, p.48
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Ignatius sees his martyrdom as being a sacrifice that
will bring benefit to the Church:
'I give my life as a sacrifice (poor as
it is) for those who are obedient to the
bishop, the presbyters and the deacans.'
- Ep.Polycarp. 6
So then, just as Ignatius interprets his martyrdom in
terms of the Eucharist, so it seems right.to conclude that
he inte%prets the Eucharist in terms of sacrifice. The
Eucharist is for Ignatius the means of the Christian sharing
in the sacrifice of Christ.
| ~ Several passages in the letters speak of the Church
as an a;tar or place of sacrifice and both the individual
Christian and the -Church are seen as the Temple of God
where sacrifice is offered:
'Deaf as stones you were; yes stones for
the Father's Temple, stones trimmed ready
~ for God to build with, hoisted up by the
" derrick of Jesus Christ (the Cross) with
~ the Holy Spirit for a cable; vyour faith
;-being the winch that draws you to God, up
: the ramp of love.' - Ep.Eph. 9.1
. '"To be inside the sanctuary (6Wﬂ#67%pwv -
i.e. to be a member dF the sacrificial
. community) is to be clean; to be outside
. it, unclean.' - Trall. 7.2

'There is but one body of our Lord Jesus

' Christ. and but one cup of union with His
;Blund, and one single altar of sacrifice.’
| - Ep.Phil. &

:'...the Eucharist is the flesh of our

Saviour Jesus Christ which suffered for

‘our sins and which, in his goodness, the
iFather‘raised.‘ - Ep.Smyrn. 7

Taken together these passages reveal a richness of thought

cuncernihg both the Eucharist and the Church. Both are
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set firmly within the context of that salvation wrought

by Gudlthruugh the death and resurrection of Christ.

The Eucharlst is the means whereby the faithful Christian
part1c1pates eschatnlnglcally in the salvation foered ta
"him in Christ. The Church is the body of faithful believers
sharing;eucharistically in Christ's work of salvation by
faith. = The Church is sustained in this faith by the work
of the Holy Spirit. By means of faith and through'the
Eucharist we both join proleptically in the sacrifice of
Christ and share in the fruits of that sacrifice. Hence
the Church is én eschatological sacrificial community. In
the Eucharist the Church ﬁffers sacrifice in Thanksgiving -
that sabrifice ié the body of faithful believers - just as
the martyr offers himself and so shares in the sacrifice

of Dhrist.‘ Ignatius presents the picture of the Christian
uffering himself upon the altar- to share in the sacrificial
work of ‘Christ at the same time as, thruugh the Hbly Spirit,
he receives faith in the Cross of Christ so as to be able
to offer himself to God sustained by the love of Christ that
is the Flesh and blood of the Eucharist.

We may attempt a summary thus:

:Fur Ignatius the Eucharist is the divinely
appointed means whereby the whole body of believers as
one sharé together in thanksgiving and representation
of the saving work of Christ, who is eschatologically
truly présent by means of the bread and wine. and to whom

. we offer ourselves as sacrifice.
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JUSTINlMARTYR
: Justin's understanding of the Eucharist, as

revealed in the two Apolegies and the Dialogue with

TryphD. is very much part and parcel of the general tenor

of his theology as contained in those writings. He

developed the neo-Platonic concept (the Nggs sagopuTixeG )

as his hain understanding of Christology and of the

Incarnation. This also is linked to Justin's soteriology

though(1)he sees the Incarnation as 'primarily didactic'(z)

and his thought in this area is 'shot through with

ambiguity:(é) Secondly, (though perhaps of primary importance

to Justin in view of the aims and purpose of his apologetic)

Justin sought to exonerate Christians from charges against

them - particul?r%y that of 'atheism'. i.e. not sacrificing

4

to pagan idols. He counters this by arguing that only
Christians offer the true sacrifice of the Thanksgiving.
It is iﬁ the course of this_argumehf that Justin gives us
the two accounts of the Eucharist (I Apol. 65 and 67) which
together constitute 'the fullest known description of the
Secand‘QEntury rite.'(5) . A
. Arising from these two main concerns come Justin's
most imﬁortant’and original contributions to Eucharistic
theology: '
. 1) the drawing of an analogy between the work
i of the Logos in the Incarnation and the divine
" act of the Eucharist.
and '2) a special stress on the sacrificial nature
of the Eucharist and its effects upon the
communicant.
|
We shall now attempt to draw out these themes by
taking sbme of the most important words and phrases that Justin

uses when writing on the Eucharist.

(1) HKelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p.168
(2) ibid., p.769 -
(3) ibid., p.168

(4) Cross, Early Christian Fathers. p.4S
(5) 1ibid., p.50
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'The food which has been eucharistized'

V Several cammehtatnrs(1)mainfain that Justin speaks
clearly of a 'change' in the eucharistic species in 1 Apol.66.2:
'We do not receive these as common bread or
drink. . But just as Uﬁr Saviour Jesus Christ
was made flesh through the uord (S Xy;w Beov

) of God and had both flesh and blood
for our salvation'su also we have been
taught that the food which has been
eucharistized by the word of prayer from
him (& e\}mg Xo‘)ov Tov my)’ xvtov) (that
food which by process of assimilation
nourishes our flesh and blood) is the
Flesh and blood of the Incarnate Jesus'(Z)
Here Justln 1inks the Eucharist with the twin themes of the
role of the logos in the Incarnation and soteriology.
Halliburton writes:
‘_‘The argument roughly speaking is that as
. human nature was transfnrhed by its union
" with the Word (through the action of the
' Spirit) so the Fucharistic elements are
transformed in order that we too may be
. transformed and saved from incnrruptiun.'(B)
There are two phréses in this passage from the First Apolagy
that need to be examined very carefully.  The first is

& “"K’]S )ojov ToU my:'m’rmr. Wainwright suggests(h)that this

phrase links back through such passages as 1 Tim.4 3—5(5)
to the berakoth formulae in which thanksgiving ('blessing’)
was made to God for the gift of food and drink. If this

is correct then SV EVR1S \?]ov Toy ﬂ«/)’ «vrey refers both to

(1) E.G. Kelly, op.cit.. p.198

(2) cited Kelly op.cit.. p.198

(3) Liturgy., p.207

(4) lWainwright. Eucharist and Eschatology. p.189

(5) 'For everything created by God is good and nuthlng is to
be rejected if it is received with thanksgiving QuntequmangQ;
for then it is consecrated by the word of God and prayer

(8 Moyov Geovr K“‘GV“iEQS ).' Whether this is really capable
of bearing an eucharistic interpretation seems to be rather

doubtful - but the argument would still hold good since it
depends on the berakoth formulae.
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the unfds spokeﬁ by Christ over tHE bread and wine at the
Last SQpper and also (as would accord with the Logos
‘ductriHe of the second-century Apologists) to the creative
role of the Word of God in the Eucharist. Hence the true
'celebrant' at the Eucharist is Christ the Word of God who
first spoke the words repeated now over the bread and cup
and who also is the Word by which bread and wine become
yehicles of His body and blood.
© Not all writers would see SVé&KTS &ﬂov TbV'mV’ung
as being a reference to a 'logos-eucharist'.  Srawley. for
e%ample@ writes that they are more likely to depend for their
interprétatiun on Justin's stress on 'thanksgiving' and so to
refer to Christ 'giving thanks' at the Last Suppergq)
Eertainiy Justin follows the passage which we have already
quoted Mith an immediate refeérence to.the Last Supper:
| 'For the apostles in the memoirs composed
by them, which are called Gospels, thus
handed‘dmwn what was commanded them: that
Jesus. taking bread and having given thanks.
said. "Do this for my memorial, this is my
body"; and likewise taking the cup and
giving thanks he said, ﬁThis is my blood";
; and gave it ta them alone.qz)
At the éame time there does seem.tn be a strong argument in
favour bf Weinwright's interpretation, namely that it accords
4wéll ui&h Justin's more general Logos theology. Perhaps
McHennabs Qarnihg is apposite:
© v....it is difficult to comsider the
arguments offered in favour of any of

(3)

|
| the theories as absolutely conclusive.'
{
|
i The mext phrase, 'that food which by process of
assimilétiun (change?) nourishes our flesh and blood

i< .
(é} ,“5 qa/.ul Koor “f“S Ko ry /um/&\»]v r/zefovnu 'if“‘w )

is also; fascinating. Does Justin really suggest a change

(1) Srawley, op.cit.. p.32ff.

(2) cited. Early Christian Fathers, Library of Christian
Classics, p.286

(3) McKenna. Eucharist and Holy Spirit, p.51

|
{
4
i
I
{
|
i
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in the eucharistic elements? The answer, unless ane
wishes to be qnduly perverse, must be yes, but it is

surely here that Justin‘s analogy between the role of
the Logos in the Ihcarnatinn and the role of the Logos

in the Eucharigt must be thought fhrough carefully.

_Justiﬁ's purpose in uéing a Logos-Christology is
to attempt to combat the twin dangers both of patri-
passianism and of docetism- He wishes to say that
Jesus, the Word made flesh, was both God, in as much as
he was the Logos of God in the flesh, and at the same
time also a real man who suffered and died for the
redemption -of mankind. Justin is struggling through the
use of the ngos concept to hold together-the fact of Man
and God being one in Christ. He sees a parallel with
the Eucharisf - where he wishes to say that the elements
are at one ahd the same time both the Body and Blood of
Ehriét and also the bread and wine of Thanksgiﬁing.
Hence in terms of the Eucharist Justin would mot seem to
want to say that the eucharistized bread and wine in any
sense dlsappear . . This is not the force Df‘ptfﬂﬁok7v.
On the contrary the bread and wine are present as real
Fuud'fur our flesh and blﬁod. But at the same time Justin
wants to-stress that the Logos/Christ is also present as
food. in the Eucharist, just as Jesus promised in the Last
Supper to which Justin refers us.( ) As a background for
this we may refer to the concept of anamnesis and to the
Jewish %mrmulé of berakah. The primitive understanding
of anamnesis. as was seen earlier. may well have included

the idea of ‘re-calling' or 're-presenting' before God and

man the Heilsgeschichte that is the Christ-event.

(1) Macdonald. Evangelical Doctrine. p.52. suggests that
Justin does not teach a 'change’ in the elements in a
metabolist sense. but rather that after prayer it is the
flesh“and bldod of Christ in that the Risen Christ is
perceived by faith as being truly present for us.
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Dix writes:
"It is for this reason that Justin and Hippolytus
and later writers after them speak s0 directly

and vividly of the Eucharist in the present

hestowing'an the communicants those effects
of redemption - immdrtality, eternal life,
forgigeness of sins, deliverance from the
power of the devil and so on - which we usually
attribute to the sacrifice of Christ viewed as
a single historical event in the past. - One
' has}unly to examine their unfamiliar language
closely to recognise how dnmpletely they
identify the offering of the Eucharist by
the; Church with the offering of Himself by
our Lord, not by way of repétitibn, but as
a "re-presentation' (amamnesis) of the same
offering by the Church 'which is His body'-(q)
Also Hallibﬁrtun draws our attention to the Jewish berakoth
formulae which'alsa gave thanks for the mighty.acts of God
in Breation:and redemption:
*The purpose of such thanksgivings -.. is
not only to render due return of gratitude
from the creature to the Creator, but also
td ask for a continued blessing and a
bcdntinuing redemptiun'.gz)
Dné Tast point. If this argument be correct then, linking
in the closely related theme of salvation,zJdustin may well
have seen the ‘change’ (/“-57“)80\7) of the Eucharist not only
in the elements which thruugh~the action of the Logos
becomes tHe,vehicles of the redemptive work of Christ, but
also in the lives of the communicants, the Church, the Body
of Ehrist; who are fed on the ‘eucharistized food'. This
argument hay seem to have greater cogency when it is

considered together with Justin’'s theme of sacrifice to

wiich we now turn.

(1) Dix. Shape. p-161f.
(2) Halliburton. art. The Patristic Theology of the Eucharist,
‘Liturgy. p.20&4
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“Sacrifice!’
'So God bears witness in advance that he is
well pleased with all the sacrifices in his
name; which Jesus the Christ handed down to
be done, namely in the Eucharist of the bread

and 'the cup....' - Trypho. 117.1. (1

(2)

Daly "~ “writes of Justin that he was:
"the first Christian writer to treat
sééfifice as a theological question.'

Certainly Juétin lays immense stress on the Eucharist
as being the Christian sacrifice as opposed to the
sacrifices bﬁth of Judaism and paganism and the cults
(in particular Mithraism - 1 Apol. 66.4). He saw the
cultic sacrificeé as being diabolicai imitations of the
true Christian sacrifice. On the other hand the Jewish
sacriFicial;system is seen by Justin as being the type
of the sacrifice of the Christian Eucharist (Trypho. 41.71):
he guotes Mal. 1.11 and identifies the eucharistic bread and
cup ‘with the pure sacrifice foretold by Malachi (Trypho.41.2f.).
It is also just poséible that Justin may have understood the
words of the Institution as being suggestive of sacrificial
interpretation:

. :. the Eucharist. which our ‘Lord Jesus

Christ handed down to us to da (offer?)

fdr the remembrance of the suffering which

he suffered for whose who are cleansed in

their souls... (Trypho 44.1)
On this Heily comments:

’justin is feeling his way to the conceptiaon

of the Eucharist as the offering of the

5éviuur’s passion.'(B)
At the same time however it must be remembered that in the
Dialogue with Trypho just after the identification of the

Eucharist as being the Christian sacrifice, Justin continues:

(1) cited PEER p.18

(2) Daly. The origins of the Christian Doctrine of Sacrificew
p-87

(3) H®elly. Early Christian Doctrines. p.197
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"Now I myself also say that prayers and
thanksgivings made by worthy men are the
only sacrifices that are perfect and well-
pleasing to God.-

So what does Justin mean when he refers to the Eucharist

as the Christian sacrifice?

ME’haVE already noted that Justin sees the
Christian Eucharist as being'a fulfilment of the type
of OT sacrifice (Trypho 41.1). But this is combined
with a strong anti-Jewish palemic in which he condemns
the Jewish sacrificial system as'heing idolatrous
(1 Apol. 62;13 2 Apol. 5 3-4). Presumably this suggésts
that we are to resist seeking Justin's understanding of
the Fucharist as sacrifice in terms of a victim being
slain on an altar by a priest. Indeed Justin shecifically
condemns the Dfﬁering of material sacrifices to a spiritual
God: . A

‘e see that God provides all things, and we

do not suppose that he stands in the need of

the material offerings of men. But we are

faught, and believe with conviction, that he

accepts only ‘those who imitate those virtues

of the divime character such as moderation,

righteousness and love of man. - 1 Apul.10.1(1)
We have already noted that Justin sees a considerable
didactic element in his view of the saving work of Christ.
So it seems likely that here, in the back of Justin's mind,
is the idea that men can 'imitate those virtues of the
divine character” such as he lists. through the saving,
atoning and sacrificial work of Ehrist,(z) It is the '
sacrificial work of Christ that is at the very heart of
the Thanksgiving memorial (1 Apol. 66.2). Christ is
the fulfilment of all sacrifice - and eépecially the

Passover:

(1) Cp. alsa 1 Apol. 13.1: Trypho 10.3.
(2) See Trypho 22.1- 40.4: 41.1: 111.3-4: 112. 1f.
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'The mystery then of the Lamb which God
enjoined to be sacrificed as the Passover
was the type of Christ with whose blood,
in proportion to their faith in him, they
-anoint their houses.... and that lamb which
was commanded to be wholly roasted was a
symbol of the suffering of the cross which
Christ would undergo.' - Trypho 40.1F.
In response to the sacrifice of Christ offered for us, and
in thanksgiving for that sacrifice, we in turn offer our-
selves as sacrifice to Christ:
'We are not atheists, for we worship the
‘Creator of the universe (while asserting,
‘according to our instructions that he needs
no blood, nor libations, nor incense) with
the word of prayer and thanksgiving...
expressing our thanks to him .... for our
.creation, for all means of health ....
praying that through faith in him we may
jbe born again in incorruption.' - 1 Apol.13
'"Now, that prayers and giving thanks, when
vaf?ered by worthy men, are the only perfect
+and pleasing sacrifices to. God I also admit.
For such sacrifices are what Christians alone
have undertaken to offer; and they do this
in the remembrance effected by their solid
and liquid food whereby the suffering
endured by the Son of God is brought to
mind.' - Trypho 11.1—3(1)
The key words here are 'in remembrance’'. Again we note the
concept of anamnesis. In the Eucharist Justin sees us as
offering a sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving for the
atoning work of Christ; further, as we make anamnesis of
the sacrifice of Christ, so we plead that sacrifice, not in

any sense as a'repetitiun of Calvary but as a re-presenting

(1) cited Daly, op.cit., p.89
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of the whole atoning work. In turn through the hread
and wine of Eucharist we are able to receive the benefits
of that atoning work of Christ of which we make anamnesis.
Cansequently we offer ourselves as sacrifice in thanksgiving
for our redémption. and so we are ‘changed’ - which is the
fruit of that redemption. Wainwright comments that Justin
sees 'the Eucharist as a sacrifice:

‘at least in so far as it recalls befaore

God with thanksgiving that one sacrifice

and prays for the continuing benefits of

(D

that sacrifice to be granted now-

Thus in his use of OT typolegy Justin enables us
to see that both OT and Eucharist are ‘symbols' of the
reality of the sacrifice of Christ - a sacrifice which is

present for us as we make anamnesis of his death.-

IRENAELS
The main thrusts of Iremaeus’' theology as represented
by the Adversus Haereses and the Epideixis seem to have been-
1) a carefully thought out refutation of
gnosticism
2) a reliance on 'the plain and obvious
pronouncements of Holy Scripture'(z)
handed down from the apostolic age
3) an originmal view of salvation in which
God comes- (becomes) to man so that man
Amay become God. This is usually
referred to as 'recapitulation’.

Irenaeus’ Eucharistic theology both arises from these concerns

and expresses them.

i) 'the communion and unity of flesh and spirit’

The Adversus Haereses is, as its title suggests.

mainly concerned to combat the heresy of gnnéticism and

(1) Wainwright, op.cit., p.67
(2) Lietzmann. History of the Early Church. Vol.II. p.208
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in particular Valentinianism. As part of the argument
Irenaeus stresses the reality of the Incarmation, of the
Resurrection, and of the Eucharist, Christ truly became
flesh, that we might be taken up into Him. Christ's
Eucharistic presence is so materially real to Irenaeus,
and so taken for granted by him, that he argues from the
reality of the Eucharistic presence to the reality of bodily
resurrection:

"For as the bread which comes from the

earth receives the invocation of God

(VO&‘%}“V‘S v e'ﬂm)w'o'uv tor Beov )

and then it 1s no longer common bread but

Eucharist, consists of two things, an earthly

and a heavenly; so our bodies, after partaking

of the Eucharist, are no longer corruptible,

having the hope of the eternal resurrection.’

- A.H. 4. 18-5.(1)

Here Iremaeus shows an Antiochene tendency, namely to
stress the bodily aspect of the Eucharist, identifying
the body and blood of Christ with the bread and wine
considered as physical food. and enriching our bodies

() This clearly relates to his

with eternal life.
teaching of 'recapitulation’.
"If the flesh is not to be saved, then the
Lord did not redeem us by his blood nor
is the 'cup of blessing the partaking of
his blood’, nor is the ‘bread which we
breaﬁ the partaking of his body'.... the
drink he declared to be his own blood;
and by this he enriches our blood; and
the bread, which comes from his creation,
he affirmed to be his own body; and by
this he nourishes our bodies. Whenever

then the cup that man mixes and the bread

that man makes receive the word of Bud,

(1) cited. Bettenson. Early Christian Fathers. p.96
(2) v. Gore. Body of Christ. p.62F.
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the Eucharist becomes the body of Christ,

and by these elements the substance of

pur flesh receives npurishment and

sustenance, How then can they allege

that flesh is incapable of the gift of God,
which is eternal life, seeing that the

flesh is fed on the flesh and blood of the
Lord and is a member of him?' - A.H. 5.2.3(1
Irenaeus can confidently appeal to the reatity of Christ's
Eucharistic presence not least because, as he tells us
(A.H. 1.13.2). the valentinians had their own rite
corresponding to the catholic Eucharist, In the gnostic
‘eucharist’ thanksgiving was made over a cup of wine mixed
with water and. at the word of invocation, one of the
gnostic aeons, Charis, ‘distils her blood into the cup'-(Z)
But gnosticism had a strong spiritualising tendency, and so

Irenaeus stresses the reality of Christ’'s presence in the

catholic Eucharist. At the same time he also stresses the
continuing reélitv of the bread and the wine. The
Eucharist

‘consists of two things. an earthly and a

heavenly'. - A.H. 4L.18.4
Gore comments on these words:

'Irenaeus thus instinctively emphasizes

the permanent reality of the natural

elements, as he would emphasize the

reality of Christ's natural manhood;

though in each case, in one manner or

another, the natural thing is used as

an instrument or vehicle of what is

supernatural, spiritual and divine,

and in view of this higher use to which

it is put it may be said to be changed.'(B)
The eucharistic bread and wine become the vehicles of the

spiritual sustemance; the body of the:Man Jesus becomes

(1) cited Bettenson. op.cit., p.97
(2) Srawley. Early titurgy. p-39
(3) Gore. ogp-cit.. p.112




- L -

the means of salvation and the heavenly sacrifice.

Because of his anti-gnostic teaching Irenaeus lays

a new emphasis on the 'offering’ of the bread and wine as
being part of the action of the Eucharist and also a part
of the salvific nature of the sacrament. Jungmann writes:

"Thus is revealed a marked change in

the concept of the Eucharist in

conseqguence of the need of defense

against the teachings of the ghusis.

Nothing is changed with regard to the

basic dogma, but a new aspect is

stressed and emphasized - for practical

devotion as well as also for practical

worship, It cannot be accidental that

precisely since this time, namely just

since the end of the second century, the

first traces appear of bringing offerings

to the altar.'(1)

We shall examine Irenaeus' teaching on the sacrificial
nature of the Eucharist in a moment, here it is important to
understand that any such teaching arises, as far as Irenaeus
is concerned, from the dual stress on the reality of Christ's
manhood (and hence of the Christ-presence in the Eucharist)
and the reality of the salvation-event brought about by the
offering of that Manhood and re-presented by means of the
anamnesis made over the bread and wine. Irenaeus sees the
reality of the Eucharist (bread, wine/body, blood) as
derying any kind of gnosticising eschatology in which man’s
salvation consists in the release of the sbul from the budySZ)
Rather through the Eucharist the body is given 'the medicine
of life’ (A.H. 3.10.1). The salvation of the Christian
depends on the reality of Christ and an the reality of the
Christ-presence in the Eucharist;

"The gnostics claim the bread is the body

of Christ; the blood is the cup in His

(1) Jungmann. The Early Liturgy. p-116
(2) Wainwright. Eucharist and Eschatology. p-149
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blood. How? - if the Christ is not the

Son of the Creator of the world?' - A.H.17.4-6
Thus we discover in Irenaeus a new development of doctrine -
but one that is clearly at ome with the NT doctrine. Anti-
gnostic apologetic demands the development, but it stems
from th? primary data of Incarmation and salvation. The
tuin_palarities of symbol and reality are held firmly.

together.

"The nelw oblation of the new covenant' (A.H. 4.17.5)

‘By 'knowledge of the truth' we mean: the
teaching of the Apostles.... the reading
. of the scriptures without falsification.
. and consistent and careful exposition of
~ them’ - AH. h.33.8(1)
Thus does Irenaeus hold together both tradition and scripture
(i.e. OT) as being necessary for catholic truth. It comes
as no surprise then that in common with other of the Fathers
such as Justin Martyr. Irenaeus sees the Eucharist in terms
of 0:=T. typology- He speaks of the Eucharist as 'the
first fruits of his gifts in the New Testament (A.H.4.17.4)
and almost as a matter of course guotes Malachi 1.11 as
evidence for the justification of the Christian sacrifice
replacing the Jewish. He also guotes Hosea 6.6 and comments:
’...it is clear that what God required of
them for their salvation was not sacrifices
and holocausts, but faith. obedience and

righteousness.* - AH. 4.17.4¢2)

(1) cited Bettenson op.cit- p.89 :
(2) cited ibid. p.95. Does this in fact suggest that Irenaeus
does not .intend to have any sacrificial interpretation aof the
Eucharist? Certainly this text is capable of such interpreta-
tion. Jungmann (op.cit.p.45ff) reminds us that fierce contro-
versy raged in Germany over this very point at the beginning
of this century. Several scholars then maintained that the
Church of the first two centuries did not understand the
Eucharist in real sacrificial terms: e.g. Justin: "Prayers and
thanksgivings performed by worthy men are the only perfect
sacrifices pleasing to God. (Trypho 117): Minicius Fetiz 7 |
(late c-2nd). Do you think that we hide the object of our
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worship because we have no shrines and altars? What

image am I to contrive of God. since logical reasoning
tells you that man himself is an image of God? UWhat
temple am I to build for Him, since this whole world,
fashioned by His hand, cannot behold Him? Am I to
confine so vast and majestic a power to one little shrirne.
while I, mere man, live in a larger place? Are our mind
and our heart not better places to be dedicated to Him?’
(Bctavius 32): Athenagoras: 'God has no need of blood-
oblations and libations. nor of the smell of flowers and
of incense. because He Himself is the perfect perfume
without want or blemish.’' (Legatio 13). Because of
suchlike texts Wieland suggested that before Irenaeus

no kind of sacrifice was known to the Church other than
the prayer of thanksgiving- Dorch however pointed out
that other writers before Irenaeus also saw the Eucharist
as a fulfilment of Mal1.11 (and Didache refers to
Eucharist asbfve ), Jungmann suggests that thanksgiving
forms the basis aof the Eucharist - but we can offer gifts
to God in gratitude; further the Christian sacrifice is
spiritual and inward and the stress falls on the attitude
of the heart rather than on the outward rite. The
difference in stress in Irenaeus should be seen as just
that -~ a new emphasis rather than a new doctrine. As has
already been seen this emphasis arises from Irenaeus’ concern
to stress the reality of the Salvation- Eucharlst event -~ and
hence the reality of the sacrifice.
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Irenaeus also applies Lk.21 & to the offertory in the
Eucharist:
‘the Church casts all her life into the
treasury of God.' - A.H.h.18-2(1)
He maintains that it is not God who has need of sacrifices
but man (A.H. 3.12.11; 4.17.4). The OT sacrifices were
ordained for maﬁ's bernefit. and the Christian sacrifice
of the Eucharist is ordained so that, like the widow in
Lk.-21. 4, the Cﬁurch may serve God properly:
'And. he also counselled his disciples to
offer to God the first fruits of his
creatures, not because he needed these
gifts, but so that they should not be
unfruitful nor unthankful,' - A.H. 4.17.4
Thus Irenaeus regards the Eucharist as a ‘thénk—offering‘

1 (3)

to God in acknhwledgement of the Creator's bounty.

(2)

The Eucharist is a parallel to the Jewish sacrificial
system - but importantly different too. Only the Church
offers the ‘pure oblation’. Nevertheless the two forms
of sacrifice represent a real Cuntinuity:(u)
"There are oblations there (Jewish) and
Dblafiuns here: sacrifices among the
chosen people, sacrifices in the Church.
Only the kind of sacrifice is changed.
for now sacrifice is offered not by
servants but by sons.® - A.H. h.18.2(5)
Here i#% wuuld'appeaf that Irenzeus differs in his approach

to, say, Justin, who sees the Jewish sacrifices as being

(1) cited Dix op.cit.. p-117

(2) cited Bettenson op-cit.. p-95

(3) Dix op-cit.. p-114. Dix notes that Irenaeus regards the
death of Christ as a sacrifice #{¢pified by the sacrifice of
Isaac (A.H.4.5.4.) but he never links this with Eucharistic
typology. Dix suggests that this is deliberate on Irenaeus’
part. since he wishes to re-stress the idea of Eucharist as
‘of fering” (v.Dix p-116). Does this not also suggest that
Irenaeus avoids any suggestion of Christ being ‘offered’ in
the Eucharist? Rather we offer thanks through him because
of his offering.

(4) Daly. Christian Sacrifice. p.92

(5) cited Bettenson op-cit.. p.95
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typological of the Eucharist, but in no way the same.
However, it must be remembered that Irenaeus wishes to
condemn gnosticism and so he needs to stress the
continuity between the OT and the Church. In fact
Irenaeus does suggest a major difference between the OT
sacrificial system and the sacrifice uffered in the Eucharist.
The Christian sacrifice is that of praise and thanksgiving:

‘We make then our offerings to him not as

if he stood in need of anything. but giving

thanks to his sovereignty and sanctifying

his creation.’ - AH. 4.18.6
At the same time however, there are some phrases, surviving
in the Latin text Dnly,nwhich suggest propitiatory sacrifice

and greatly influenced later lWestern developments:

'propitians pro hominibus Deum’ - A.H.4.16
4'putahtes propitiari Deum’ - AH.L4.25.1
‘quod’ offerentes propitiantibus Deum’
' - a.H4.29.2. "

Bearing in mind, however, the main shrust of Irenaeus’
teaching, nameiy that the sacrifice of the Eucharist
consists in the offering (and especially the self-offering)
of thanks by the Church, do these texts really suggest
anything more than a re-presentation of the salvation-
event in the Eucharist as the anamnesis? Thanksgiving

is. offered in the Eucharist precisely because of the
savingAuurk of Christ. The eucharistic bread and wine.
offered in thanksgiving to the Creator. become the means

(2)

of salvation. Here the themes of soteriology and
thanksgiving intermingle. Christ's sacrifice as '
‘remembered® in the Eucharist is central to Irenaeus'
soteriology-  Christ is the second Adam through whom we
have been reconciled (A.H. 5.16.3). Thus Irenaeus uses
the 0T -as the typology to develop and link the themes of
soteriology, Christology and Eucharist. The 1link for all
three is ‘his tremendous vision of Christ as the Second
Adam'(B) Who redeemed us with His blood (A.H.5.1.1) and

through whom the Church, in thanksgiving for redemption

(1) paly, op.cit., p.97
(2) v. Daly. op.cit. p.97

(3) Kelly op-cit. p-147
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and new creatiaﬁ, offers-’the new oblation of the

new covenant'. (A.H. 4.17.5)

"Jesus Christ our Lord who....consummates all things in
himself ' (A.H. 3.16.6)

Irenaels sees the purpose of the Incarnation as

being the ‘recapitulation' (consummation) of 'all things in
Christ. He takes the theme of 'recapitulation’ (&Wﬂﬁ¢ukqu9
from Ephesians 1.710.and uses it as a theme to link the events
of Christ’s saving work and the salvation offered by the |
Church through the Sacraments.

The wﬁrld was created through God the Father by
means of the Word. God shows his love for creation in that
he grants to us free will; but this leads to sin and death
and thus desﬁrdys God's plan. Christ, the true God-man,
came into the world to restore fallen creation. He did
this‘by being so obedient to God that the devil was-over-
whelmed, Being true flesh and blood, and also true God,
Christ united the created order with God and became the
True Man. All creation was summarized in his person
@wu#&kaumns ). Through the sacraments the Church hands
on the means of salvation. 'the medicime of life’ (A.H.3.19.1)
and thus unités us to the God-head in the eschatological Fucharist

when the saving work of Christ is re-presented in the amamnesis.

Just as Christ took flesh and blood from the created
order, so He takes bread and wine in the Eucharist(A.H.14.18.5)
as the means whereby we may receive redemption.

"Thus he united man with God and brought

about a communion between them, for we

would otherwise have been unable to share

in incorruptibility if he had not come to

us.--.Because we are all connected with

the first formation of Adam and were bound

to death through discbedience, it was just

and:necessary that the bonds of death be
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loosed by him who was made man for us....
Thus did our Lord take up the same first
Furmaﬁiun (sc. as Adam) in his incarnation.
in order that he might offer it up in his
struggle on behalf of his forefathers. and
thus overcome through Adam what had stricken

us through Adam. - Epideixis 31(1)

' ozthe drink, which is part of his creation,
he declared to be his own blood.... and the
bread, which comes from his creation, he

affirmed to be his own budy.'4\A-H‘5.2.3(2)

The Eucharistic bread and wine are, through the work
of the Word of God the means of sharing in &vuxe/«\muamj-
Irenaeus sees. this as coming about through the work of the
Logos in the 2Rmk7r5 :

"the bread .... receives the invocation of

God, and then it is no longer common bread

but Eucharist.’ - A.H. h.18.5(3)

McKenna gives this definition of "epiclesis’:

"....one of the prayers of the canon in

which the priest asks God to send his

Word or his Holy Spirit upon the elements

to transform them into the body and blood

of Christ and to produce the effects of

communion in the Faithful.'(q)
McKenna continues:

| ‘From the writings of S5t. Irenmaeus it is
cleér why the Logos 1s called down upon
the‘eucharistic sacrifice....This Logos
epiclesis is apparently related to the

Eucharist as a sacrament, in sensu strictu,

(1) cited Daly op.cit. p.93f

(2) cited Bettenson op.cit.p.97

(3) 1ibid. p.%6

(4) Mckenna op.cit.p.99 - guoting Cabrol. In view of what
has been written here and earlier I think I should disagree
with the word "transform’.
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and must be viewed above all else as the
connecting link between the eucharistic

offering and the eucharistic Fund.'(1)
The offering of thanksgiving for the work of Christ becomes
through the Logos the means of eviwefadacwerg .

Irenaeus sees the Eucharist as the means whereby
the work of the Son and the Spirit - the 'hands' of the
Father (A.H. 5.1.3) - is made present for all men. His

thought represents 'the beginning of a formal eucharistic

theology as opposed to sheet statements of belief.'(Z)
As such they represent a necessary development of
eucharistic doctrine.
TERTULLIAN

This 'brilliant, exasperating, sarcastic and
intuleranf'(3)genius of a theologian opens the third

century of Christian thought on the Eucharist by, typically,
providing a hajnr, and apparently almost intractable,
problem of interpretation. The problem is not caused by
Tertullian breaking any new ground, for in fact Tertullian's
understanding of the Eucharist is broadly in agreement with
. the lines of thought laid down by Justin and Irenaeus
Rather does Tertullian present us a problem in that he
Jjuxtaposes two appérently contrasting, not to say opposed,
lines of thought about the nature of the Eucharistic body
of Christ, literal and figurative. Thus Tertullian
develops the line of thought which we have discovered in
such NT writers as Paul and John, namely the symbol and
reality of the Eucharist.

Tertullian's first approach i1s an apparently
literalistic interpretation. He frequently writes about
'the Lord's body' (de orat,19; de idol.17) and stresses
the reality of the eucharistic presence. He says that

the converted pagan 'feeds on the richness of the Lord's

(1) MchKenna ibid. p.131 - guoting dedong, der erspriingliche
Sinn. p.37 :

(2) Dix op.cit.,p.245

(3) H. Chadwick, The Early Church, p.81
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body, that is, on the Eucharist' (de pud.9)(1):

' tthe flesh feeds on Christ's body and
blood so that the soul may be filled with
God.' (de res.carn. 8)(2)

'The bread which He took and gave to His
disciples He made His own very body by
saying 'Thie is my budy'.'(Adv.Marc.h.&D)(B)

' (the faithful grieve) that a Christian
should touch the Lord's body with haﬁds which
have supplied bodies for demons....what
wickedness! The Jews laid hands on Christ
but once; these men offer violence to his
body every day' (de Idol.?)(u)

Kelly writes:

'The realism of his theology comes to light

in the argument based on the intimate relation
of body and soul, that just as in baptism the
bady is washed with water, so in the Eucharist
'the flesh feeds on Christ's body and blood so
that the soul may be filled with God'.

Clearly his assumption is that the Saviour's
body and blood are as real as the baptismal

(5)

water.'

The second strand of Tertullian's thought is the
apparent opposite of this realism. As has already been
seen in earlier writers it was possible for the pre-Nicene.
Fathers to believe firmly in the reality of Christ's
gucharistic presence, and at the same time, to insist that
the bread and wine of the Eucharist remained bread and
wine. The metaphysical difficulties simply do not receive

an answer - indeed were they really raised? It is

(1) cited Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p.211. Gore
speaks of Tertullian as 'a very powerful but unfair arguer'!
- Prestige, Life of Charles Gore, p.6S

(2) HKelly. ibid.

(3) cited Dix, Shape, p.115

(4) cited Bettenson, Fathers, p.148

(5) telly, ibid.
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precisely this area of metaphysical speculation that
Tertullian raises by juxtaposing an almost extreme view
of the reality of Christ's presence in thé Eucharist
tugether'uith what appears to be a symbolic interpretation.
For example, he appears to speak of the 'flesh’
of Christ (as in John 6) as being almost purely an intellectual
concept which we 'eat' with our understanding:
'He makes the word of his discourse to be the
giver of life, because that word is spirit
and life; he says the same of his flesh,
because 'the Word became flesh'. Therefore
for the sake of obtaining life we must
hunger for the word. devour it with our
hearing, chew it over with our intellect,
digest it with our faith.' - de Res.carn.37%1’
Even more pointedly, Tertullian uses the words 'figura' and
'repraesentat' of the Eucharist:
| He took the bread and distributed it to the
disciples, making it his own body by saying

'This is my body'; that is; the figura of

my body.' - Adv.Marc.h.hDjzj
'Bread, by which he represents (repraesentat)

his very own body.' - Adv.Marc.1.1h(3)

What does Tertullian mean by using 'figura' and 'repraesentat'
in this way? 0On 'figura' (symbol) most commentators gquote
Harnack : |

'What we nowadays understand by 'symbol' is

a thing which is not that which it

represents; at that time 'symbol!

denuted a thing which in some kind of

(4)

way really is what it signifies.’

(5

Darwell Stone ~‘notes that Tertullian uses 'caro figuratus'

(1) Betteson. Fathers, p.149

(2) 1ibid.

(3) ibid.

(4) Harnack, History of Dogma, ii,. 144, cited Stone, Doctrine
of the Eucharist. p.30

(5) Stone op.cit., p.30
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of the Ihcarnatiun(1)
but also the reality of the flesh of the Incarnate Christ.
(2)

Indeed, in view of his bitter attacks on gnosticism,

to denote not only the appearance,

it .would be surprising if Tertullian wishes hy use of
'figura' to suggest any unreality in connection with the
sacramental presence of Christ. But in that case, why

use 'figura' and 'repraesentat'?

It méy be that we should be helped to understand
Tertullian's use of 'figura' by considering a modern

(B)First

writer on the meaning of 'symbol'. Macquarrie
points out how our change in thought patterns have affected
our underétanding of ;symbul'.

'In myth itself the symbol and that which

Ais symbolized have not yet been clearly

distinguished. As soon as we recognise

-a'symbul. we have taken a step back from

myth and emerged from a purely mythological
way of thinking and talking.'(q)
For a symbol to be more than a mere convention there has to
be some kind of 'analogia entis' between the symbol and what
is symbolized. so that the symbol becomes an intrinsic
symbol, i.e. 'Being manifésts itself in being'ES) Here
MacQuarrie refers to the Incarnation where 'person' becomes
the supreme 'symbol' of Being i.e. God is manifest and
present in and through Ehrist.(s)

It is interesting that a modern theologian refers to
theAIhDarnatiDn as the 'supreme symbol' when it is noted
that one of the main thrusts of Tertullian's theology is
a powerful assertion of the reality of the Incarnation.
Could it be that Tertullian was aware of the 'metaphysical

difficulties' (if we may use the anachronism) raised by

(1) Apol.21, cp. Adv.Marc. 4.21

(2) e.g. deCarn. Christi - where Tertullian so vigorously defends
the reality of the flesh and blood of Christ that he is prepared
partly to deny the virginity of the Blessed Virgin Mary.

(3) J. MacQuarrie, Principles of Christian Theology. p.122ff.

(4) ibid., p.122

(5) MacQuarrie, op.cit.. p.130

(6) ibid..:p.131
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‘wishing both to stress the reality of Christ's presence
in the Eucharist and also the continuing reality of the
bread and, wine?- It is not so much, as Harnack's
definition of 'figura' would suggest, that Tertullian
is working within the framework of true 'mythology’
i.e. he cannot distinguish between the symbol and the
reality of the Eucharist. On the contrary, he is well
aware of both the realities in the Eucharist - the
bresence of Christ and the bread and wine. Tertullian
is aware that the 'analogia entis' between bread/wine
and body/blood rests in the fact that we are fed by
them physically and spititually. Equally is he aware
that in the strict physical sense there is no 'analogia
“entis' - we feed literally and physically on bread and
wine, . the same cannot be said for body and blood.
This is why Tertullian writes as he does in de Res. Carn.37
that the way to feed on the 'Word made flesh' is to
'devour it with our hearing, chew it over with our
intellect, digest it with our faith.' Hence he speaks
of the 'Figura' of Christ's body in the Eucharist.
This does not mean that he in any way wishes to deny
the realit? of Christ's presence in the Eucharist - on
the contrary. as we saw at first, he lays great stress
on that reélity ~ but rather he seeks to hold together
the twin realities of body/blood, bread/wine. As Dix
comments:

'...the use of such language should not

mislead us into supposing that it betokens

any change of doctrine from the naive

realism of the earlier period; it is only

a First attempt at the formation of a

technical terminology by the pioneers of

(1

scientific theology.

(1) Dix, S5Shape, p.245. For this paragraph we may refer to
Kelly op.cit.p.212: 'All that his language really suggests
is that, while accepting the egquation of the elements with
the body and blood., he remains caonscious of the sacramental
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distinction between them. In fact he is trying, with

the aid of the concept of 'figura', to rationalize to
himself the apparent contradiction between (a) the dogma
that the elements are now Christ's body and blood, and

(b) the empirical fact that for sensation they remain
bread aad wine.' When Macdonald (Evangelical Doctrine
p.60) states that in a 'figura': 'the figure and the
actuality which it represents are never present together'
he is talking nonsense. Such language pushes the

concept of symbol and reality to a logical absurdity by
refusing to take note of .the eschatological import of the
anamnesis. If 'figure' and 'actuality' are 'never
present together! then there is no real eucharistic presence
of Christ and no true appropriation of the benefits of
salvation in the Eucharist. The epicletic character of
the Eucharist ensures that while the bread and wine remain
bread and wine they are also, as perceived through the eyes
of faith, the vehicles of a greater reality.

We may add that Harnack's definition seems to us to be
highly speculative (how do we know what Tertullian or
anyone else thought? - without critically examining what
he wrote, rather than making a priori assumptions) and
rather insulting to a man such as Tertullian.
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A similar interpretation may be given for

Tertullian's use of 'repraesentat'. The most likely

transléfidn would seem to be 're-presents', 'presents

again', or (with Stone) 'to make present that which has

M

been umseen or has passed out of sight. Stone notes

that an examination of Tertullian's use of 'repraesentare'

and its cognates, reveals that in more than half the cases
he uses it to refer to an actual presence, but in the rest
(2)

it refers to an anticipatory or mental representation.

For example Tertullian uses 'repraesentatio' of the

manifestation of the Kingdom of God in the future (de Cor.15;
de Orat. 5); of the manifestation of God in material things

in the OT (Adv.Marc. 10); of the appearing of Christ to the
disciplés (Adv.Marc. 25); of the presence of the bodies of
men at the judgement seat (Adv. Marc. 5.12; de Carn.res.14.17)
of the future full and perfect realisation of God by the
Christian soul in contrast to the partial and imperfect
understanding of God by faith in this life (de Carn res.23)(3)
Stome would wish to understand all these uses as pointing to
an actual presence. This would seem correct - but at the
same time, bearing in mind Tertullian's most careful use of

(4)

language - the force of 're-praesentare' may mean more than

merely 'to make present'. It may be that the force should
fall on the prefix and thus mean 'to present again'. This
would seem to have clear affinities to the early understanding
of anamnesis, and also to do full justice to Tertullian's
awareness  of the tension between 'appearance' and ‘'reality’
as has beén seen in his use of 'figura'. As Kelly notes:

'.... while accepting the equation of the

elements, with the body and blood, he

rémains conscious of the sacramental

 (5)

distinction between them.

(1) Stone, op.cit., p.32

(2) ibid..

(3) I am reminded of the suggested relationship in John's
Gospel between the concept of sign and reality, worked out
for the whole scheme of salvation.(p.n7 )

(4) Writing on Tertullian Vincent of Lerins remarks: 'Quot
paene verba tot sententiae.' - Commonitoriumc.18, cited
Cross, Fathers, p.136

(5) Kelly. op.cit., p.136
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Perhaps this is best shown by this passage from Adv.
Marc. 1.14:
'Even up to the present time (sc. the Lord)
Has not disdained the water which is the
Creator's work, by which He washes His own
people. or the oil whereby He anoints them,
or the mixture of milk and honey with which

He feeds them as infants, or the bread by

which he makes present (repraesentat) His
very hody, requiring even'in His own
Sacraments- the beggarly elements of the

Ereatur.'(q)

In this passage, referring in turn to each of the
sacraments, Tertullian points to the material reality of
each sacrément as a necessary part of that sacrament.
Thus Tertullian attempts to hold together both the material
and the spiritual elements of the sacraments, by speaking
of the manifestation of God thruugﬁ the material elements
as being a natural extension of God's work as Creator.
Tertullian provides his own commentary on this in this
passage on the nature of the Incarnation:

'Therefore the Word was in flesh; but we

must ask how the Word 'was made flesh'

mhether by transformation into flesh or

by being clothed therewith. The latter,

surely. UWe must believe that God's

gternal nature precludes change or

transformation. Transformation involves

the destruction of what originally existed:

what is transformed ceases to be what it

was and begins to be something else. But

God does not cease to be nor can he be

other than what he is: and the Word is

God and 'the Word of the Lord remains for

‘ 3 » I3 .
ever, that is it continues in the same

(1) cited Stone, ibid. p.32
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form... And the proper quality of each
substance remains so intact that the
spirit carried out in him his own
activities'. - Adv.Prax.27(1)
Elsewhere Tertullian develops the point that the
two parts of the sacrament are a necessary part of
salvation:
'In fact when the soul is admitted to God's
gompany it is the flesh which makes that
admission possible. The flesh indeed is
washed that the soul may be cleansed; the
flesh is anointed that the soul may be
consecrated; the flesh is signed (sc.with
the cross) that the soul too may be
fortified; the flesh is shadowed by the
imposition of hands that the soul also
may be enlightened by the‘Spirit; the
Fiesh feeds on the body and blood of
Christ that the soul may be nourished on

(2)

God.' . - de Res. carn.8

So Tertullian's concern about the distinction of
spiritual and material in the Eucharist is no mere speculation
of mataphysic. It is a vital concern with the guestion of
how we share in the salvation wrought by Christ. In this
light, precisely because the Eucharist is both bread ana
body, both wire and blood, it is of central importance
to the Christian life, and is to be held in the greatest
reverence. It is 'sanctum' - the holy thing (de Spectac.25);
no drop of wine must be allowed to fall to the ground (de Cor.3)
Faced with the threat of persecution.Tertullian urges his

fellow Christians to continue to meet to do the Eucharist:

(1) cited Bettenson, op.cit., p.123f.
(2) 1ibid. p.144

i
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"But how shall we meet you ask, how shall
we celebrate the Lord's solemnities?
eolWIF you cannot meet by day there is

always the night.' - de Fug. in persec.1h(1)

Let these words, on baptism but well fitting to
his ductfine pf the Eucharist, form a final comment on
Tertullian's thought:

"It seems to men incredible that eternal

life should be won in this matter... e

also marvel, but we marvel because we

beliéve.' - de Bapt. 2(2)

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA

The guestion raised by Tertullian concerning the

relationship between the physical nature of the eucharistic
elements and the spiritual gift which they impart, was also
raised, and developed more fully, though in rather a
different direction, by Clement of Alexandria. Tertullian
tries to hold together the traditional realism of the
earlier fathers with a more developed symbaolic approach
to the nature of Christ in the Eucharist. Clement appears
almost to have ignored the 'realism' and to have
concentrated almaost solely on an 'allegorical' approach.
This is not surprising in view of a general Alexandfian
tendency to mysticism, and especially in view of Clement's
emphasis on his theology on the work of the ‘Logos.
-Ehadmick(B)

Clement's view of theology suggests a reality transcending

remarks that the very nature of

the verbal symbol. We have seen that Tertullian, in some
way ,nwas seeking to do exactly that by his use of the

concepts of 'figura' and 'repraesentat', and indeed, some

(1) cited Dix, op.cit., p.152
"(2) cited Bettenson ibid. p.143
(3) H. Chadwick, The Early Church, p.95
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earlier Tathers, such as Irenaess, show an awareness of
the problem. Clement, however, with his indebtedness
to Philo, and to 'the truth loving Plato' is able to
develop a 'métaphysic' far beyond anything that we

have yet met in the Uest.

Although Bevan can speak of Clement as 'a warm-
hearted rambling man with large but somewhat woolly mind'$1)
this is not altogether fair. In fact, Clement's works,
diffuse as they are, still reveal an overall pattern of
thought. Clement sees Christian teaching and belief as
the 'true Gnosticism'. He traces the work of redemption
in the Christ/Logos as beginning with Creation and leading
up to deification. Chadwick describes Clement's view of
the 'true gnostic' Christian life as:

'an ascent from faith through knowledge ta

the beatific vision beyond this life, when

the redeemed are one with God in a 'deification’

symbolized by the Holy of Holies in the Mosaic

‘tabernacle.'(Z) '
Clement himself writes:

'This is the function of the gnostic who has -

been made perfect: to have converse with

God through the great high priest, and who

is being made like the Lord, as far as

possible, in the whole service of God which

tends to the salvation of men.' - StrDm.7.3.(3)
Or again: -
(Christ to the soul) 'I am thy nourisher
giving myself as bread, whereof he that
tastes shall never more have éxperience
Dfideath, and daily giving Myself for “
4

the drink of immortality.' - Quis.div. 29

(1) E. Bevan, Christianity, 1932, p.76; cited Bettenson
Early Christian Fathers, p.17

(2) Chadwick, op.cit., p.97

(3) cited Daly, The Origins of the Christian Doctrine of
Sacrifice, . p.117

(4) cited, Dix, Shape of the Liturgy, p.169
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As this last passage shows, Clement's teaching on the
Eucharist is found in the context of the true gnostic
salvation. Srawley, in explaining why Clement gives
very few liturgical references, writes that Clement:
'is more concerned with prayer as an .
éxpressiun of the inner converse of the
heart with God than its public expression
in morship.'(1)
It is this 'expressian'bf the inner converse of the heart

with God' which Clement seeks to explore in his 'allegorical'

understanding of the Eucharist.

In the Paedagogos Clement writes:
'"The Holy Ghost uses flesh as a picture
(&X\'\yo/)et ) for us.... Blood signifies
(vvirrerar ) for us the Word, for as rich
blpod the Word has been poured into our
life. _ Paed.1.6.43%
This short-passage reveals two of Clement's main thrusts in
his approach to the Eucharist: |
i) all apparent reality is allegorical/symbolic,
i.e. is used as the means for conveying a
greater spiritual reality.
ii) the Logos is seen as central to the

pucharistic act.

i) Allegbry
Daly notes:
'Clement often seems to treat the Bible as
a symbolic poem rather than as the object
of careful exegesis.'(B)
As an example of this he cites Clement's allegorical
interpretation of Leviticus 1.6:(4)
'The Gnostic soul must be consecrated to the

light, stripped of the coverings of matter,

(1) Srawley, Early History of the Liturgy, p.41

(2) cited, Stone, op.cit., p.25

(3) Daly, op.cit., p.113

(4) Lev. 1.6: 'and he shall flay the burnt offéring and
cut it into pieces.'
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separated from the frivolousness of the

body and of all the passions.’ - Strum.5.11(1)
Clement treats the Eucharist to a similar allegorical
interpretation:

"The Lord expressed this by means of

symbols in the Gospel according to John(z)

when He said 'Eat My flesh and drink My

blood’ depicting ($qyePwv ) plainly the

drinkable character of faith and the promise

by means of which the Church, as a human

being consisting of many members, is

refreshed and grows and i1s welded together

and compacted of both, of faith as the body

and of hope as the soul, as also the Lord

of flesh and blood.’ - Paed.1.6.38
Here we see Clement's concern with the true gnosticism.
The true gnostic gains salvation through faith in the flesh
and blood of the Lord. Further. the Eucharist is
constitutive of the Body of Christ (here the Church) because
the Body of Christ (in the Eucharist) feeds the Ehurcth)
Clement dévelops his view of the Eucharist as the source
of the unity of the Church in Paed.1.6 where he interprets
1 Cor. 12.13 ('all were made to drink of one Spirit') as
having Eucharistic reference.

(4)

Gore suggests that the Alexandrians were tempted
to 'explain away' the body/flesh of Christ in the Eucharist
as being word/spirit; and, according to Gore, Clement
shows a tendency to distinguish between the incarnational
(i.e.'real') body of Christ as contrasted with the
Eucharistic (i.e. ‘'spiritual') body. This does not seem
eﬁtirely fair. Clement is certainly trying to 'explain'
but this need not mean 'explain away'. There seems little

doubt of the 'realism' in this passage:

(1) cited Daly op.cit. p.113

(2) N.B. How Clement - along with most of the allegorisers
refers back to St. John's gospel, where the two poles of
literalism and allegory are held in tension as 'sign' and
reality.

(3) cp. also Quis div.? 29.5 - cited p.161

(4) Gore. Body of Christ. pp.59ff.
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""Eat ye My flesh". He says., "and drink ye
My blood." This suitable food the Lord
supplies to us and offers flesh and pours
out blood; and the little children lack
nothing that their growth needs.'
' - Paed.1.6.43¢"
At the same time Clement does speak of the Eucharist as
'allegory' and of the Eucharistic wine as 'the mystic
symbol(6umped.cv ) of holy blood.' (Paed.2.2.29) Why?
Mainly. it would seem, because, as with Tertullian,
Clement is aware of the problems raised by referring to
bread and‘mine as body and blopd - problems both of
acceptability (is this cannibalism?) and of metaphysics.
How can this be true? Clement answers that it is true
allegori:élly/symbnlically. In other words he does not
wish in any way to 'explain away' the presence of Christ
the Logos vn the Eucharist; on the contrary the
Eucharistic presence of Christ is the means of 'communion'
with the Logos. which is the true gnosticism. Rather
Clement seeks to say that all 'earthly' reality is but
symbolic of a greater 'heavenly' reality -~ and in this
neo-Platonist sense. Christ is present as the 'spiritual’
(and hence 'greater': reality) in the Eucharistic bread
and wine.

The same point applies to Gore's suggestion that
Clement distinguishes between the 'incarnational' and the
'eucharistic' body of Christ. There is, of course, a
sense in wﬁich this is true. Witness Paed.2.2.19:

~ 'The blood of the Lord is two-fold. I

one sense it is fleshly, that by which we

have been redeemed from corruption; in

aﬁuther'sense it is spiritual, that by
which we have been anuinted.'(z)

Here Clement is not seeking to say that the blood of Christ
in the Eucharist is totally other than the blood of Christ

(1) ecited .Stone. op.cit.. p.37f.
(2) 1ibid., p.25
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shed for us on the Cross. On the contrary. he would

wish to draw a close link between Calvary and.Eucharist.

The Eucharist is the means of receiving the gift of
immortality won for us by the death of Christ. The
Eucharist is the means of true gnosticism. What

Clement is seeking to do in Paed. 2.2.19 when he speaks

of the 'two-fold! nature of the blood of the Lord, is to
extend the perspective both of salvation and of the
Eucharist. Christ is our high-priest (Paed.2.8) through
whom we, the Body of Christ, offer the sacrifice of the
Eucharist, so that weimay become the Body of Christ.

The High Priestly Christ offering sacrifice at the true
altar in heaven is one and the same as the Incarnate Christ
offering himself for us on the Cross, but - again the
metaphysical difficulties raise their heads - there is
clearly a sense in which the nature of the Body of the
Incarnate Christ is not the same as the nature of the

Body of the Risen Christ. The NT Resurrection appearances.
and our own Eucharistic experience show this. So what =
Clement seeks to do is to treat the guestion eschatologically.
In the Eucharist, Christ the High Priest, our Risen Lord,
gives to us his body and blood which are the symbols of

his gift of immortality.

The Logos
'...the mingling of both - of the dripk and
of the Word is called Eucharist.'
- Paed. 2.207
In several passages Clement links his doctrine of
the Logos with the Eucharist thus seeing the Eucharist as
a parallel (type. symbol. allegory?) to the Incarnation.
As the Logos took flesh in Christ, so the Logos mingles
with the bread and uine so that the true gnostic may be
sanctified in body and soul. Again, we note a close

link in the doctrine of the Eucharist between Incarnation

(1) Store, op.cit., p.25



- 166 -

and Redemption. Other examples may be cited:
'for as rich blpod the Word has been poured
into our life.! - Paed.1.6.h3(1)

'The food 1s the mystic contemplation; for
the flesh and blood of the Word are the
comprehension of the divine power and
essence.... For the eating and drinking

of the divine Word is the knowledge of

the divine essence.' - Strumg5A0H37(2)
It is noteworthy, however that as Srawley points

(3

put,” "Clement gives little information about the liturgy.
Hence there is no indication in Clement of a Logos-
epiclesis, or any other suggestion of invocation of the
Logos, thuugh, according to the evidence of Serapion,

the litufgy of C.4th Egypt did include such an invocation.
Did the earlier Church in Alexandria have a logos-epiclesis?
Or, as Wainwright seems to suggestgu)did the earlier
Egyptian/Alexandrian Church as represented by Clement, think
of the Eucharist as being consecrated through the words of
institution spoken by the Word (Logos) of God?  Either way
we again are led to interpret the Eucharist eschatologically
as Elemeﬁt's thought moves out by means of the concept of
the Logos in the eucharistic elements to the eschatological
sacrifice of Christ the true High Priest who offers his body
to the fFather and who gives his body to the true gnostic

who worships at the earthly altar which is a type of that in

heaven.

'The sacrifice acceptable to God'....

...i8...'Unswerving sepaTation of the body
and its passions.' - Strum.7.6.3D(5)
In his teaching on the Eucharist as sacrifice

Clement links the themes of the true salvation of the real

gnostic and the ethical imperative. Consequently:

(1) Storne, op.cit., p.25

(2) ibid.' p.26

(3) Srawley, op.cit., p.41

(4) lWainwright, Eucharist and Eschatology, p.189
(6) cited Stone, op.cit., p.bL&




- 167 -

'More often than not....what seems a firm
reference to the eucharist dissolves into
an allegory of the true gnostic's knowledge.'(1)
An example may be guoted from Strom.7.6.31f.:
'If the Deity, being by nature exempt fraom
all need, rejoices to be honoured we have
good reason for honouring God by prayer and
for sending up to the most righteous Word
this sacrifice, the best and holiest of
sacrifices, when joined with righteousness,
venerating Him through whom we receive our
~knuuledge,'thraugh Him glorifying Him whom
we have learnt to know. At any rate our
altar here on earth is the congregation of
those who are devoted to the prayers, having
as it were one common voice and one mind....
The Church's sacrifice is speech rising like
incense from holy souls, while every thought
of the heart is laid open to God aleng with
the sacrifice....The truly hallowed altar
is the righteous soul and incense from it
is the prayer of holiness.'(Z)
Several important points emerge from this passage:
1) Again we note the emphasis on the Logos.
The sacrifice is offered through the Word
to God.
2) We are able to offer the sacrifice
because the Word has given us true
knowledge.
3) The earthly altar is made up from
ﬁhe individual gnostics. Daly notes:
'In developing this theme he brings the
theology of Christian sacrifice to a

new level of ecclesiological fulness

(1) Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p.213
(2) cited Stone op.cit. p.4b
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far beyond what it had in any of the

earlier Christian writings.'(1)
4) Consequent on this thought -Clement

- sees the true sacrifice of the Christian
as being himself offered through the
Word: 'All his life is a holy festival.
His sacrifices consist of prayers and
praises and the reading of Scriptures.’

- Strom.7.7.49

All of these ideas of course, link to Clement's concept

(2)

of the sacrifice of Christ, the true High Priest.
Clement develops the OT typology in terms of Christ as
the Christian Passover (Strom.5.10f.) and sees the
sacrifice of Isaac as being the type of the sacrifice
 of Christ:

'He is Isaac... who is a type of the Lord,

a child as a son. For he was the son of
Abrahém, as Christ was the Son of God;

and a sacrifice like the Lord.'

- Paed.1.5(3)

Daly believes that the liturgical Sitz im leben
(L)

~- and so it may also be

right to link this passage to the Eucharist. Eertainly(S)

of the Akedah was the Passover

Clement knew the Ep.Heb., and like the Epistle he develops
the 0T imagery as a type for the Christian gnosis. Christ
is the sacrifice bound upon the altar - but he is also the
High Priest:
'If then we say that the lord, the great
high-priest, offers to God the incense

of sweet fragrance, let us not imagine

(1) Daly, op.cit., p.121

(2) cited Stone, op.cit., p.45

(3) Daly, p.114

(4) ibid., p.49

(5) The Ep. Heb. shows marked Alexandrian and Platonic
influence, and Eusebius tells us that Clement knew the
Epistle - H.E. 6.14.1
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that this is a sacrifice and sweet fragrance
of incense, but let us understand it to mean
that the Lord lays the acceptable offering
of love, the spiritual fragrance on the
altar.' - Paed.2.8(1)
This 'acceptable offering of love' clearly means Christ's
death on the cross, being re-presented in the Eucharist:
'We glorify him who gave himself in
sacrifice for us, we also sacrifice
purselves.' - 5trum.7.3(2)
Again we note Clement's view of the Eucharist as
having a two-way reference. Christ the Word offers Himself
to the Father Fbr‘us, and gives Himself to 'us; we in turn
offer ourselves to Him through His sacrifice on the Cross.
Thus does Clement see type and ante-type merge. The OT
high-priest, the type of Christ the true high priest (who
is central to all understanding of Christian sacrifice)
is also the type of the true gnostic Christian - and all

(3)

three flow one into the other. Commenting on Lev.16.23f
Clement writes:

'One way i think of taking off and putting

on the (high-priestly) robe takes place

when the Lord descends into the region of

SeEnse. Another way takes place when he

who through him has believed, takes off

and puts on as the apostle intimated the

(&)

consecrated stole. Thence, after the
image of the Lord, the worthiest were
chosen from the sacred tribes to be high
priests.' - Stro. 5.6(5)
Thus do we come full circle to Clement's stress
on the Eucharist as being the means of the true gnostic's

'deification'. Maurice Wiles writes:

(1) cited Daly, ibid. p.49
(2) 1ibid.

(3) ibid. p.115

(4) A ref. to Eph.6. 13-17
(5) Daly op.cit., p.115f
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'For the Alexandrians in particular
(Christ) was not so much the individual
pioneer as the representative God-man,
the one who by his very being made
- possible the divinisation of human
nature.'(q)
Communion with Christ the Logps through the Eucharistic
bread and wine is the most intimate union of the true
gnostic with his Lord.
'"Taste and see that the Lord is Christ"(z)
it is said; for so He imparts of Himself
to those who partake of such food in a
more spiritual manner, when now the soul
nourishes itself, as says the truth-loving
Plato. For the eating and drinking of
the divine lWord is the knowledge of the -
3

divine essence.' - Stro.5.10.67

ORIGEN .

The speculative symbolic theology which we found
first in the West as a developed form in the thought of
Tertullian, and then, in a more Platonic form, in the East
as evidenced by Clement of Alexandria, reached what we may
perhaps stVle as its first 'climax' in the writings of
Origen. At once we may note that Origen was devoted to
the Fourth Gospel and indeed, that his Tome on that gospel

~was the longest of his commentaries extending to same

thirty-two huuks.(ﬁ) Later generations were top fight shy
of many of Origen's teachings, and even one of his chief
preservers, Rufinus of Aguileia, was guilty of altering
several of 0Origen's more speculative passages so as not

to offend the susceptibilities of a narrower minded and

more conservative orthodoxy. Perhaps this later reaction

(1) M. Wiles, The Christian Fathers, p.123
(2) Ps. 24 - reading Kpwrres foOT Xpyoros
(3) cited Stone, op.cit., p.26

(4) F.L. Cross, Early Christian Fathers, p.126
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was almost inevitable. Certainly, even today, Origen's
thought can still have the possibility of shocking us

out of an unthinking and accepting orthodoxy into what

may sometimes be a more vigorous, though more uncomfortable,

discipleship.

It seems almpost a necessary concomitant of Origen's
stress on allegory that he would appear to have given
relatively little emphasis to the Eucharist.(q) This is
not to say that there is no eucharistic doctrine in
Drigen'é writings. On the contrary, a great deal of his

(2)

vast output ™~ “has direct relevance to the interpretation
of the Eucharist. But his overriding stress on the
importance of allegory does, perhaps, go some way to account
for the fact that in many passages it cannot be claimed
with any great certainty whether Origen is actually
writing about the Eucharist or not - and if he is, whether
or not he finds the Eucharist at all important in his
scheme of Christian doctrine. Again we note the parallel
with the Fourth Gospel. Often Origen is writing on the
Eucharist and does find it important - but at the same
time his allegorical approach often disguises the fact;

it is not surprising that he has acquired his detractors.

'The nourishing word of truth!

"Origen's approach to the Eucharist lies in the
mainstream interpretation of the anamnesis, stemming
from the NT, seen as the key to the Eucharist in terms
of eschatology:

'Consecration gives to the sacramental
elements the effectiveness of the word
or teaching of Christ, which gives life.
They now symbolise the teaching and
produce a dynamic effect on the soul of

the recipient.' - C.Cels.viii.33

(1) See for example, Daly op.cit., p.127

(2) Chadwick, The Early Church, p.109, cites Jerome thus:
'Who could: ever read all that Origen wrote?' - lesser
students echo these sentiments!
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'"We drink this blood when we receive His
words in which life exists.'
‘ - in Numb.Hom.xvii.S

The Eucharist is the celebration of the 'inbreaking' of
the saving Christ, the Word of life. For Origen the
key to any true understanding of the Christian Gospel
- indeed the true understanding of the Christian doctrine
of man and the World - rests in eschatnlugy.(1) All
life, all creation, all Biblical writings, all sacraments
are symbols of. the only true reality that is God. What
Chadwick writes about Origen in general terms may serve
also to help us understand his approach to the Eucharist:

'Origen was convinced that the symbols of

early Christian eschatology.... were not

to be rejected merely because literalistic

believers understood them in a crude and

prosaic way. It was, he thought, the

opposite error of Gnosticism to reinterpret

all these symbols to refer exclusively to

inward phychological experience here and

now. Origen himself had much inner

sympathy with this view ... But he

wanted to find a way of interpreting the

symbols in a sense 'worthy of the divine

greatness' which maintained the essential

meaning of the Church's tradition. His

guest for a via media may often have

ended in a rather confused use of language,

and in the eyes of the orthodox his re-

interpretations sounded alarmingly

heretical.'(z) _
In other words Origen stood in that stream of thought
stemming from NY writers such as Paul and John, who

resolutely held together both symbol and reality.

(1) See Daly op.cit., p.125
(2) Chadwick, op.cit., p.106
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The symbol was never mere symbol - never a psychological
experience dependent on subjective emotionalism - but mar

was it ever more than symbol, the symbol of a reality.

Origen's system of thought rests on three levels
of interpretation: the literal, the moral, and the

M

spiritual. These correspond to the three divisions
of mankind: the unenlightenmed pagan, the ordinmary simple
Christian and the advanced Christian. It ié to this
last group that Origen addresses most of his writings and
by so doing virtually suggests that any 'literal' under-
standing - be it of the saving work of Christ or of his
presence in the Eucharist - is to be relegated to such an
obscurity as almost to be ignored. For example, he
writes thus about Christ's work of salvation:

'"Happy are they who no laonger need the S5Son

of God as a physician who heals the sick,

or as a shepherd, nor as redemption but

as wisdom and as word and as righteousness.'

- 1in Juhn.1.20.12h(2)

But Origen does not entirely reject the literal
understanding of the Eucharist. Whatever else he may
suggest, he clearly thinks that Christ is present in the
act of communion:

'"You who are wont to take part in the

divine mysteries know how carefully and

reverehtly you guard the body of the

tord when you receive it, lest the least

crumb of it should fall to the ground,

lest anything should be lost of the

hallowed gift.' - Hom.in Exud.13.3(3)

But here Origen is clearly speaking to the 'simple'’

Christian; for the -'advanced' he has this to say:

(1) Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, p.55ff
(29 cited Kelly, op.cit., p.187
(3) cited Bettenson, Early Christian Fathers, p.249
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'Let the bread and the cup be understood
by the more simple according to the common
acceptation of the Eucharist, but by those
who have learnt to hear more deeply
according to the more divine promise, even
that. of the nourishing word of truth.'

_ in John.22.24.16¢ 7

Thus Origen sees the eucharistic gift as being the Word

nourishing the soul:

'Now we are said to drink the blood of
Christ not only in the way of sacraments
but also when we receive his words, in

(2)

which life consists.' - Hom.in Num. 16.9

'That bread which God the lord proclaims

as his body is the word which nourishes

our souls....That drink which God the

Word proclaims as his blood is the word

which "so wonderfully refreshes and
inebriates"... For the body and blood of

God the lWord can be nothing else than

the word which nourishes and the word

which "makes glad the heart”.' -
3

- in Matt.comm.85

In this way Origen interprets the eucharistic gift in

terms of his Logos-Christology and so links with the

Eucharist the themes of incarmation and redemption:

'We believe that the very Logos of the
Father, the Wisdom of God himself, was
enclosed within the limits of that man
who appeared in Judea; nay more, that
God's wisdom entered a woman's womb,

was born as an infant and wailed like

erying children.' - de Princ.2.6.2.(q)

Q)
(2)
(3)
(8)

cited Stone, op.cit., p.28

Bettenson, Early Christian Fathers, p.250
Bettenson, ibid. p.250

kelly, Early Christian Doctrine, p.154
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'....the Word who became flesh and the
true food; which whoso eateth shall
‘Ceftainly live for ever, no bad man
being able to eat it. For if it were
possible for a man while he remains
bad to eat the Word who was made flesh
and the living bread, it would not
‘have been written that "he that eateth
this bread shall live for ever".'

- in Matt.11.14(1)

Kelly notes:
'A host of passages suggest that for
him Christ's body and blood signify,
in.a deeper and more spiritual sense,
His teaching, the ineffable truth
which He reveals aﬁd which nourishes
and sustains the soul.'(z)
In this mode of interpretation Origen writes:
'Sp also the bread is the word of Christ,
made of that corn of wheat which falling
into the ground yields much fruit. For
not that visible bread which He held in
His hands did God the Word call His body,
but the word in the mystery of which
that bread was broken. Nor did he call
that visible drink His blood, but the
word in the mystery of which that drink
was tDAbe poured out.' - in Matt.cumm.BS(B)
Gore, rightly tracing such an interpretation back
to the Fourth Guspel,(u)criticises Origen for misinterpreting
- John and making the Evangelist's stress on flesh and blood

unintelligible. This seems unfair of Gore, and perhaps

(1) Gore, op.cit., p.145

(2) Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, p.214
(3) cited Stone, op.cit., p.27f

(4) Gore, op.cit., p.290 .
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reveals more of Gore's interpretation of John than of
Origgn's shortcomings. Tt would seem to me that

Origen holds together the fruitful ;Johannine tension' -
.that there is a real gift of Christ in the Eucharist, but
none the less the 'body' and 'blood' aré symbols of the
greater and only true reality of incarnation and
redemption. It seems to me that one of the older

(M

evangelical commentators® ‘was right to remind us that
Origen was not accused of any eucharistic heresy (though
he was to be accused of just about every other heresy!).

* Macdonald suggests that this was because Origen's
symbolistic approach-to the Eucharist was regarded and
recngniséd as embodying ancient tradition -~ even though
the later purely literél/'realist' approach was eventually

to hold the field.

At the risk of putting words into Origen's mouth
it may be helpful to try a summary of how Origen approached
the whole gquestion of symbol and reality. It would seem

to have run something as follows:

'If you are happy with a literal understanding
of the Euchafist as-being the reception of the body and
blood of Christ under the forms of bread and wine then
I dnlnut wish to upset your faith. But remember that it
is by faith that you receive. You place your faith in
Christ - not in bread and wine. Christ is the true
reality of the Eucharist. fhe true gift of the Eucharist
is the spiritual nourishment provided by Christ, our
redeemer and saviour.. On the other hand, if you find
the metaphysical difficulties raised by referring to
bread and wine as body and blood to be very difficult,
then remember that it is part of the tradition of
interpretation that the Eucharist is the symbol of a

greater reality. e may interpret the Eucharist by

(1) Macdonald, op.cit., p.62
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reference to the work of the Logos. Just as thé Logos
became flesh in the Lurd'Jesus, so the Logos enters the
soul of the faithful Christian through the symbol of the
eucharistised bréad and wine. This is no mere magic or
superstition. The Eucharist demands both faith and
understanding (as much as we are capable of) if we are to
recelve aright. Christians must study the Word of God

in the Scriptures, just as much as feed on the Word in the
Eucharist. -Dnly by doing both can we hope to offer the
true Christian sacrifice; ourselves as acceptable to God

the Father through the offering of Christ on the cross.'

In case it should be objected that the last para-
graph puts words into Origen's month, perhaps the following
~passage from his commentary on Matthew should be cited:
Wy then did He not say, This is the bread

of the new covenant, as He said, This is the
blood of the new covenant? BHecause the bread
is the word of righteousness, by eating whibh
souls are nourished while the drink is the
word of the knowledge of Christ according to
the mystery of His birth and passion. Since
therefore the covenant of God is set for us
in the blood of the passion of Christ, so
that believing the Son of God to have been
born.and to have suffered according to the
flesh we.may be saved naot in righteousness,
in which alone without faith in the passion
of Christ there could not be salvation...'

&),

- in Matt.comm.85

(1) We may compare these words of Origen with the following
of Eusebius of Caesarea who closely echoes Origen's thought
when he puts these words into the mouth of Christ at the Last
Supper: 'You must not think that the flesh in which I am
clothed is the flesh of which I speak, and which you have to
eat, nor are you to think that I order you to drink this
material and corporal blood, for you know that My words are
spirit and life!
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We shall turn to Origen's teaching on sacrifice
and the closely related theme of soteripoleogy in a moment.
First, let us pick up the point concerning his
eschatological approach to the Eucharist. Such an under-
standing is implicit in the passage just cited from his
commentary from Matthew.. It is part and parcel of his
whole emphasis on an allegorical interpretation and also
on the role of the Logos. The Logos is the timeless
word of God, present in Creation, pfesent in Christ, .
present in the Age to Come, present in the eternal offering
of Christ the High Priest, present in the eucharistic ‘
‘celebration.” In this context Daly suggests that Origen
draws on the 'metahistorical, triple dimension of the
Passover'. In other words, Origen recognises that the
Eucharist/Passaver is timeless, having réference to present,
past and future. Thus Christian worship and Christian
sacrifice. (and, in view of his allegorising method, we may
say the whole OT cultic system) ?r§ but a pattern of the

1 .

true worship in the Age to Come.

Perhaps the nearest Origen comes to writing
directly ébuut the Eucharist in eschatological terms is in
a passage, commenting on the Lord's Prayer, concerning
the true meaning of buovvug

'Someone will say that émovaug is formed from

emievol so that we are instructed to pray

that God will anticipate (7pedegwy ) and

grant us already the bread belonging to the

age to come, so that what is to be given as

it were tomorrow should be given to us today,

'today' being understood of the present age

and 'tomorrow' of the age to come.'

- de Drat.27(2)
In fact Origen interprets éﬂommos as meaning

'suited to our "logical" nature' and as being a prayer

(1) Daly, op.cit., p.125
(2) cited Wainwright, op.cit., p.32
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that we might be fed by the Logos; he specifically
denies that the petition has any reference to the
Eucharist. This in itself however suggests two
important strands in Origen's approach to the Eucharist:
(i) that he was well aware that the Eucharist was an
eschatological symbol - the bread beinngingvtn the age
fo come, and (ii) that his denial of eucharistic reference
implies that he did not consider the Eucharist as being of
greater importance than the reality for which it stands,
i.e. the feeding of our souls by the Logos.

The following passage does, I think, clearly
show that Origen's attempt at interpreting the nature
and presence of the eucharistic gift in terms of the Logos
was shot through with a firm eschatological Qnderstanding
of the Eucharist:

'If these things are interpreted with

reference to the greatness of the mystery,

you will find that that memorial effects

an immense propitiation. And if you have

fegard to that memorial of which the Lord

says, 'Do this for a memorial of me', you

will find that this is the only memorial

which makes God propitious to men.'

- Hom.in Levit.13.3(1)

In this passage Origen takes up the anamnesis concept and so
links the Eucharist to the shewbread of the 0T and also .to
"the propitiation set forth through faith in the blpood of
Christ. Hence, through the eternal Logos the Eucharist
is the link of past, present and future. In Christ
'heavenly things in exchange for earthly'(Z) are given us.
The bread and wine are sanctified through 'the MDrd of God
and prayer'SB) The bread becomes 'on account of the prayer
a certain holy budy'which,sanctifies those who use it with

(&)

right purpose'’.

(1) cited Bettenson, op.cit., p.251

(2) In Luc. hom.39

(3) In Matt.11.14 Srawley (op.cit.p.bt4) understands 'the

- Word' here to be personal and so to refer to the Logos rather
than to the consecration prayer.

(4) c.Cels.B.33



- 180 -

The previous sentence from Origen's ‘'contra
Celsum' brings out the ethical connection which Origen
makes between the eucharistic symbol and its right
reception.as reality: |

'"But if, understanding that word of Jesus,

Henceforth I will no longer drink of the

fruit of this vine until the day when I

drink it mew im the kingdom of heaven, we

wish to be found one day among those who

drink with Jesus, then let us take this

warning to heart: VYou cannot drink the

cup of the Lord and the gup of demons.'
- Exhort.ad mart.s0’"
And again:

"thus even in respect of the bread of the

Lord the advantage to the receiver depends

on his partaking of the bread with a pure

mind and a clear conscience.'

- Comm.in Matt.11.1h(2)

lle have been examining Origen's approach to the
Eucharist in terms of his doctrine of the Logos and his
symbolic/alleqgorical theology. I would wish to suggest
that he was almuét the last representétive in the period
under review (as always of course with Augustine as the
exception) of the great line of symbolic-eschatological
interpretation of the eucharist, in which the anamnesis
was interpreted in what I understand to be its primitive
NT sense of a 'breaking through' of the barrier between
God and man by means of a symbol of the reality of the
work of Christ. Once this approach became unpopular and
virtually fell into abeyance greater emphasis came to be
placed on the reality of the Eucharist gift (inmterpreted

in literal terms) rather than on the Eucharist being the

(1) cited Wainwright op.cit., p.45
(2) cited Bettenson, op.cit., p.249
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'anamnesis', the 'foretaste' of the Messianic Banquet
in which Christ is presenf as lWord, as 'community' (the
Body of Christ) and as sacrament, making his people holy

through the once and for all sacrifice of Calvary.

Sabrifice _

This brings us to an examination of Origen's under-
standing of the sacrificial aspect of the Eucharist. UWe
have alréady noted that he closely links the death of Christ
and the ethical response of thanksgiving made by the
Christian. It is precisely so that we may have a 'pure
mind and a clear conscience' that Christ died:

'We have peace with God but it is

through our Lord Jesus Christ who

reconciled us to God through the

sacrifice of his blood.... Christ came

that he might destroy the enmities and

make peace, and reconcile us to God

when we were separated because of the

barrier of wickedness whicﬁ we set up

&P,

by sinning.' -Comm.in Ep.ad Rom.4.8

Rs has been seen above, Origen by means of the
concept of anamnesis, links the action of the Eucharist
with the sacrifice of Christ offered 'as a propitiation
through Féith in his blnod.'(z) kelly notes that
Origen is 'the first of the Fathers to treat this aspect
of the Lord's work in full detail.'(B) And Daly writes:

'Origen's main concern seems to be how

the Church and its members, and indeed

the whole world, share in the sacrifice

of Ehrist.'(a)

We note for instance this passage from Origen's homily on

Leviticus:

(1) 1ibid. p.226

(2) Hom. in Lev. 9.1

(3) HKelly, op.cit., p.186
(4) Daly, op.cit., p.124
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~'...the blood of Jesus was not only shed
at Jerusalem, where there was an altar...
and the tabernacle...., but also sprinkled
on the altar above, the 'altar in heaven'.'
- Hom.in Lev.1.3

And again from his commentary on S5t. John:
'Christ is a great high priest who has
offered himself as the sacrifice aonce
offered not only on behalf of men but
also for every rational being.! |
| - in.Johan.1.40.35

Such passages use a typically Alexandrian typo-
logical approach to the 0T, which is taken as the antetype
of that which is to come, as the earthly figuré of the
heavenly. All this is of a piece with Origen's
eschatological approach to the Eucharist. Such an approach
leads at times to Origen coming periluuslyAnear to denying
anything mnre than the merely symbolic to the Eucharist,
since he is so concerned to place great emphasis on the
Eucharist as the means of being fed by the Word of God.

In a parallel way, Origen's teaching on the nature of
Christian sacrifice has little direct contact with the
Eucharist - but at the same time it seems impossible to
escape the fact that Origen would seem to have been much
influenced in this respect (as would be natural) by the
liturgical action of the Eucharist.

7 In this mood Origen writes not of the Church
offering a type of the sacrifice of Christ, but of the
individual offering a sacrifice on the altar of his heart.

"You have then a priesthood because you

are a priestly nation and therefore you

ought to offer to God the sacrifice of

praise, the sacrifice of prayers, the

sacrifice of pity, the sacrifice of

chastity, the sacrifice of righteousness,

the sacrifice of holiness.' - in.Lev.Homm.9.1
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Daly comments:

- 'To look through Origen's work for the idea of

"~ the Eucharist as sacrifice - let alaone
something more specific like 'sacrifice of
the Mass' - is to bypass his central thought
and concentrate on something he obvipusly
-did not find relevant enough to command much
of his attention.... foremost in his mind
was apparently not a liturgical rite of the
Church, but rather the internal liturgy of
the Christian heart and spirit by which a

. person offers oneself and all one's prayers,
works, and thoughts through Jesus Christ to
God the Father.'(1)

Thus Origen represents the Eucharist as being
~both the means of sharing in the salvation won by Christ
for us, and also the ethical response of thanksgiving for
His work. This is well summarised by Origen himself
commenting on his beloved Fourth Gospel:

'He who keeps the feast mifh Jesus is

above in the great upper room, the upper

room swept clean, the upper room

garnished and made ready. If you go

up with Him that you may keep the feast

of the Passover, He gives to you the

cup of the new covenant, He gives to

you also the bread of blessing, He

bestows His own body and His own blood.'

- in.JDhaﬁ.18.13

(1) Daly, op.cit., p.127
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ST. CYPRIAN OF CARTHAGE

Cyprian's chief contribution to eucharistic

doctrine was to clarify the connection between the
sacrifice of the cross and the sacrifice of the Eucharist:

'If pur Lord and God Jesus Christ is

Himself the High Priest of God the ‘

Father and offered Himself as a sacrifice

to the Father and demanded this to be

done as a memorial of Himself, certainly

that priest truly performs his office in

the place of Christ who imitates that

which Christ did, and then foérs in the

Church to God the Father a real and

complete sacrifice when he begins to

offer as he sees Christ Himself offered.’

- £p.63.16M

This development of the sacrificial doctrine of the
EUChérist springs from the liturgical development of the
of fertory procession. Cyprian at one point rebukes a
rich lady who comes to Eucharist without an offering and

(2)

hence feeds off the offerings of the poor. He clearly

links the foertury not, as in earlier writers, with

'the offering of the firstfruits' but with 'sacrifice' -

for the lady is accused of coming 'without a sacrifice'.(B)
Wiles suggests that the sacrificial understanding

of the Eucharist developed from the earlier concept of the

Eucharist as a spiritual sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving

and also a material offering of bread and mine; 'the first

fruits'. But it must also be remembered that the Eucharist

was offered to make anamnesis of the death (and resurrection,

ascension and second coming) of Christ. Furthermore the

earliest writers identify the elements of bread and wine

with the body and blood of Christ. Hence a sylogism may

be drawn to explain the development from 'offertory' to

'sacrifice’s

(1) cited Stone, op.cit.
(2) de op. eteleem.c.15
(3) v. Srawley op.cit., p.127



- 185 -

1) The bread and wine are an offering of
the firstfruits in thanksgiving to God

the Creator.

2) The bread and wine are also identified
as the body and blood of Christ.

3). Therefore in the Eucharist, under the
forms of bréad and wine we 'offer' thanks-
giving through the body and blood of
Christ, the ground of our Eucharist, and
so may speak (loosely?) of 'offering the

body and blood’.

'"For if we should offer wine alone, then the
blood of Christ begins to be separated from
us; .but if it be water alone, then the
peuple'begin to be separated from Him; but
when both are mingled then it is a
spiritual and heavenly sacrament.'
- gp.63.13¢V
Commenting on this passage Gore writes:
'...it is the teaching of the fathers that
in the Eucharist we are offered in and with
Christ, and only so can we offer Christ.
Writer after‘mriter follows St. Cyprian in
seeing this principle symbolized in the .
fact that the bread and the wine, which
are to become Christ's body and blood, are
made up of many grains or berries brought
into ome; or again in the fact that water
is added to the wine to represent the
addition of the people to Christ in the
sacrament. '
Seeing Christ as the High Priest, Cyprian speaks of him

as Melchizedek:

(1) Gore, Body of Christ, p.205
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'Our Lord Jesus Christ, who offered

sacrifice to God the Father, and

offered the very same thing as

Melchizedek, that is bread and wine,

namely His body and blood.'!

| - Ep. 63.2

This would suggest the picture of Christ as the President
of the Eucharist offering the Church's offering as His ouwn.
Interestingly the parallel between Christ and Melchizedek
i8 taken up by later writers such as Ambrose, and is also
in the Roman canon. Srawley writes:

'The comparison may have been commonplace

in early Christian thought in the lWest a?d)
, (1

so have found its way into the liturgy.

While it seems probably correct to trace the
develﬁpment of the understanding of eucharistic sacrifice
to the parallel development of the offertory in the
geucharistic action, there is also another and hure
immediate cause. The fullest view of Cyprian's
sacrificial teaching is found in Ep. 63. This letter
was written to refute the Aguarians i.e. those who
celebrated with water eucharists. Cyprian declares
such Eucharists to be invalid because the wine is a type
of the bloed of Christ:

'Nor can His blood, by which we have been

redeemed or guickened, be seen to be in

the cup, when wine which is shown

(ostendetur) to be the blood of Christ,

is absent from the cup.' - Ep. 63.2

'in vino vero ostendi sanguinem Christi.'
2 Ep. 63.13

'‘Mention is made of wine (sc. in the OT)

that by wine may be understood the blood

(1) Srawley, op.cit., p.130
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of the Lord, and that what was afterwards

manifested in the Lord's cup might be

foretold in the predictions of the

prophets.' - Ep. 63.7
The key thought in Ep.63 is that the Eucharist should
exactly reproduce Christ's actions and intention at the
Lasﬁ Supperg1) Rt the Last Supper Christ offered himself
proleptically in the bread and the wine, thus, making
anamnesis of the sacrifice on the Cross sao the Church in
the Eucharist offers the sacrifice of Christ to the Father.
In this way Cyprian regards the Euchérist as having objective
efficacy - it can, for example be offered for the dead.(z)
Ali this rests firmly on a concept of anamnesis:

'Since we make mention of His passion in

all our sacrifices, for the passion is

the Lord's sacrifice which we offer, we

ought to do nothing else than what He

did (sc. at the Last Supper). - Ep. 63.17
But it must be asked whether such a concept of anamnesis is
the same eschatological base as the NT? Cyprian 'repeats
history'. The NT moves into the Risen Christ.

Cyprian's stress on making memorial of the passion
is so pronounced as to allow Dix to wonder whether there was
a téndency in Africa to make memorial of the passion only

(3)

and not, as in Rome, of the passion and resurrection.

(1) HKelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p.125

(2) v. Ep.1.2; 12.2; 29.3

(3) Dix, op.cit., p.556f.n. Beckwith also has an interesting
speculation that Crammer's liturgy with its heavy emphasis on
the death of Christ, may have been influenced by Cranmer's
knowledge of Cyprian (R.T.Beckwith, art., Thomas Cranmer and
the Prayer Book, Liturgy,p.72ff.). If this is the case it must
also be noted that Crammer went out of his way to avoid any
suggestion of sacrificial language. He 'certainly knew enough
for us to be sure that if he had made the worship of the early
church a model for close imitation he could have got much
nearer to it than he did. His omission of sacrificial language
in regard to the elements from the communion service, though he
knew it to be universal, is a case in point.' As far as Cyprian
is concerned, however, it still seems to me that he is not
guilty of any idea of the Eucharist being a repetition of
Calvary (as Beckwith seems to suggest). Cyprian cannot be held
responsible for later misuse in an age when understanding of
anamnesis/eschatology had disappeared.
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Or is it that Cyprian was in advance of his time - as

P

Srawley suggests? Briliotﬁz)seems to see Cyprian
8s the precursor of the worst of the Medieval excesses
of the 'Sacrifice of the Mass':

'Cyprian is the earliest writer who

expresses this'view of the sacrifice

in his distinction between the oblatio

of fered by the faithful and the

sacrificium hallowed by the operation

of the Holy Spirit. Yet he does not

fully develop the idea, and he does not

treat the sacrifice as having any

independent value of its own; "the

passion of the Lord is the sacrifice

which we foer."..;. a dangerous step

has now been taken towards the

assimilation of the pagan idea af

sacrifice.'
And yet does not Brilioth himself point out the firm
safeguard that Cyprian holds up as a standard? Namely
that the eucharistic sacrifice is the sacrifice of the
Cross in as much as the Eucharist is the anamnesis of
the passion. Our prayers at the Eucharist - as on
every other occasion - are only offered through that
Sacrifice made once for all. Perhaps Frere(B)clears
the confusion when he suggests that the changes such
as Cyprian makes are not fundamental ones of doctrine,
but rather ones Df-terminnlugy. Usually he avoids
transliterated Greek terms and prefers to find Latin
equivalents. Thus he avoids Eucharistia and normally
prefers sacrificium together with the verb celebrare.
This last term itself points to the eschatological
nature of Cyprian's thought. 'To celebrate', at least

until it became a technical term as in the later Medieval

(1) - Srawley op.cit., p.128

(2) Brilioth, Eucharistic Faith and Practice Evangelical
and Catholic, SPCK, 1961, p.L46

(3) Frere, The Anaphora, SPCK, 1938, p.39




- 189 -

West, would surely seem inappropriate of a pleading of
the death of Christ? But it would seem entirely right
for the anamnesis of the death and resurrection of Christ
- an anamnesis through which prayer was offered through
the sacrifice of the Cross in the power of the Risen
Christ. On the other hand, this enhancement of the
sacrificial language no doubt leads to a greater stress
on the anamnesis as being a memorial of the death of
Christ. Hicks writes:

'Cyprian applies the obvious words to that

which was already familiar; indeed, the

words had already been used by Tertullian

as in the East by Origen; and Cyprian's

responsibility, if it can be so called, or

his achievement, is merely the clarifying

and the fixing, in what thenceforward became

accepted terms, of what had always been

implicit in idea, and had already been
tentatively expressed in language.‘(q)
Hicks further comments that there is nothing wrong - indeed,
as has alreédy been said, it is a perfectly natural Christian
instinct - to plead the sacrifice of the Cross, when making
anamnesis of the salvific work of Christ. The later Medieval
abuse of the propitatory nature of the Mass are guite other

than the thought of Eyprian.(z)

To sum up. Cyprian identifies the Eucharistic
sacrifice as being the anamnesis of Calvary. Thus the
Eucharist cnuld be offered for the dead and for the
forgiveness of sins:

'...the'memary of the old man is thrown off;

the former worldly conversation is forgotten,

and the sad and sorrowful heart that was
oppressed by the weight of sins is set free

by the joy of divine favour.' - Ep. 63.11

(1) F.C.N. Hicks, The Fulness of Sacrifice, Macmillan & Cao.,
1938, p.266f.
(2) ibid., p.301. See also Wainwright op.cit., p.91
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The Eucharist is the eschatological meal:
'And how shall we drink new wine ﬁf the
fruit of the vine, with Christ in the
Father's Kingdom, if in the sacrifice
of God the Father and of Christ, we do
not offer wine and mix the cup of the
~Lord in accordance with Dominical

tradition?" - Ep.63.5

Thus Cyprian does not suggest that in the Eucharist the
Church becomes some sort of intermediary between Christ
and the Father, pleading Christ's sacrifice. Rather
he suggests that in the Eucharist the Church offers the
eternal sacrifice of Calvary through Christ the High
Priest, who Himself is presiding at the Eucharist offering
the Sacrifice of the Cross on behalf of the world.

'When Christ suffered for us and offered

his sacrifice, we were in Him - inasmuch

as He was bearing our sins.' - Ep. 63.13

CYRIL OF JERUSALEM

As we come to examine the Bucharistic doctrine of

Cyril of Jerusalem we move to a teacher whose doctrine was
much more fully developed than any we have so far met.

So fully developed indeed as to suggesf to many commentators
that %ygil was in advance, rather than typical, of his time.
1

Cross

the immediate cause of C.17th Protestent doubts about the

suggests that Cyril's high sacramental teaching was

genuineness of the Mystagogical Catecheses. Some of these
doubts have raised theilr heads again in more recent years,
but on the whole it would seem that scholarly opinion for

the most part supports the authenticity af the Mystagogical
Catecheses as having been delivered originally by Cyril
himself, though possibly later also used by Cyril's successor

John.(z) In ahy case, for our purposes we need not worry too

(1) Cross, Lectures on the Christian Sacraments, p.xxxvi.
(2) ibid. p.xxxix.
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much about the authorship of the Mystagogical Catecheses,
sufficient to say that they provide a notable C.4th
development of eucharistic doctrine.

The main areas of development in the Mystagogical
Catecheses are:

1) the absence of the Institution Narrative

and the stress on the epiclesis in the

anaphora.

2) the stress on the objective reality of

Christ's presence in the eucharistic bread

and wine, and the consequent awe in which

the sacrament is held.

3) the further development of the doctrine

of the eucharistic sacrifice.

4) a stress on the historical re-enactment

of redemption rather than on the

eschatological nature of the Eucharist.

Each of these areas will be examined in turn.

1) The lack of the Institution Narrative and the importance
ef the epiclesis.

In Myst. Cat.5 Cyril gives an account of the
eucharistic rite to the newly baptized. In this account he
speaks of the anapkora, beginning with the priest's words:

'Let us give thanks to the Lord'
and the responses
‘Tt is meet and right' (1)

The prayer then gives praise to God the Creator leading up
to the hymn of the Seraphim: _

'"Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord God of Sabauth.'(z)

At this point we would expect the anaphora to lead into the
Institution Narrative; but it is missing. Instead we read:

'Then having sanctified ourselves by these

spiritual hymns we call upon the merciful

‘God " to send forth His Holy Spirit upon the

gifts lying before Him; that He may make

(1) Myst.Cat. 5.5
(2) Myst.Cat. 5.6
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the bread the Body of Christ; for

whatsoever the Holy Ghost has touched,

is sanctified and changed.'

- Myst.Cat. 5.7
The prayer then moves on to intercession:

'for the common peace of the Church,

for the tranguillity of the world' -

and so on.'

This raises several questions. In the rite Cyril is
describing, was there no Institution Narrative? - or
does Cyril assume its presence, but, here at any rate,
omit to comment on it? If there is no Institution
Narrative does this mean that Cyril saw the Epiclesis

as 'the moment of consecration', or is such a suggestion
an anachronism?

Srawley and Frere(1) both suggest that the reason
for the apparent omission of the Institution Narrative at
this point is because Cyril has already expounded it in
Myst.Cat.b. Certainly, Myst.Cat. 4 is based on Paul's
account of the Institution in 1 Cor.11.23ff which Cyril
quotes im full. Dix however argues that the omission of
the Institution Narrative is evidence that the Jerusalem
rite had no Institution Narrative in the anaphora. He
suggests that Cyril is a very 'faithful summarizer' and
that if he is deliberately'dmitting part of the rite he
uses the phrase 'wer> tavrx ' rather than (as at Myst.
Cat. 5.7) 'erx ', Dix urites:

'I find it difficult to assume that in this

one case by 'mext' Cyril means 'After a great

part of the prayer has been said.' And if he

(1) Srawley op.cit., p.76; Frere, op.cit. p.69; Brilioth
op.cit. p.41 f.n., dismisses Wetter's hypothesis that the
Institution Narrative formed no part of the earlier
liturgies. The argument used by Wetter is part of the
same line of argument used by Lietzmann, namely that the
‘purest form of the 'eucharist' was the agape - which had
no necessary reference to the Last Supper; it has been
suggested earlier that this hypothesis is somewhat
tendentious.
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did mean that, why associate the invocation
sg closely with the sanctus....? He is
going through the contents of the prayer
for the benefit of those who have just
attended the Eucharist fnr the first

time in their lives, for whom such skipping
about would be guite unnecessarily
cunfusing.'(1)
The importance of this discussion for our purposes rests

on the guestion as to whether the Myst. Cat. represents

a commentary on tﬁe whole of the eucharistic prayer as

knoun to Cyril or only on selected pnrtiuns. If the

former there were some surprisingly imnovatory ideas in
C.4th Jerﬁsalem! If the latter then gfeat care is

needed to avoid drawing rash conclusions about Cyril's
theology.

At the end of this section on Byril we shall be
trying to give some account for such. innovations/variations
as are present in the C.4th Jerusalem rite. It will be
suggested that such changés are caused by a new interest
in the concrete historicity of the Christ-event, as
opposed to the earlier eschatolofiical approach to redemption.
If this be correct then on the whole. it seems better to
agree with Frere and Srawley rather than Dix. Because
Cyril has dealt with the Institution Narrative in Myst.

Cat. &4 he does not feel the need to repeat himself. We
may assume the presence of the Institution Narrative in

the Jerusalem rite - and hence some element of anamnesis.

Institution Narrative or no, the rite now moved
into the Epiclesis which McKenna calls:

‘one of the most ancient and most complete

witnesses to a so-called 'consecratory' Spirit

 (2)

epiclesis in the strict sense.

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.198 :
(2) McKenna, Eucharist and Holy Spirit, p.5&
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There can be little doubt that Cyril understands the
Epiclesis as being a prayer for the consecration of
the bread and wine by the descent of the Holy Spirit.

Several passages refer to a 'change' in the
elements by the action of the Holy Spirit:

'For as the Bread and the Wine of the

Eucharist before the invocation of

the Adorable Trinity was simply hread

and wine, while after the invocation

the Bread becomes (ywveTel ) the Body

of Christ, and the Wine the Blood of

Christ....!' _ - Myst.Cat. 1.7

'"For as the Bread of the Euchafist, after

the invocation of the Holy Ghost, is mere

bread no longer, but the Body of Christ...!

‘ - Myst.Cat. 3.3

'For whatsoever the Holy Ghost has touched,

is sanctified and changed (/Aefﬂﬁegxqrxc ).t

- Myst.Cat. 5.7

From the NV period the Eucharist has always been
regarded as a vehicle of the Holy Spirit. St. Paul
speaks of ﬁveV/-WT““"V ,‘?U/M. Is Cyril suggesting
anything radically different or new here? Cross writes:

'Earlier theology had tended to think

of the eucharistic action as primarily

the work of Christ; Cyril conceives

it rather as the work of the whole

Godhead, in which the part played by

the Incarpate Christ is passive.'(q)
Certainly earlier writers see the Eucharist as being
pfimarily the action of Christ the High Priest, who,
with his body the Church, pleads the virtue of the
finished sacrifice of Calvary on the eternmal and heavenly
altar. It would appear that Cyril is subtly altering
this to a concept of Christ the Divine Victim being

offered by the Church through the Holy Spirit. Dix

(1) Cross, op.cit., p.xxxiii
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notes thatialthuugh Cyril was well acquainted with the
concept of Christ as High Priest (Myst.Cat. 1.4; 10.4,16;
©11.1) he never applies this concept to the Eucharist. He
writes:

'from end to end of Cyril's account of

liturgy and throughout his eucharistic

teaching, Christ plays only a passive

paft in the Eucharist.'(q)
If this is correct then certainly Cyril is witness to a
major shift in eucharistic doctrine and Dﬁe which seems
substantially out of accord with the NT. wainwright(z)
however points out that it is bad theology to play off
one person of the Trinity against another. Myst.Cat.1.7
shows that Cyril regarded the consecratory change in the
eucharistic. elements as being the work of the 'adorable
Trinity} - and in the context of the work of the Divire
Redemptiun,:nf which the Eucharist makes anamnesis, then
this is surely perfectly correct, in as much that the
mprk of Redémptinn is performed by the whole Trinity.
In this sense Cyril is not so very far, in intention at
least, from the teaching of the Apostle Paul. 0On the
other hand,:and in contrast to the earlier concepts,
Cyril sees thrist as adopting an almast passive role in
the Eucharist (and in the work of redemption?).  This
probably reflects his increased emphasis on historical
*re—enactmeﬁt’ and his consequential shift away from
eschatology. Cyril sees the Holy Spirit as being the
pfimary5§vyu50perating_in the Eucharist so that the

bread and wine may 'become' the dey‘and blood of Christ.

We have already noticed when looking at the guestion
of the Institution Narrative, that it is dangerous to
argue from silence where Cyril is concerned. Nevertheless,
" he makes no mention aof a 'bummunion-epiclesis’,.Such as is

- present in the Roman and Syro-Byzantine.rites. In other

&), Dix,'up.cit., p.278
(2) Wainwright, op.cit., p.%6

i
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words, whereas these latter rites include prayers
that the communicants (as well as the elements) be
filled with the Holy Spirit, Cyril only refers to a
prayer that the Holy Spirit may descend upon the
elements alone. It is for this reason that Helly(1)
calls Eyril 'the pioneer of the conversion doctrine’'.
Earlier writers and liturgies struggle by use of
- this double epiclesis to stress that in the Eucharist
both elements and people are caught up eschatologically
through the power of the Spirit into the presence of
Christ, with whom, on whom, and by whom the Ehufch is
fed. _ ' R

But is this not precisely what Cyril himself
teaches?

'Therefore with fullest assurance let us

partake as of the Body and Blood of

Christ: for in the figure of Bread is

given to thee His Body, and in the

figure of Wine His Blood; that thou

by partaking of the Body amd Blood of

Christ mightest be made of the same body

and the séme blood with Him. For thus

we come to bear Christ in us (OﬁTw‘]ﬁp.

i Rpurroﬁe/m \ya.vO}Lc«9v~ ).! -Myst.Cat. 4.3
The term Kf“”vﬁ?ﬁ would seem to suggest that through the
Eucharist we are present in. Christ and Christ in us.
But in fact this is not guite what the NT and the early
fathers are saying. The term prrogfefos must to some
extent suggest the passivity of Christ - and. it seems to
" be here that that criticism is justified rather than in
Dix's criticism aof the epiclesis. The passivity of Christ
which we notice in Cyril's teaching on the Eucharist lies
not in his attempt to explain how bread and wine can
become body and blood ( i.e. the action of the Holy Spirit

in the epiclesis) but in passages which suggest that the

(1) FKelly, op.cit., p.b&41
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Eucharist is more the action of the Church than of
Christ. True there are passages.which speak of Christ
at work in the Eucharist:

'He once turned water into wine in Cana

of Galilee at His own will, and is it

incredible that He should have turned

wine into blood?' - - Myst.Cat. 4.2
But this contrasts with a passage such as the fiollowing
which suggests that Cyril has moved some way from the
concept of the eschatological Eucharist at which the
president is Christ Our High Priest:

'in the same way we offer up Christ,

sacrificed for ocur sins'.- Myst.Cat. 5.10

'it will be a very great advantage to the
souls, for whom the supplimafiun is put up,
while that Holy and Most Aweful sacrifice
is presented.' - Myst.Cat. 5.9

'Holy are the gifts presented since they
have been visited by the Holy Ghost: holy
are you also, having been vouchsafed the
Holy Ghost; the holy things therefore
correspond to the holy persons.’

- Myst.Cat. 5.19

It seems hard to escape the conclusion that Cyril
does present-a view of the Eucharist subtly different from
earlier writers. No doubt this is partly a guestion of
semantics, but it is nonetheless a real difference. One
of the most important differences is Cyril's concept of
the epoclesis as being a prayer for the change of the

‘elements into the body and blood of Christ.

2) The objective reality of Christ's Eucharistic Presence.

Cyril's stress on the objective reality in the
Eucharist arises from his understanding of the epiclesis.

It is true that he can write of the bread and wine as
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being 'figures' (svwec) of Christ's body and blood
(Myst.Cat. 4.3). Such figurative language is present
in earlier writers, and suggests that they were seeking
to explain how the eucharistic elements can, at one and
the same time, be both bread and wine and body and blood.
Some of these earlier writers seem to seek an answer in
a 'dynamic eschatological' understanding of the Eucharist.
Cyril however finds an answer in the epiclesis. Through
the epiclesis invocation the bread and wine are changed
by the action of the Holy Spirit. It would seem that
his use of 'figure' merély takes cognisance of the outward
appearance of the elements after the epiclesis. They
seem to remain bread and wine. But Cyril specifically
denies that this is in fact the case:

'Contemplate therefore the Bread and Wine

not as bare elements, for they are,

according to the Lord's declaration,

Body and Blood of Christ; for though

sense suggests this to thee, let faith

stablish thee. Judge not the matter

from taste, but from faith be fully

assured without misgiving, that thou

hast been vouchsafed the Body and Blood

of Christ.' - Myst.Cat. 4.6

'....being €ully persuaded that what seems
bread is not bread, though bread by taste,
but the Body of Christ; and that what
seems wine is not wine, though the taste
will have it so, but the Blood of Christ.'
- Myst.Cat. 4.9
At the same time Cyril can write so as to suggest a
'symbolic' understanding:
'Trust not the decision to thy bodily
palate; no but to faith unfaltering;
for when we taste we are bidden to taste,
not bread and wine, ‘but the sign (wrcvaoy )

of the Body and Blood of Christ.'
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On this Wiles writes that Cyril is enly making more
explicit the earlier realistic language of previous
writers; There is no guestion that earlier writers
did teach that the elements were the Body and Blood
of Christ; but they alsc stated that they were
'Types', 'figures' or 'symbols' of the presence of
Christ. - The point is that the earlier writers were
struggling, however inadequately, to hold together
both symbolism-and reality. It is only when this
attempt is made that the Eucharist can be seen as the
Heavenly Banquet, the eschatological meal in which we
feed both with and on Christ. Cyril would seem to
have lost out an one side of the equation. Stone
notes:

'It may fairly be said that the tendency

(i.e. of Cyril) is to make the continued

existence of the elements of but little
‘impurtance.'(1)
As has been noted, it is true that be uses, in some
_ passages, the language of 'typology'. As well as the
passage guoted above, Cyril uses TwE0g of Joshua as being
the type of Christ (Cat. 13.19) and of Christian baptism
as being for us the 'type' of the Lord's passion (Myst.
Cat. 2.4). But taken together these passages seem to
sﬁggest that Cyril uses 'tvwog ' to mean 'mystic
equivalent' i.e. all external reality is as good as
ignured‘of removed. The real and true way of under-
standing the figure of Joshua, for example, is, so far
as Cyril is concerned, to regard Joshua, not as an
historical figure who also foreshadowed the person of
Christ, but as a mere cipher, as 'Christ in disguise'
with no independent historical reality. The same may

be said, mutatis mutandis, of his understanding of the

pfesence of Christ in the eucharistic elements. No doubt

(1) Stone, op.cit., p.102
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Cyril uses terms such as 'Tvmeg ', partly because of
their traditional usage and partly because he is aware
of the apparent reality'of the bread and wine remaining
in the consecrated elements. But he does seem to go
out of his way to make the point.that the bread and
wine are but appearance and that the reality is ognly
the body and blood of Christ. UWiles is right to
suggest that Cyril's new language 'is intended to give
greater precision to the earlier language, not to

(N

correct it' but Cyril's greater precision.is applied
not to the language of symbolism, which in his scheme
nearly falls out of the picture, but to the language of
realism, which is brought (one-sidedly) to the fore.
The stress on the change of the elements wrought by the
epiclesis brings abouf a change of berspective that
stresses a greater 'objectivism'. The weight of OT
and NT imagery would seém to fall on the transcendence
of God Who feeds his people; we 'eat before the Lord'.
At the Last Supper Christ was clearly the hostsz)but

in Cyril's view, despite his desire for historical
objectivity, this falls into the background, and, just
possibly, a move begins towards the ‘perils of localizatinn(Z)
in which the celebratiun'of the Eucharist and in particular
the Epiclesis prayer smacks somewhat of a guasi-magical

'‘manipulation' of Christ who is seen as the passive victim.

As a consequence of his one-sided stress, Cyril
gives the first evidence of the Sacrament itself being
regarded with awe:

‘ }Appruaching, therefore, come not with thy
wrists extended, or thyAFingers open; but
 make thy left hand as if a throne for thy

right which is on the eve of receiving the

King.' - Myst.Cat. 5.21
Christ is no longer pictured as the prevenient Host, present

throughout the Eucharist in Word and Action. Rather He is

(1) \UWiles,. Christian Fathers, p.126f.
(2) v. Wainwright, op.cit., p.107f.
(3) Gore, op.cit., p.93
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presented as the heavenly food and that alone. Cyril
reminds. the new communicants that they must be most
careful not to lose a crumb of the bread:
| 'for what thou losest is a loss to thee
as it were from one of thinme own members.'
' - Myst.Cat. 5.21

Such a development of the 'awefulness' of the Sacrament
was linked to the C.&4th. development of the disciplina
arcani. These developments were, in origin and intentian,
at least partly praiseworthy. It was intended to ensure
that the sacraments were rightly and reverently regarded
as the means of receiving God's grace as part of Christ's
continuing work of redemption. On the other hand it is
also possible that the development of the disciplina
arcani and the parallel development of regarding the
elements of the Eucharist with 'awe' may have been developed
for rather more base motives: namely, to arouse the
curiosity of the catechumens and also to imitate the pagan

(N

mystery religions - thus pandering to a recurring desire
for an emotional and esoteric religion which can be almost
the exact antipathy of the free grace given by God in
Christ. As Gore points DUtEZ) the monophysite tendency

to absorb the human in the divine, so successfully rejected
in the area of the Christological controversies, was
allowed to prevail in the area of the doctrine of the
sacramental presence and hence, eventually, to lead to

the Tridentine definition of Transubstantiation.

3) The Eucharistic Sacrifice

'In the same way we, when we offer to Him
pur supplications for those who have fallen
asleep, though they be sinners, weave no
crown, but offer up Christ, sacrificed for
our sins, propitiating our merciful God
both for them and for ourselves.'

- Myst.Cat. 5.10

(1) Study of Liturgy, p.109
(2) TGore, ibid., p.T13f.
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'Then, after the spiritual sacrifice is

perfected, the Bloodless Service upon

that Sacrifice of Propitiation, we

entreat God for the common peace of

the Church.... and in a word, for all

who stand in need of succour we all

supplicate and offer this Sacrifice.’

i - Myst.Cat. 5.8

'...believing that it will be a very

‘great advantage to the souls, for whom

the supplication is put up, while that

Hoiy and most Aweful Sacrifice is

presented.’' - Myst.Cat. 5.9
These passagés draw attention to two related concepts:
the special efficacy of prayer in the presence of the
consecrated elements, and the view of the Eucharist as
a sacrifice by which we 'prnpitiate"(CjAeovﬂﬁvoc)
God.

The doctrine of the Eucharist sacrifice is not new.
As has been said, the renewed emphasis on sacrifice was
brought about by the development of the offertory.
Cyprian speaks of offering the body and blood of Christ.
"In this area Cyril is not an innovator. However he
does seem to lay a greater emphasis than éarlier writers
on the sacrificial aspect of the Eucharist - and
especially on the value of intercession in the presence
of the sacrament as being especially efficacious. In
this respect Cyril does seem to give at least a new
emphasis to the doctrine. Gone is any idea of a spiritual
foeriﬁg of the fruits of creation, gone (or very much
underplayed) is the eschatological presence of Christ the
Host. = Rather we veer towards a localized presence of
Christ in the Eucharist through whom we pray.

Thé lack of the Institution Narrative in Myst.
Cat. 5, makes it impossible to know whether Cyril links

his doctrine of the Sacrifice of the Eucharist more to
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the Last Supper or to Ealvary$1)th0ugh the use of the
word 'unbloody' does suggest that Cyril sees the Eucharist
as being in some way a (mystical) repetition of Calvary.
In Myst.Cat. 4 however, Cyril makes no reference to
Calvary but to the Last Supper. The guestion must remain

open.

4) Does Cyril underplay Eschatology?

There is no need to repeat the evidence but only
to summarize:
i) Cyril does not primarily see Christ as the High
Priest or the active Host, but as the propitiatory
Victim on whom we are fed.
ii) Cyril would appear to replace what we may call a
dynamic eschétological approach to Christ's presence in
the Eucharist, by an explanation of 'change' (brought
about by the action of the Holy Spirit in the epiclesis),
iii) Christ is seen as the presence in the consecrated
elements - to the virtual exclusion of the material elements.
iv) Cyril sees the Eucharist as a sacrifice (possibly in
repetition of Calvary?) which the Church offers to God.
It is no longer primarily the action of Christ. It
seems no longer to be the eschatological movement in
which we receive, by faith, though objectively, the redemption
eternally won for us by Christ on the Cross. There are
some remnants of eschatological thought in Cyril's teaching:

'And so having it unveiled by a pure

conscience, mayest thou behold as in a

glass the glory of the Lord, and proceed

from glory to glory in Christ Jesus Our

Lord.' ) - Myst.Cat. 4.9
This is however a partial counter-balance only to an
Dveruhélming stress on the Eucharist as being an action
of the Church in time, rather than being an eternal

action of Christ breaking into time.

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.203
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50 we return to the original guestion: can
some account be given for the developments of
eucharistic doctrine represented in the Mystagogical
Catecheses”? I believe that such an answer can be
given and that it can go a long way towards explaining
the (unfortunate) inevitability of such a development.

The Church of the C.&4th was faced by several new
factors: -

(i) the struggle against Arianism

(ii) the pressure of numbers caused by the
decision of Constantine to adopt Christianity as the
state religion. Doubtless many of the 'converts'
were at best half-hearted! '

(iii) consequent on Constantine's conversion
came- the major shift from doing the liturgy semi-
secretly in private house-churches into the splendour
of the large public basilicas. Ceremonial necessarily
became more elaborate and triumphalist in tone -
particularly in the East.

(iv) Thanks possibly to Eusebius there was a
tremendous upsurge of devotion to the holy places,
particularly in Palestine, and pilgrimages such as
Etheria's became relatively common. In tuen this led
to the development of the Christian Liturgical Year
with its emphasis on the 'historical re-enactment' of
the life of Christ.

ihat were the effects of all this on the
eucharistic doctrine of the period?

(g) a stress on the 'awefulness' of the sacrament
in an attempt to counteract (i) and (ii) and as a consequence
of (iii).

(b) a stress on the objective, rather than
eschatological, presence of Christ as a result of (iv)
- and hence a stress also on the Eucharist as being the

'historical re-enactment' of Calvary with Christ as Victim.
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It would be entirely wrong to credit (or discredit!)
Cyril with later Medieval developments of doctrine. What
it is possible to argue is that within his particular
evolution of eucharistic doctrine can be seen a serious
flaw. The stress on the liturgical re-enactment of the
‘Christ-event, and the 'monophysite' approach to the
eucharistic gift, breaks down the finely balanced relation-
ship between symbol and reality. Ultimately this is a
denial of the Incarnation and fails to allow for the gift

of present salvation.

ST. AUGUSTINE

It is almost impossible to summarise adequately

Augustine's many-faceted doctrine of the Eucharist.
Wiles writes:
'Few early authors write about the
Eucharist with the same degree of
praofundity as Augustine; few are
more difficult to tie down. With
the most convinced realists he can
say: 'That bread which you see on the
altar, sanctified by the word of God,
is Christ's body«. That cup, or rather
the tontents of that cup, sanctified by
the word of God, is Christ's blood.'
But he can also say: 'Why make ready
your teeth and your belly? believe
and you have eaten!' In the conjunction
of the two is the heart of the tradition
of the Fathers.'(1)
Kelly also points out how hard it is to tie Augustine
down to a one-sided view:
'His thought about the eucharist,
unsystematic and many-sided as it is,

is tantalizingly difficult to assess.

(1) M. Wiles, The Christian Fathers, p.129
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Some, like F. Loofs, have classified him as
the exponent of a purely symbolical doctrine;
while A. Harnack siezed upon the Christian's
incorporation into Christ's mystical body,
the Church, as the core of his sacramental
teaching. Others have attributed
receptionist views to him. There are
certainly passages in his writings which
give a superficial justification to all
these interpretations, but a balanced
verdict mﬁst agree that he accepted the
current :ealism.'(1)
No doubt Augustine did accept the current realism but we
must ask: which one? Does he take the line of development
which we have found in Cyril of Jerusalem, moving towards
the concept of anamnesis as 'historical re-enactment' and
thus resulting in a 'realism' that (as it were by accident)
leads to a monophysite view of the sacrament? Or does
Augustine look back to the earlier mainstream tradition
which, while in no way seeking to avoid realism, indeed
stressing the realism, at the same time holds that a true
and deep understanding of the Eucharist must involve both
symbol and reality. As Wiles says 'In the canjunction
of the two is the heart of the tradition of the Fathers.'
I shail argue that Augustine does indeed represent this
mainstream tradition - but also that he develops it,

giving it a new precision.

Augustine was a member of the Western Church in
which, as Wiles reminds us,(z) development of eucharistic
doctrine marched at a slower, more conservative and less
spectacular pace than in the East. It has until recently

(I understand there is now renewed speculation on the point)

(1) J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrine, p.446
(2) Uiles, op.cit., p.126, 131.
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been held that Augustine knew little Greek and was
therefore relatively ignorant of Eastern doctrinal
development. This may be so. Or it may be that he
sgught to adopt a via media between East and lWest, as
it were interpreting each to the other. In either
case 1t may well be best first to give a brief résumé
of the eucharistic doctrine of Ambrose, who had so
great an influence on Augustine, and who most certainly

knew a great deal of the Eastern Fathers' teaching.

AMBROSE

Ambrose's De Mysteriis shows a highly developed

doctrine concerning the conversion of the elements into
the body and blood of Christ:

'Perhaps you will say, 'My bread is common

(bread). But that bread is bread before

the words of the sacrament; when conse-

cration had been applied, from (being)

bread it becomes the flesh of Christ.

And by what words and whose sayings does

consecration take place? The Lord Jesus's.

For all the other things which are said

in the earlier parts (of the service)

(are said) by the Bishop (sacerdos):

praise is offered to God, prayer is made

for the people, for beings, for others;

when the time comes for the venerated

sacrament to be accomplished, the Bishop

no longer uses his own words, but uses

the words of Christ. So the word of

Christ accomplishes this sacrament.'

De Sac. h.1&(1)

A stress on reality indeed! But there is something else
quite as importart: Ambrose's stress on the Word of Christ
as effecting the sacrament. Ambrose clearly sees the Lord

Jesus as Host at the Eucharistic Banguet - and so takes us

(1) Peer, p.98
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straight back to the eschatological approach found in the
NT. Thus, when Ambrose is sriticised for being 'innovative'(1)
it is at best a half-truth. Ambrose clearly holds that
the Risen Christ is the true 'celebrant' of the Eucharist -
and thus in the final analysis the eucharistic elements of
bread and wine must be symbolic of the Risen Christ who is
both Host and food. This is in line with the evolution of
thought we havé traced from the NT. It is in this context
that we should read the words:

'Before it is consecrated it is bread;

buf when the words of Christ are added,

it is the body of Christ. Then hear the

words: "Take and eat from this all of

you, for this is my body."' - De Sac. 4232
And again:

'Before the blessing of the heavenly words

another nature (species) is named; after

the consecration the Body is denoted

(significatur).’ - De Sac. h.16(3)

Here we note particularly the continuing use of terms such

as significatur and also figura:

'Make for us this offering approved,
reasonable, acceptable, because it is
the figure (figura) of the body and
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ.'
- De Sac. 4.21
Thus in the midst of a highly developed realism we have also
a recognition of the symbolic, eschatological nature of the

Eucharist.

We may compare Ambrose's teaching at Milan in the
late 4th century with the Liturgy of St. Basil (also
prnbably.late Lth century) which is still in occasional

use by the Orthodox Churches today:

(1) MacDonald: Evangelical Dopctrine of Holy Communion, p.70
(2) PEER, p.99
(3) D. Stone, op.cit., p.81
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'And have set forth the likenesses (T avritwna )

of the holy body and blood of your Christ, we

pray and beseech you.... that your (all-)holy

spirit may come upon us and upon these gifts

set Fnrth; and bless them and sactify and

make (wv«Secfac) this bread the precious body

of our Lord and God and Saviour Jesus Ehrist.'(q)
Thus in the liturgies is found the symbolic and realistic
language, which we have come to expect, held in fruitful
reunion.

(2)

Thomson aﬁd Stawley " “sugoested that Ambrose's use

of the language of 'change' in the eucharistic elements
derives from his knowledge of the Greek Fathers, and
especially of Cyril of Jerusalem and Gregory of Nyssa,
though Ambrose does not perhaps quite follow Cyril's
thought in that Cyril places the stress of the consecration

(3)

prayer on the epiclesis. Augustine may also show
parallels with Cyril and Gregory in his catechetical

lectures.

Ambrose, and, as we shall see, Augustine, both
develop and deepen the concept of the sacrifice of the
Eucharist. :For both, Christ is the Christian sacrifice.
In the Eucharist, anamnesis of Calvary is made - and the
fruits of Christ's sacrifice are received. Ambrose sees
the work of the Christian priest as being to offer sacrifice
for the people. He links the concept of sacrifice not only
to the death and passion of Christ but also to the
resurrection and ascension:

'"Now has the shadow of night and of Jewish

darkness passed by, the day of the Church

(1) Peer, p.87.

(2) Thomson and Stawley® St. Ambrose on the Mysteries -
translations of Christian Literature Series III, SPCK 1919,
Pexxxiv.

(3) Thus Ambrose writes 'nmaturam convertere' and 'naturas
mutare! which may be compared with Gregory's phraseclogy:

/LETMO'YOLKCWOUNS TWV q{uw%e« wv *rv’v ¢Vrnf
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has come. Now we see what is good by means of
symbol and we hold fast the good which is in
the symbol. lWe have seen the High Priest
coming to us; we have seen and heard Him
offering His own blood for us: we priests, as
we are able, follow, that we may sacrifice for
the people, though weak in our deserts yet
honourable in our sacrifice, because although
Christ is not now seen to offer, yet He Himself
is shown to offer among us, since His word
consecrates the sacrifice which is of fered,
and He Himself indeed stands as an advocate
for us with the Father; but now we see Him
not; then we shall see, when the symbol has
passed away and the reality has come.'

- De 5ac. 3.4

This is not precisely the same language as the New Testament.

N

It is an evolution of doctrine. But it surely remains in
line with the New Testament doctrine? The true Host ag the
Messianic Bangquet, foreshadowed by the Eucharist, is the
Christ who offered Himself once for all on Calvary and who
eternally now ﬁffers himself to his Church as we make the
anamnesis of his saving work. Thus even near the close of
the first four centuries, we find that same line of 'symbol

and reality' which we first found in St. Paul.

THE DOCTRINE OF AUGUSTINE

(i) The Christian Sacrifice

Augustine sees the true Christian sacrifice as being
the 'self' offered to God through union with the sacrifice
of Christ. In 'DeCivitote Dei' he comments on Ps. 51. 18f:

'Observe how he says that God does not want

sacrifice, and how, in the same place, he

shows that God does desire sacrifice... he

desires the sacrifice of a broken heart...

thus the true sacrifice is offered in every

act which is designed to invite us to Ged

in a holy fellowship.... This being so, it

(1) D. Store, op.cit., p.119
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immediately follows that the whole redeemed
community, that is to say, the congregation
and fellowship of the saints is offered to
God as a universal sacrifice through the
great Priest who offered himself in his
suffering for us - so that we might be the
body of so great a head - 'under' the form
of a servant. For it was this form he
offered, and in this form he was offered,
because it is under this form that he is
the Mediator, in this form he is the Priest,
in this form he is the Sacrifice.’

- C.D. X. 586

Thus Augustine says to his catechumens:

QD)

'You are on the table, you are in the

chalice.' - C.D. X. 6 5erm.229
and also:

'If you have received well, you are that

which you receive.' - Serm. 227
Hicks writes:

'Augustine is in effect summarising what is

to be found throughout the earlier literature.

But nowhere is there a more complete view of

what sacrifice means as applied to our Lord's

work, or of what sharing in Christ's

sacrifice means to Christians. The action

of the sacrifice does not stop with this

Beath. = It is heavenly as well as earthly.

It is only consummated in communion; and

alike in offering and communion it gives

direction, purpose and meaning to the whole

of human life; it is profoundly ethical.'(Z)
For example, in relating the death of Monica in the

Confessions (ix. 13), Augustine speaks of the Eucharist

(1) City of God, ed. D. Knowles p.380
(2) F.C.N. Hicks, The Fulness of Sacrifice, p.284
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as the means of appropriating the salvation won for us
by Christ on Calvary:

'All she wanted was that we should remember

her at your altar, where she had been your

servant day after day without fail. For

she knew that at your altar we receive the

holy Victim, who cancelled the decree made

to our prejudice, and in whom we have

triumphed aover the ememy.... By strong

ties of faith your handmaid had bound her

soul to this sacrament of our redemption.'

The reference to 'faith' here may link us to
Augustine's conviction that faith is a necessity when
discerning the res sacramenti. We shall examine this
a little further in (iii).

Augustine sets out his thought on Christian sacrifice

in some detail in Book X of De Gvikate Dei, part of which has
already been cited. It is necessary to look at the
relevant passages.a little more fully. The Christian
sacrifice is primarily the personal, ethical sacrifice
of the Christian:

'Wwhen we 1ift wp our hearts to him, our

heart is his altar. e propitiate him

by our priest, his only-begotten Son.

We sacrifice blood-stained victims to

him when we fight for truth 'as far as

the shedding of blood'. We burn the

suweetest incense for him when we are in

his sight on fire with devout and holy

love...lWe offer him, on the altar of the

heart, the sacrifice of humility énd

praise, and the flame on the altar is

the burning fire of charity.'

- c.o. x.3(V

(1) ed. D. Knouwles, op.cit., p.119
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Thus Christian sacrifice is a symbol of what God requires
of us, a symbol which finds its typology in the OT culture
and symbolises the love we should have for God and our
neighbour.

'If in times gone by our ancestors offered

other sacrifices to God, in the shape of

animal victims (sacrifices which the people

of God now read about but do not perform)

we are to understand that the significance

of thDSE.aCtS was precisely the same as

that of those performed amongst us - the

intention of which is that we may cleave

to God and seek the good of our neighbour

for the same end. Thus the visible

sacrifice is the sacrament, the sacred

sign, of the invisible sacrifice.’

- 0.0, x.5¢

But Christian sacrifice - the eucharistic sacrifice - is
not a matter of any subjective emotionalism. It is an
objective fact - for we link our sacrifices (such as they
are) to the ome and only sacrifice that is any true
sacrifice, namely the real sacrifice of Christ our High
Priest:

'e...the whole redeemed community ... is

offered to God as a universal sacrifice

through the great Priest who offered

himself in his suffering for us....'

- C.D. X.6.

'"This is the sacrifice which the Church

(2)

continually celebrates in the sacrament
of the altar, a sacrament well-known to
the faithful where it is shown to the
Church that she herself is offered in
the offering which she presents to God.'

- C.D. X.6.

(1) ibid. p.377
(2) ibid. p.380
(3) 1ibid.
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Thus when the Body of Christ (the Church) makes anamnesis
of the sacrifice of Christ, it is Christ himself who in
reality is both Priest and Sacrifice:

'...the true Mediator....receives the

sacrifice "in the form of God" in union

with the Father, with whom he is one

God. And yet "in the form of the servant"

he preferred to be himself the sacrifice

than to receive it... Thus he is both the

Priest himself making the offering, and

the oblation. This is the reality, and

he intended the daily sacrifice of the

Church to be the sacramental symbol of

this; for the Church, being the body of

which he is the head, learns to offer

itself through him.' - C.D. X.ZD(1)

(ii) Christian unity in the Eucharist

Augustine's second major eucharistic doctrine is
that of the Eucharist as 'the sacrament of unity'.
Brilioth suggests that 'the idea of unity is more
praminent in Augustine than in any other of the Fathers'.(z)
Examples have already been given such as Sermon 227 and
~C.D. X.20. In Sermon 272 Augustine writes:
'If you then are the body and members of
Christ, your mystery is laid on the Table
of the Lord, your mystery you receive.
To that which you are you answer Amen and
in answering you assent.'(B)
The Sermon then goes on to speak of unity: the
many grains forming one loaf, and the many grapes making
one wine. We are reminded of the prayer for unity in
the Didache .and Paul's thought in 1 Corinthians.
Augistine gives usamajor discussion on eucharistic

unity in D% Guilete Dei, xxi, 25, where he argues that only

(1) ibid. p.400
(2) VY. Brilioth, op.cit., p.33
(3) Cited D. Stone, op.cit., p.94



- 215 -

those who are already in the Catholic unity can receive
the benefit of salvation through the sacraments:

'...he who is in the unity of Christ's

Body, that is the structure composed of

Christians who are members of Christ,

whose body the faithful habitually take

when they communicate at the altar -

such a man may be said in truth to eat

the body of Christ and to drink Christ's

blood. It follows that heretics and

schismatics, being separated from the

unity of this Body, are able to take the

same sacrament; but it is not for their

profit.... For it is obvious that they

are not in that 'bond of peace' which is
expressed in the sacrament.'(q)

But Augustine will allow no ex opere operato view

of the Eucharist and its benefits:
'...those people who continue to the end
of their lives in the fellowship of the
Catholic Church have no reason to feel
secure, if their moral behaviour is
disreputable and deserving of condemnation
««..1hose people cannot be said to eat
Christ's body, since they are not to be
reckoned among the members of Christ....
And he shows what it is to eat Christ's
body and %o drink his blood not just in
the outward sacrament but in reality; it
is to live in Christ so that Christ lives
in the believer.'(z)

Thus eucharistic unity and eucharistic sacrifice

are linked by the ethical imperative.

Augustine sees the Eucharist both as expressive of

(1) ed. D. Knouwles, op.cit., p.1008
(2) ibid. p.1009f.
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Catholic unity and also creative of that unity. This
is a development on say the Didache or Ignatius who see
the Eucharist as expressive of unity. This seems to
be in line with Augustine's distinction between symbol

(sacramentum) and reality (res sacramenti). The Eucharist

is symbolic of the unity between Christians in Christ
through faith and baptism; but it is also the means of
sharing in the salvation won by Christ and thus creative
of unity. In Sermon 57 Augustine says:

'For its effect....is unity, that having

been made his body and having been made

members of him, we may be what we

receive.' - Serm. 57.7
The concept of the creative unity of the Eucharist may in
fact be traced back to Paul:

'For as the body is one, and hath many

members, and all the members of the body,

being many, are one body; so also is

Christ. For in one Spirit we were all

baptized into one body.... and were all

made to drink of one Spirit.'

- 1 cor. 1272

It must be remembered that in 1 Cor. 1212F Paul is
most probably referring most directly to baptism. Augustine
however understands this passage with reference to the
Eucharist and thus we may say that he sees the Eucharist
both as signifying an already existing unity and as

causative of a new and deeper unity.

(iii) Res sacramenti

Augustine's third contribution to Bucharistic doctrine
is to draw the distinction between the visible elements of

the sacrament and the invisible res sacramenti (or thing

signified). In this he follows the traditional western

stance as exemplified by Tertullian, Cyprian and others.
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But Augustine's contribution was not only to continue the
interpretation of the Eucharist in terms of symbol and
reality, but alse to give it a further and helpful
precision. By so doing he was able to hold in check the
evolution of doctrine in terms of 'historical re-enactment'
which we have seen in a Father such as Cyril of Jerusalem.
Gore suggests that Augustine's influence in this lasted
in the west until the 9th century.(1)
We may again cite from Sermon 272:
'That which you see is bread and the cup,
which even your eyes declare to you; but
as to that in which your faith demands
instruction: the bread is the body of
Christ, the cup is the blood of Christ...
How is the bread His body? How i1s the
cup, or that which the cup contains, His
blood? Brethren, these things are called
sacraments for this reason: that in them
one thing is seen, another thing is under-
stood. This which is seen has bodily
appearance; that which is understood has

(2)

spiritual fruit.'

Concerning Augustine's division of the Eucharist into

the sacramentum (visible sign) and the res sacramenti

(signified reality) resulting in the virtus sacramenti (the

effect of sacramental grace in the life of the believer),
Wand writes:

'Tt is sometimes said that Augustine took an

entirely subjective view of this method of

the sacrament's working, holding that it is

merely an oputward signal of God's action upon

the soul. But this will not bear investigation.

To his mind the subjective effect was dependent

upon an objective gift.... For the (virtus

(1) Gore, Body aof Christ, p.115
(2) cited, D. Stone, op.cit., p.9%
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sacramenti) to be successfully appropriated,

(D

faith is necessary.

Broadly in line with Wand's comment, I would wish to
suggest that Augustine's real contribution was not any
'subjectivism' but a definition of terminology evolving
from the thought which we have traced from the NT. The
Eucharist is a symbol of the objective reality of salvation.
To percieve this reality, present eschatologically in the
sacrament, demands faith; but this in no way affects the
objectivity of the gift. Augustine writes:

"It was none the less the body of the Lord

and the blood of the Lord even to those to

whom the apostle said, He that eateth

unworthily eateth and drinketh judgement

to himself.' - de Bapt. c. Donat v.9(2)
Far from being subjective ARugustine's division of the sacrament

into sacramentum and res maintains the very objectivity which

we have seen Cyril seeking to maintain by his stress on
'historical re-enactment'. Whereas Cyril's attempt, noble
as it is, ultimately founders on the rock of monophysitism,
Augustine maintains the objectivity of the sacrament by - -7
stressing both the continuing reality of the symbol and (as
perceived by faith) the greater reality of the gift of
salvatiun.z

Thus on St. John's Gospel Augustine writes:

'We today receive visible food; but the

-~ sacrament is one thing, the virtue of °

the sacrament is another. How many there

are who receive from the altar and die,

who die through receiving.'
And again on PSQSéQS— 'Fall down before his footstopl' -
Augustine writes:

‘Christ "took earth from earth because

flesh is of earth and from the flesh of

Mary He received flesh. And because He

(1) Uwand, History of the Early Church, p.228f.
(2) rcited Gore, op.cit., p.147
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lived here in the flesh itself, and gave
the flesh itself for us to eat for our
salvation, and because no one eats that
flesh without Fifst adoring a way has
been found in which such a footstool of
the Lord may be adored and in which we
not only de not sin if we adore, but
should sin if we did not adore.'
- Ps. 98 Ennarr9 )
Fascinatingly we may compare Ambrose on the same passage:
'And so by 'footstool' is understood
earth, but by earth the flesh of Christ
which to this day we adore in the
mysteries which the Apostles...adored
in the Lord Jesus. For Christ is not
divided, but is one; and when He is
adored as the Son of God it is not
denied that He was born of the Virgin.'’
- De Spir.Sanc. 3.76ff

Thus Ambrose and Augustine both see the Eucharist as

(2)

the divinely appointed means whereby we receive the
benefits of the salvation won for us in Christ; and they
draw a close analogy between Incarmation and Eucharist.
Both are united in viewing the Eucharist as a Banguet (of
unity) celebrated by the whole Church with Christ as Head;
a Banguet in which we look forward with eager anticipation
to the heavenly consummation which is foreshadowed in the
eschatological Eucharist. Both are united in stressing
that the Eucharist is the real symbol of a divine reality.

In his biography on Augustine (ch.10) Peter Brown
comments, perhaps somewhat unfavourably, on Augustine's
deeply rooted allegorical method:

'"The idea of allegory has come to sum up a

sérious attitude to the limitations of the

(1) cited Stone op.cit., p.9&4
(2) ibid. p.108



- 220 -

human mind, and to the nature of the relation-
ship between the philosopher and the objects
of his thought. This was a distinctive
relationship. The religious philosopher
explored a spiritual world that was of its
veryvnature 'ever more marvellous, ever

more inaccessible.'....the mind must move
from hint to hint, each discovery opening

up yet further depths. The worst enemies

of such inquiry, of course, were super-
ficiality, the dead-weight of common-sense,
....No one could accuse Augustine of wanting

N

to be superficial.’

So at the end of this brief examination of the
eucharistic doctrine of some of the more important of
the Fathers we seem to have two divergent approaches -
both reached by 'legitimate' evolution from the most
primitive period. One type, the 'realist-~historical',
is represented by Cyril of Jerusalem with his stress on
'historical-re-enactment'. In broad terms it was this
type which was eventually to hold the field. The other
type, the 'symbol and reality' approach, is represented
by Augustine. This approach to the Eucharist in terms
of symbol and reality can be traced back directly to the
New Testament - although it was destined to fall out of
favour for much of the Middle Ages.

Augustine himself never lost sight of the objective
reality of the eucharistic gift:

'That bread which you see on the altar,

consecrated by the word of God, is the

Body of Christ. That chalice, or

rather what the chalice holds, consecrated

by the word of God, is the Blood of Christ.'

| - Serm.227

(1) P. Brown, Augustine, p.260f.
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But at the same time Augustine can present us with a most
exciting passage in which he sets out the concept of the
eucharistic symbol and reality in terms of eschatology

and the anamnesis of the Heilsegsschichte. We are forcibly
reminded of St. John:

'The flesh and blood of this sacrifice

before Christ's coming was promised in
victims that were types (i.e. OT sacrifices):
in the passion of Christ it was rendered up
in very reality: since Christ's ascension
it is celebrated in the sacrament of

memarial.' - c. Faust xx.21
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE EUCHARIST AS SHOWN BY THE LITURGIES

We turn now to examine in a little more detail the
Eucharistic understanding of the early Church as revealed
by the Liturgy, both in word and action.
| The early Christian Eucharist grew ocut of Judaism.
Its roots lie in the worship and sacrificial understanding
of the OT Qahal and the later Jewish synagogue. Therefore
we shall first say a few words about these earlier
precedents of the Eucharist, since they throw light on the
understanding of the early Church as it met together for
corporate worship in the Eucharist.
The OT Background

The heart of the OT message is God's call to Israel
to be his holy people:

'Now therefore, if ye will cbey my voice

indeed and keep my covenant, then ye shall

be a peculiar treasure unto me from among

all peoples: for all the earth is mine:

and ye shall be unto me a kingdom of priests,

and an holy nation.' - Ex. 19.5f

This call to priesthood is the essence of the covenant
between Yahweh and Israel: Yahweh has rescued his people -
therefore they are to be holy as he is holy. This is
vividly set out in Ex. 19, which sets the pattern of
liturgy. The people are called together by God's word
(v. 3ff); they are reminded of His saving work (v. &);
the promise of the covenant is made (v. 5f); the people
are called by the word of God and in thanksgiving for his
salvation to make an ethical response (vv. 10-15); and
then God himself descends on Sinai to be with his people
(vv. 16 - end).

Later in the Josianic reform we find a similar
pattern of liturgy as shown in 2 Kings 23. The people
are gathered together (v. 1f) to hear the book of the
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covenant (v. 2) and so to make an ethical response (v. 3ff).
The primary response is to God's lWord of Covenant; the
Covermant is-itself established on the historical act of
God's saving Qnrk - of which remembrance is made; in
thanksgiving the people are called to offer themselves

in ethical response.

Rumley(1)

reminds us that covenant and ethical response
were at the heart of the 0T system of sacrifice. Ultimately
the whole basis of sacrifice rested on a response to the
saving work of God - and was an ethical response to that
work :

'...the ritual was believed to be effective

only when it was the organ of the spirit.

It is true that many in Israel thought its

efficacy lay in the due performance of the

ritual act, and there were sacrifices which

encouraged such a notion. But it is also

true that the efficacy of the ritual act

was believed to depend on its being the

(2)

expression of the spirit of the offerer.’

One of the earliest liturgies, Deut. 26, 1—1153)links
the themes of anamnesis and covenant with sacrifice made in
response to the saving and creating work of God:

'And now, behold, I have brought the first

of the fruit of the ground which thou O Lord

hast gQiven me...... and thou shalt rejoice in

all the good which the Lord thy God hath

given unto thee....' - Deut. 26.10f.

The two forms of 0T sacrifice which most concern us here
are the 'holocaust' and the 'peace/shared offering'. UWe
need not examine their liturgical forms, but rather their
inner meaning. The holocaust expressed homage to God,

&):

~and was performed to win his favour by a costly gift

(1) Rowley, Worship in Ancient Israel, ch. 4.

(2) ibid. p.113

(3) Henton-Davies, art, Peake's commentary: 'This is a very
early law, so early that it probably ante-dates the laws of
$ithing.’

(4) Rouwley, op.cit., p.120
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'...it is a burnt offering, an offering made
by fire, of a sweet savour unto the Lord.'
, - lLev. 1.13

The holocaust was relatively rare in the earlier OT periud(1)
but, under the influence of the centralisation of the cultus,
and the growth of the public Sacrificial system, it later
became more frequent than the peace-offering.

The peace-offering of shelamim (cp. shalom) was
primarily performed for the maintenance or the restoration

(2)

of good relations with God. The offering was shared
(3)but,

'it is probably too crude and one-sided an

between God, the priest and the worshippers

interpretation to say that the worshippers
were sharing a common meal with the deity.'(“)
Rather the pea;e-DFFering was a solemn meal before the Lord:

'But unto the place which the Lord your God

shall choose out of all your tribes to put

his name there, eken unto his habitation

shall ye seek, and thither thou shalt come:

And thither shall ye bring your burnt

offerings, and your sacrifices, and your tithes,

and the heave offering of your hand, and your

vows, and the firstlings of your herd and of

your flock: And there ye shall eat before

the Lord your God, and ye shall rejoice in

all that ye put your hand unto, ye and your

households, wherein the Lord thy God hath

blessed thee.' - Deut. 12 5-7
Again, in this psssage, it is possible to notice a pattern
of the prevenient word of God calling together his assembly,
and the responsive offering of sacrifice in thanksgiving
for all that God has done.

In Ex. 24 the peace-offering is closely linked with the

concept of the covenant. Here we can discern the pattern:

(1) Rowley, op.cit., p.119

(2) ibid., p.122

(3) ibid., p.52

(4) ibid., p.125, citing J. Barr
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God's call to Moses and the elders, summoning them to
assehble as the community representatives for worship
(v. 1f); the offering of sacrifice, and the sprinkling
of blood on the altar (v. 5f); the reading of the
covenant, conseguent agreement of the people to the
covenant, and the sprinkling of them with blood (v. 7f);
and finally, the manifestation of God in his glory (v.10)
ending with the words:

'and they beheld God, and did eat and drink'.(v.11)

The peace offering was the oldest of the Hebrew
sacrificial forms and its primary and original purpose
was communion with the deity - as v.11 reads:
'they beheld God and did eat and drink.'(1)

offering is firmly linked with praise and thanksgiving

The peace-

as a response to the whole creative and saving work of
Gmd( )and as a renewal of the covenant.

Gradually the holocaust became more important than

the peace-offering.  This represents a shift of major
importance in Israel's whole concept of God and of our
approach to Him. The idea of sacrifice changes fraom

being a joyful thanksgiving meal eaten before the Lord
DF'Majesty, to being a rite of propitiation towards a
terrifying and angry God, far removed from normal intercourse

(3)

with man. In itself this is not wrong, since from the
earliest times man has been aware of God as holy and himself
as utterly sinﬁﬁl in comparison with God. It is right and
necessary that the Liturgy should express reverential fear
and penitence towards the transcendent and holy God. The
0T stresses this time and again. On the other hand the
holy and transcendent God is at once the immanent God who
intervenes in history to save his people. Thus, in terms

of the OT liturgy, both peace-offering and holocaust have

(1) Hicks, The Fulness of Sacrifice, p.20
(2) 1ibid., Hicks notes that Philo and Aquila both use
GVAV wT tg describe the peace uFFerlng.

(3) lbld., p L"DF&- T
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a rightful place in our approach to God. UWhen one is
emphasized at the expense of the other our theology is
thrown out of joint. UWorse still an overemphasis on
propitiation can lead to the idea of 'keeping God happy'
i.e. 'I have offered a sacrifice therefore God MUST
answer my prayer.' This virtually ignores the prevenient
liord of God, shows scant consideration or appreciation of
his saving work, and either disregards the necessity of an
ethical response of thanksgiving or turns such a response

into a false doctrirme of salvation by works.

Evidencé for something of this sort happening to
the worship of Tsrael is afforded by the criticisms of
the cult offered by 7th and 8th century prophets:

'Come to Bethel and transgress, to Gilgal,

and multiply transgression; and bring

your sacrifices every morning, and your

tithes every three days.' -~ Amos 4.5

'I‘hate, I despise your feasts, and I will

take no delight in your solemn assemblies

«e. But let judgement roll down as waters,

and righteousness as a mighty stream.’

‘ - Amos 5. 21,24

Amos and the other prophets who criticised the cult
were probably not opposed to the cult as such, but to the
cult as they found it to be because it no longer expressed

D

the ethical nature of Yahwism. Because of the
centralization of the cult during the Deuteronomic reforms
it was impossible for all to resort to one central shrine.
Ultimately this may have assisted the development of the
synagogue (the liturgy of which had a marked influence on

the synaxis) but first it caused a less happy result.

(1) Clements, Prophecy and Covenant, p.95
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As it became more difficult for the individual to share
in the sacrificial act - whether because of the difficulties
pf travel, or the growing emphasis on correct performance by
a professional priesthood - so it came about that the cultic
acts became relatively hollow and meaningless to many. This
is the relevance of those prophecies known as 'Malachi':

'A son honoureth his father, and a servant

his master: if I then be a father where is

mine hongur? and if f be a master where is

my fear? saith the Lord of hosts unto you,

0 priests that despise my name.' - Mal. 1.6

The steady advance of an approach to the concept of
sacrifice which placed greater stress on the correct
performance than on correct intention, taken together with
the apparent failure of those prophecies of the restoration
of Israel given by Isaiah and Jeremiah, had caused a crisis.(1)
What was the value of the covenant if after all Yahweh was
not going to act? There was a failure of expectancy, a
crisis of faith, a lack of eschatological expectation. This

reflected itself in the liturgy.

So far it has been argued that in all the great
'1iturgical' accounts, such as the Sinai covenant, indeed
in the whole 'salvation-history' as presented in the 0T,

a pattern of liturgy can be detécted in which the living
Word of God calls his people into community so that he can

(2)

be present to them in immanent/transcendent glory. From
the 8th century onwards, however, and increasingly after
the return from Exile, the official cult would have appeared

to have lost this earlier dynamic-eschatological approach to

(1) E.J. Kilmartin, The Eucharist in the Primitive Church,
pp. 2ff.

(2) UWwhether such an interpretation is part of the original
Sitz im leben:or has been 'read back' into the accounts by
Tater (e.g. priestly) writers is irrelevant for our immediate
concern, since here we are primarily interested in the under-
standing of the OT liturgy which formed the background to the
liturgy of the early Church.
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liturgy. Malachi, therefore, in a text often cited by the
Christian Fathers, recalls the cult to such a dynamic-
eschatology:

'For from the rising of the sun even unto the

going down of the same my name is great among

the Gentiles; and in every place incense is

offered unto my name, and a pure offering: for

my nameis great among the Gentiles, saith the

tord of hosts.' - Mal.1.11
Malachi speaks of a new and universal sacrifice of the
Messianic. Age when the cult will not be restricted to
Judaism but will be for all. e may compare this with
Micah's prophecy:

'But in the latter days it shall come to

pass, that the mountain of the Lord's house

shall be established in the top of the

mountains, and it shall be exalted above

the hills; and peoples shall flow unto it.

And-.many nations shall go énd say, Come ye,

and let us go up to the mountain of the

Lord, and to the house of the God of Jacaob;

and he will teach us of his ways, and we

will walkikin his paths, for out of Zion

shall'gn forth the Law, and the Word of the

Lord from Jerusalem.' - Micah &4.1f
And yet again we notice the pattern of God's prevenient
word calling his people - though now & far wider people
than Jjust Israel - into community and demanding a
consequent ethical response. Further we note the straong

eschatological tone.

The post-Exilic and intertestamental Periods

So far then we have met an OT pattern of 'liturgy!
which begins with God's eall to his people, leads on to
an establishment of the covenant, often linked with a

'communion meal' before the Lord, and culminates in an
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ethical response of the people as they bind themselves

to the covenant demands in thanksgiving for the saving

work of God the memorial of which has been solemnly
rehearsed at some ppint during the making of the covenant.
In other words we may say that very often the covenant-
ethical response is linked to what we may perhaps
justifiably term an 'anamnesis' of God's creative and

saving work. There seems some reason to suggest that

at first such worship was exoressive of immediate and

direct contact between Worshipped and worshipper, perhaps

we may use the term 'dynamic eschatology' to describe

this approach to worship. What I mean by the phrase
'dynamic eschatology' is an approach to worship whereby

it is conceived that the worshipper stands presently as

part of the historical salvation-history and alsgc as

sharing in the final consummation - or in OT terms, the

'Day of VYahuweh'. In other wordsin'dynamic eschatological
worship' past%preasni EQE future is: available to the worshipper
in such a way as to{feel that he shares at once in all three.
This is clearly the case for example at Ex. 24 and the
subsequent renewal of the covenant and thanksgiving for the
same envisaged in Dt. 26E1) Gradually however it seems that
'dynamic eschatological worship' turned into a much more
static cultic ritual which failed to meet the religious
needs of the worshippers. Hence the criticisms offered by
the 7th and 8th century prophets, who themselves discovered
a new-found emphasis on the Day of Yahweh - the inbreaking
of the eschaton into history, seen not as an interruption or

destruction of history, so much as a fulfilment when the New

Covenant will be established:

(1) G.W. Anderson, art, Hebrew Religion, The 0T and Modern
Study, OUP 1961, p.304ff, reminds us of the considerable debate
concerning the origins and definitions of OT eschatology. It
seems useful to quote his conclusion: '..whereas it has often
been argued that Jewish eschatology owes much to late borrow-
ing from foreign, chiefly Persian, sources, there is a strong
contemporary tendency to trace it back to patterns which were
widespread in the ancient east and were mediated to Israel at
an early period through the cult.' (p.306)




- 230 -

'behold the days come, saith the Lord, that I

will make a new covenant with the house of

Israel, and with the house of Judah... I will

put my law in their inward parts, and in their
heart will I write it; and I will be their

God, and they shall be my people.' - Jer.31 31, 33

In addition, the traumatic experience of the Exile
inevitably, in the absence of a central sacrificial cult,
caused a move away from the cult of sacrifice to the
worship of the synagogue. It is very difficult to trace
the originnof synagogue worship but it most probably started
in Babylon among the exiles meeting to renew and sustain
their faith(q)

worship was established in Israel and, by the NT period,

whence, with the Restoration, synagogue

throughout the diaspora. To some extent its growth appears
to have coincided with a decline in the frequency, perhaps
even in the popularity, of sacrificial worship in the Temple.(z)
Perhaps the principal reason for the decline in the popularity
of the sacrificial cult was a deep-felt need for a more
personal communion/contact with God, for a dynamic-eschatological
approach to worship, in which the individual worshipper felt
(a) that he himself had a personal part to play, and (b) that
through the act of worship he could in some way experience for
himself the great themes and events of the salvation-history.
Bouyer writes:

'Here is the reason also for the increasing

decline in the importance of the temple

worship, even when it had finally: been

restored; Israel could no longer realise

in any existing sacrifice its hope for the

new and lasting covenant. True, this

eschatological expectation did express itself

in ritual, but it was not the ritual of the

(1) Rouley, op.cit., p.221
(2) L. Bouyer, Life and Liturgy, p.26
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old community.... It was rather the ritual of
those small pious communities in which the
'remnant' of Israel was preparing itself for
the last phése of the kingdom and the
Jjudgement to cume.'(1)
The rituals mentioned by Bouyer point us to the haburah
meals of which Dix made so much, and also to the cultic
meals at Qumran. lle shall glance at these shortly, but
first it is necessary to say a word or two concerning

the liturgy of the synagogue.

The synagogue's primary role was not in fact worship,

(2)

but instruction in the Law. The people were called
together by the Shema and there followed readings from the
Law and the Prophets, possibly a haomily, and then prayers
and biessings.

'e...it was essentially and fundamentally

the organ of spiritual worship, the united

outpouring of the spirit before God in

prayer, the united attention to the Word

of God and the united acceptance of the

claims of Faith.'(z)
Even in so brief a summary, we note again the recurring :::.
pattern of liturgy: the prevenient Word of God, the
anamnesis of his mighty acts - here made as part of the

‘Teadings, and an ethical response of thanksgiving.

The haburah or kiddush meals were often linked in

terms of readings and participants to synagogue worship

- though they took place mainly in private houses.

These were meals of private groups meeting for social
'Friendship and support as well as religious encouragement.

Perhaps'it is appropriate to see in this a parallel with

(1) Bouyer, op.cit., p.26f.
(2) Rowley, op.cit., p.229
(3) ibid., p.240
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the original aims and objectives of the 'peace-offerings'?
The text of the Blessings at these meals made thanks-
giving for the mighty acts of God:
'HBlessed are you, Lord our God, King of the
universe, for you nourish us and the whole

M

world with goodness grace kindness and mercy.'

The 'crisis of nerve' in Judaism caused by the
failure of the Temple cult led toc the formation of
several schismatic (and sometimes heretic) movements
which sought to re-discover the true dynamic of liturgy.
Chief of these was the Qumran community. Their documents
are of particular interest since they give evidence of a
sacred community meal. The text for the Meal is in the

(2)

MESSiEHiDiRUlE. The setting for the Qumran community
meal is strongly eschatological:

'This is the rule for all the congregation

of Israel in the last days.' (M.R.I.)
Also, as in much of the Qumran literature, stress is
placed on the Covenant which is read to the congregation

when they have been called together:

(1) Text in Peer, p.9. Some scholars doubt the authenticity
of the haburah meals. To all intents and purposes, if they
are historical, they seem to have been much the same in
structure and intent as the (apparently more acceptable)
sabbath kiddush meals. - Here we need not be concerned with

the vexed question as to whether the Last Supper was a haburah
meal. Dix (Shape pp.50ff) who argued strongly for such an
identification - was (in the light of recent scholarship)
almost certainly wrong - and yet it is possible that the
substance of his thesis, that the Lord's Supper was one of a
series of established semi-official fellowship meals, remains
substantially intact. (cp. Shape p.50 fn.) It is also worth
here drawing attention to these words of Deiss on 'thanksgiving'/
'blessing': 'Blessing is a basic attitude in Yahwism. The
epiphany of God'c love, which flashes forth in creation and
human history, is answered by man's thanks and praise. Yahweh
speaks by fashioning marvels, and man replies by blessing the
God of those marvels. UWhen God's love floods over Israel's
life...what can believers do but joyfully welcome this tender-
ness..., then bless and give thanks?'-Deiss, It's the Lord's
Supper, Collins, 1580, p..48.

(Z2) G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English, pp.118-121.




- 233 -

'Wwhen they come they shall summon them all

... and they shall read into their (ears)

the precepts of the Covenant and shall

expound to them all their statutes.' (M.R.I.)
The‘Messiah(1)himself summons the people who sit before
him and eat a common meal:

'And (when) they shall gather for the common

(tab)le, to eat and (to drink) new wire....

let no man extend his hand over the first-

fruits of bread and wine before the Priest

(i.e. Messiah?); for (it is he) who shall

bless the first-fruits of bread and wine,

and shall be the first (to extend) his hand

over the bread. Thereafter, the Messiah of

Israel shall extend his hand over the bread,

(and) all the Congregation af the Community

(shall utter a) blessing.'
This has marked parallels with the Messianic Banguet and
was probably an anticipation of it.(z) Again the same
pattern emerges: the calling together of the community
by the Word of God, the renewal/establishment of the
Covenant, the joyful meal with the Messiah and the
response of cultic purity. Further, it is to be noted
that there would seem to be an absence of instructions
in the Community Rule concerning sacrifice. It seems
possible that

'they may have dispensed with the ides of

sacrificial worship altogether, in the

conviction that the praises of pilous

dedicated lips constituted an adequate

sacrifice to the Ereatur.'(j)
Clearly, in interpreting this evidence it would be foolhardy
to suggest that the Qumran cultic meals were in any way the
origin of the Eucharist. This would be guite outside the

limits of the evidence. They are cited here as evidence not

(1) 1i.e. the Priest-Messiah. The Messiah of Israel would
appear to be subservient to him in this text.

(2) HKilmartin, op.cit., p.9

(3) R.K. Harrison, The Scraolls of Christianity, p.33
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for the origin of the Eucharist, but for the general

milieu out of which the Christian Eucharist developed.

It seems to me that the Eucharist was part of a general,

and by the 1st century a fairly well established,

movement of dissatisfaction with the traditional and
priestly Temple-cult. The impetus behind the Christian
Eucharist was part of the general eschatological expectation
common to this movement.  Furthermore, consciously or
unconsciously, the general movement, of which the Christian
response was at first but a part, would seem to have been
looking back to the earlier and more primitive (and more
basic) forms of liturgy which took the classic shape: the -
call of the Word of God, an act of thanksgiving for Creation
and Redemption, a renewal of the covenant, a joyful meal
before the -Lord, and an ethical response. In our
examination of the NT evidence for the earliest interpretations
of the Eucharist we found just such a pattern. The one
startlingly new, indeed original, aspect of the Christian
Eucharist when compared with such 'common cousins' as the
haburah meals and the Qumran meals, is the symbolism af

(1)

redemption and unity in Christ® “made during the words of

interpretation: 'This is my body, This is my blood'.

The Christian Liturgy

Christian eucharistic worship stems from the Jewish
synagugue(z)and perhaps also from the more or less
schismatic groups which, in the pericd of the emergerce
of the early Church, were breaking away from traditional
(Temple) Judaism so as to attempt to respond adequately
to the Wpord of God, and to prepare for the coming of the
Messiah at the close of the Age.

" We have already noticed passages such as the Walk
to Emmaus in Luke 24 where it may be possible to trace

a primitive Christian Liturgy in which the prevenient

(1) HKilmartin, op.cit., p.9
(2) Duchesne, p.b46f.
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Word DF>Gud and its exposition leads up to the coming/
recognition of the Present Christ in the breaking of
the bread. It may be possible that this brief glance
at the background to the Eucharist throws further light
on 5t. John's account of the Last Supper, in which no
Institution Narrative appears. We have noted two
formative aspects of the eucharistic background: the
Covenant Meal/Fellowship Meal and the startling
originality of the lbords of Interpretation. Perhaps
to some extent the combination of these two resulted
in a 'Liturgical tension' for the early Church. A
tension between on the one hand a Covenant Meal:that
looked back to the Sinaitic Covenant i.e. a meal eaten
WITH the Messiah when 'they beheld God and did eat and
drink'(q); and on the other hand the redemptive aspect
of the Words of Interpretation stressing the unity
between Christ and his people in so strong a way as to
suggest an identification of the bread and wine with
Christ's body and blood, i.e. no longer a meal Wi%H,
but a meal:ON/IN Christ. Both aspects can in fact be
seen to have common roots in the 'communion-offerings'
of the OT. Perhaps it is right to suggest that S5t. John
attempts to hold these two aspects in creative synthesis
by his doctrine of the mutual coinherence of Christ and
the believer - the most clear and moving statement of
which occurs precisely at that point in the Last Supper
account where we should expect the Institution Narrative:

'Abide in me and I in you. As the branch

cannat bear fruit of itself, except it

ahide in the vine; so neither can ye,

except ye abide in me. I am the vine, ye

are the branches.' ~ Jn. 154F.

(1) Of course the Covenant interpretation of the Eucharist
was influenced also by Jeremiah's theme of the New Covenant,
and perhaps by Qumran.
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Neither for these only do I pray, but for
them also that believe in me through their
word; that they may all be one; even as
thou Father art in me and I in thee, that
they also may be in us... that they may be

one even as we are one.' - Jn. 17.20ff.

It may perhaps be that we are meant to interpret the whole

of John 13-20 in terms of a commentary/theclogy arising

out of the first century liturgy. In this context it is
noteworthy that the whole action - the teaching of Christ in =
the last discourses, the high priestly prayer of self-
dedication, Christ's Passion, Death and Resurrection, and

the exsufflation of the Holy Spirit - 1s seen as the action
of Christ on behalf of the Christian community. It this
another layer in John's approach to the Eucharist; that the
Eucharist is not something done by the Church but, understood

(1)

correctly, is something done by Christ for his Church?

(2)0F the most

The whole setting and simple ceremonial
primitive eucharistic Liturgy, as evidenced by the NT and
the Didache, suggests that te maln wmeight of earliest
interpretation fell on the concept of the Eucharist as the
Heavenly Bangquet, the foretaste of Heaven. The local
family of Christians gather together in a house to meet
round a table, to break bread, to make anamnesis of the
saving work of Christ - the prevenient Word which has
called them into the Body of the Redeemed - and to meet with
the Risen Lord, 'known in the breaking of bread'. Prayer
is offered through Christ, the present Host and Food, to the
Father in the power of the Holy Spirit for the people of God
and the World. UWhat is most striking is the simplicity of
it all. The Eucharist was essentially a family meal eaten

with Christ who is the Head of His people. It is not a

cult-rite, part of an established religious order. It is

(1) Liturgy, p.166
(2) See Liturgy, pp. 432-492; Shape, pp.48-140; Duchesne,
pp. 46-50
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an underground movement, breaking away from formalism

to meet the present Risen Lord. But at the same time
the understanding of the movement is sufficiently large
to allow the first Christians not to cut themselves off
from their roots. They are essentially the New Israel.
Even later at its most Hellenistic, the Church as a whole
never entirely forgets its OT roots. The Eucharist is a

celebration of the whole Heilsgeschichte - from Creation

to Parcusia. The OT Covenant is fulfilled in the
anamnesis of the New Covenant made in Christ's blood.
Thus is there a tension between 'rddical breakaway

movement' and 'traditionmal Judaism'.

There is another tension. The Eucharist is essentially
a simple meal with the Risen Christ. But the words of
interpretation, and the eucharistic theology of the NT, are
unanimous: the bread and wine are more than mere symbols.
Christ is known in the breaking of bread. S5t. John
stresses that Christ is the 'true bread' and 'true vine'.:

'Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man

and drink his blood, ye have not life in

yourselves.' - Jn. 6.53

5t. Paul and the Synoptists make much the same point. The
Eucharist is not merely a memorial meal; the Heavenly
Banguet is not merely a meal with Christ - it is in some
sense a meal in which Christ is both Host and Food. It is
the guarantee of salvation:

'He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my

blood hath eternal 1life; and I will raise

him up at the last day.' - Jn. 6:54.

The Eucharist is a response of the Christian family to the
Salvation of God proclaimed through His Word; it is the
New Covenant sealed in the Blood of Christ; it is the
Christian Sacrifice, the ethical sacrifice of the self

made possiblesonly through the Saving Work of Christ;
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it is where Christ is known down through the ages in

the breaking of bread.

Thus we identify tensions within the primitive
Fucharist: a tension between a dynamic eschatology and
a more formal cult-rite; and the tension betueen a
simple meal with the Risen Lord as Host and a profound
salvation-experience of Christ as the Christian's Victim
and Food. It is my contention that while these tensions
are held in balance there can be a rich and fruitful
eucharistic theology which reaches the central core and
innermost meaning of the Judaeo-Christian Liturgical
Tradition. Throw one of these aspects out of balance
however, and the theology of the Eucharist necessarily
suffers. The history of Eucharistic interpretation is
perhaps a history of action, reaction and counter-action

between these various emphases.

Even in the NT period, as evidenced by 1 Cor., we
see the action of the Eucharist changing. Paul, for
pragmatic and pastoral reasons, begins to break the link
between 'meal proper' and Eucharist, so that the meal
becomes a purely formal element and the real 'eating and
drinking' is dene at home (1 Cor. 11.22) - presumably in
isplation from the gathered Christian Community. Jungmann
writes:

'The great change which occurred in the

liturgical practice, the greatest perhaps

in the whole course of the history of the

Mass, was the abandonment of the meal as

a setting for the Mass. UWith the gradual

enrichment of the prayer of thanksgiving,

and, at the same time, the continual growth

of the convert communities which became too

large for a domestic table-gathering, the
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supper character of the Christian assembly

could and did disappear....'(1)
Doubtless the change was inevitable, but the theology

changed with it. Firstly with the abandomment of the meal

the eucharistic bread and wine became the sole focus of

attention. This led to a greater concentration on the

Eucharist presence in the bread and wine - at the expense of the

the concept of the gathered community as the Body of

Christ. Secondly, the demise of the meal-proper, meant

that the cultic element aof the Eucharist was stressed so

that instead of being interpreted as a meal of salvation

eaten with the Risen Christ to Whom we make an ethical

response of love, thanksgiving and self-sacrifice, the

Eucharist itself could, unless great care were taken, be

interpreted as the Christian sacrifice. In other words

it became possible to interpret the eucharistic bread and

wine as the main elements in the Christian sacrifice,

rather than a personal sacrifice of the individuals making

up the Body of Christ. Thirdly, the Church began toc see

itself not as the redeemed plebs sancta dei, called out of

the world in response to the Saving Word of God; but
rather as the Curator of a cult rite - in which but few
were privileged (or even wanted) to take full part.
Doubtless other factors, good and bad, influenced all

this, such as the growth of devotional awe in which the
Sacred Species were held, and the conversion of Constantine.
But the root cause of these changes was:an imbalance in

gucharistic doctrine.

We may end this section with a passage from Peter
Brown in which he vividly paints a picture of the Church
at Hippo at the end of our period. The contrast with

the NT strikes us vividly:

(1) Jungmann, Early Liturgy, p.37f.
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'In Augustine's Church.... the dedicated

virgins would have been screened by a

balustrade of pure white marble: the

congregation plainly wanted to see such

a visible talisman of sanctity safely

placed between themselves and the raised

benches of their 'holy' bishops and

clergy. But at the other end, there

stood another group, the solid, immovable

mass of the paenitentes, the 'penitents',

who had been execluded from communion by

the rigorous penitential discipline of

the African Church. They showed no

inclination to submit themselves again

to the high demands of the Christian

1ife. (P
- however much Augustine might plead with them to do so
(Serm. 232.8)!

The reasons for such a state of affairs are many and
various - and some no doubt originated from the best of
motives. But the end result is a virtual demise of the
concept of the Eucharist as the corporate response of the

Body of Christ to the anamnesis of the Heilsgssehichte.

Small wonder that Augustine pleads for the realisation
that the body of believers is the body of Christ:

'If you then are the body and members of

Christ, your mystery is laid on the Table

of the Lord, your mystery you receive.'

We must turn to examine some of the Liturgies in a
little more detail..

THE DIDACHE
The first problem we must face is that of dating
which would seem still to be a vexed gquestion among

scholars. The problem resolves itself into a question:

(1) P. Brown, Augustine of Hippo, Faber & Faber 1969, p.249
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is the Didache the genuine, primitive Church Order which

(N

it purports to be? Earlier scholars® ‘“argued for the
priority of the Epistle of Barnabas and therefore for a
relatively late date for the Didache. On this view,
the evidence provided by the Didache concerning the
liturgical practice and eucharistic understanding of the
late 1st or early 2nd century would be worthless, since
. the Didache would be merely a historical fake, written
with the deliberate inclusion of archaisms, so as to

buttress some schismatic sect such as Montanism.

This older view was challenged in 1958 by Audet,
who argued that the Didache was a genuinely primitive
Church Order to be ascribed a date as early as perhaps
ADGD.(Z)

Didache and the Epistle of Barnabas use a common source

Supporters of this view would argue that the

for material such as the 'Two Ways' passages. It is
this latter view, that the Didache is a primitive Church
Order of the mid- to late- 1st century which seems now to

hold majority support and will be adopted here.(B)

The Didache circulated mainly in Syria and Egypt
(4)

and probably originated in the former. The primitive
Christology of the Didache would suit Syria and Antioch

better than Egypt and Alexandria. Interestingly Didache

(1) e.g. J.A. Robinson,..JTS xiii (1912), pp.339-356.

(2) J.P. Audet, La Didache, Instrustion des Apotres, Etudes
Bibligues, Paris 1958.

(3) '...the situation regarding Church order presupposed in
the Didache makes it hard to find any plausible niche for it
in early Christian history other than the period between

about 70 and 110. It may be odd there, but it is much odder
anywhere else.' - H. Chadwick, The Early Church, Penguin, 1967
(4) Did. 89.4: 'As this broken bread, once dispersed over the
hills was brought together and became one loaf..' Such a
passage suits the geography of Syria better than that of Egypt.
See also, Streeter, The Primitive Church, p.279
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&P

would seem to quote S5t. Matthew's Gospel® “which was held

(2)

in high regard in Antioch and Syria. 50 it is a
reasonable hypothesis that Didache was written in about
60 in Syria.

This leads us to a knottier guestion: does the
Didache give us any information about the Eucharist?
Several scholars, notably Dix(B)have argued that Did. S
and 10 do not in fact refer to a celebration of the
Eucharist but instead to an agape meal. What is the
evidence for this?

(i) In Did. 9 and 10 the cup precedes the bread:

"About the thanksgiving: give thanks thus:

first about the cup...and about the broken

bread....' - Did. 9.1ff(h)

(ii) The blessings which follow the cup and the
bread are not blessings of the bread and wine - that
is they cannot be interpreted as any form of
epiclesis - but in fact they are blessings in the
more primitive Judaistic form of 'thanksgivings' to
God:

'"We give thanks toiyou our Father, for the holy
vine of your bhild David, which you have made

known to us through your child Jesus; glory be

to you for evermore.' - Did. 9.2

'wle give thanks to you our Father, for the
life and knowledge which you have made known
to us through your child Jesus; glory to

"~ you for evermore.' - Did. 10.3

(iii) Did. 9 and 10 make no reference either to the
Last Supper not to the Passion. Dix writes:

'The Didache knows and guotes the gospel of

Matthew. It is surely incredible that the

(1) See for example Did. 7.1F; 9.3=4; 11.7; 13.1; 1L4.2; 16;
and alsog Streeter, ¥he Four Gospels, pp.507-511.

(2) Ignatius of Antioch (Philad. 7.2) clearly regards Matthew
as the gospel par excellence if not indeed the only gospel.
(3) G. Dix, The Shape, pp.48(n), 91

(4) Peer, P. TG
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author could have ignored the close connections
of the eucharist proper with the passion

&)

established in Mt.xxvi.'!

(iv) Dix sees the prohibition on the non-baptised
from eating the ‘eucharist' (Did. 9.5) as being
insufficient if referring to a 'proper eucharist!
but quite satisfactory if referring merely to an
agape. The prohibition in guestion reads:

'But let no one eat or drink of your eucharist
(e¥jspLoTING ) but those who have been baptised

in the name of the Lord. For about this also

(W yoep Tepe TovToW) the Lord has said, "Do not

give what is holy to the dogs". (%)

Dix reads this section with the stress falling on the
word 'also'. In other words the prohibition refers not only
to the Eucharist (which Dix thinmks is not present in Did. 9
and 10) but is ALS0 a prohibition concerning the agape (which
Dix believes to be present)! This seems to me to place far
too great an emphasis on the word 'wed'. I would prefer to

understand the foree of 'wet' in some sense as follows:
A '(As is always the custom) do not allow the
unbaptised to eat the eucharist. And (if
you want a good scriptural reason for this

custom) remember what our Lord said....'

While denying that Did. 9 and 10 are capable of
eucharistic interpretation Dix is guite happy to see
chapter 14 as referring to a Eucharist. This seems to he

because of its reference to the Eucharist as a 'sacrifice'

(3)

(Ovew) (14.3), and also the use of cvvtyhy’ which Dix

believes to be a technical term for the 'gathering together'

(&)

of the ecclesia.

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.92

(2) Dix, ibid., p.92

(3) Did, 14.1: kwrw mr‘ouuw'\/ Se twf)mv‘ cvvo«]\eévres.---
(4) Dix, ibid., p.91
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If Dix is correct then all the Didache tells us af
the Eucharist is that it was celebrated weekly (14.1), on
the Lord's Day and that in some sense it was regarded as
the Christian sacrifice, possibly in fulfilment of OT
typology (14.3). On this interpretation Did. 9 and 10
refer to an agape meal which is guite separate from the
Eucharist proper and is therefore presided over by laymen
(i.e. the 'charismatists' (Tpogqraig) of Did. 10.7)).
Indeed Dix suggests that the Didache was written as a
guide for the laity in order to give them a basis for
presiding at a fellowship meal if they were not gifted
with prnphecy.(1)

Not all Scholars agree with Dix. The use of
dﬁ&fw*“ﬁs and G%VVLUT@V in Did. 9.1 and 10.1f.,4, at
least raises the question as to whether Dix dismisses the
possibility of Did. 9 and 10 being eucharistic in rather

< 2)

too cavalier ﬁmﬁééh&mh: Lietzmann, who argues for the

'Two Suppers' theory, sees eucharistic reference in Did. 9
and 10. That is he suggests that they refer to a
celebration of the 'Lord's Supper' (pre-Pauline) with
prayers based on the Jewish models of Blessings over and.(B)
He suggests that thé low/primitive Christology of the
Didache, which is without reference in the Liturgy of the
Supper to the death, Resurrection or Ascension of Jesus,
means that in Didache 9 and 10 we are dealing with an
early, pre-Pauline (or without Pauline influence) Eucharist

in which the main theme is that of sharing in the Messianic

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.93

(2) Dix argues, op.cit., p.92, that the use of the verb
@xepeTev proves nothing since writers such as Justin Martyr
(Ap.1.13,7166) and the App.Trad. of Hippolytus (26.13) use
WK‘*{JW"&V and €Vioyew indiscriminately to translate berakh.
However, Mascall (art., Dict. of Christian theology, Eucharist,
ed. A. Richardson) says that the term EURpwTix Was @ terminus
technicus at least since the beginning of the C.Znd and possibly
in the NT itself. On the interchangability of eéxymrrav and
evAeyew  Mascall writes 'the fact that in all the primitive
liturgies the bread and wine are consecrated by a prayer of
thanksgiving bears witness to the essentlially Jewish origins
of the Christian Eucharist.' This seems to support Lietzmann
rather than Dix.

(3) Lietzmann, History of the Early Church, Lutterworth Press,
1961, VOL.I, p.205. For examples of Jewish Food Blessings see
'PEER, p.9.
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Banguet with the Risen Lord. At the point when the
Didache was written the 'agape' and the 'eucharist'

had not yet been divided from each other as became

the case under Pauline influence and also (again

through lack of Pauline influence) there is no reference
to the death of Christ since the Supper was still seen
"as essentially an eschatological fellowship meal with

(M

the Risen Lord.

It has already been seen that it is difficult to
support Lietzmann's hypothesis in toto, though it is
important not to reject it entirely. In the case of the
Didache Lietzmann does seem to do more justice to the text
than does Dix. It is hard to escape the thought that
Dix's ecclesiastical predilictions play a not unimportant
part in shaping his interpretation of Didache. On the
pther hand, the use of e&xufmﬂavdues suggest that
Lietzmann's approach is more correct - but this need not
imply that the Didache is evidence for a 'purer' or 'more
primitive' doctrine of the Eucharist than that of Paul.

At the same time it seems clear that the Didache does

show different emphases than Paul. Also, taking Didache
as a complete document, it seems incorrect on Lietzmann's
part to maintain that Didache contains no reference at all
to the death of Christ in the context of a 'eucharist' -
the reference to 'sacrifice' in Did.14 is surely supgestive
of some such context, however undefined.

It may in fact be possible to draw a parallel between
the eucharistic understanding and approach of the Fourth
Gospel and that of the Didache. Neither contain any account
of the Institution Narrative. The emphasis of thanksgiving
falls therefore not on the death of Christ alone, or even

primarily, but on the whole saving work of Christ:

(1) Lietzmann, op.cit., pp.124ff.
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'We give thanks to you, our Father, for
the holy vire (cp. Jdn.15) of your child
David, which you have made known to us

through your child Jesus; glory to you

for evermore.' - Did. 9.2

'You, Lord Almighty, created all things
for the sake of your name and food and
drink to men for their enjoyment, that
they might give you thanks; but to us
you have granted spiritual food and drink
(cp. the themes in Jn.6) for eternal life
through your child Jesus.' - Did. 10.3

The cup-bread order (with which we may compare the
Western Text of Luke and 1 Cor. 10.16) may point in a
slightly different direction, namely that the Didache does
as Lietzmann suggests, look back to the Jewish order of the
Fassover meal. The greatest stress, however, falls, as in
the NT, Dﬁ the eschatological presence of the Risen Christ
who feeds his people who have been brought together in Him
'from the ends of the earth into your Kingdom'(Did. 9.4).
To deny this as having any eucharistic relevance seems to
me to be very narrow. On the other hand to attempt to
interpret it as a developed 'Catholic' Eucharist seems

pointless.

It is important both when interpreting the Didache
and the NT doctrinme of the Eucharist for us tﬁ bear in mind
its essentially Jewish nature and background. Lietzmann
allows for this in his interpretation of the Didache. It
should not surprise us that we find discrepancies such as
the cup~-bread order in the earlier accounts of the Eucharistic
rite. Nor should Qe expect a uniform doctrinal emphasis.
This is part of tﬁe cancept which Moule calls the 'develop-
mental' approach to the formation of doctrine and liturgy,

and says much about the nature of 'Catholic' doctrine.
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This is not monolithic and set down once and for all,
but is in a constant state of 'development' - though the
true essentials are always present.

The peculiarities of practice and doctrine found
in the Didache can be accounted for in the very way in
which early eucharistic worship developed. The speed
of the apostolic Jjourneys as evidenced in Acts, though
doubtless inaccurate in detail, nonetheless bear witness
both to the tremendous eschatological urgency under which
the Apostles laboured (the gospel must be preached to all
the nations before the Messiah comes) and also to the
essential Jewishness of the first Christian communities.
It would seem likely that Apostles such as Paul simply
could not have moved to a town, converted a small number
and then moved on, unless the essential structures of
prayer, worship and pastoral care had in some way been
set up. These were 1n fact present in the synagogues
and their worship, and it is noteworthy that Luke makes
Paul first visit the existing synagogue as a starting point
for a new centre of mission. Many Christians would have
continued to worship in the synagogue as well as in the
Christian community, or to have adapted the synagogue forms
of worship and prayer for specific Christian usage. Thus
it is right to see the pattern of Jewish worship and thought
lying behind the first accounts of the Lord's Supper in the
NT and also here in the Didache.(q) This would help to
account for the cup-bread order, which is the Jewish order
of cup-bread-cup, and also, very importantly warns against
interpreting the gift of the Eucharist in any too literal
a way since any literal identity between bread and flesh or
between wine and blood would have been entirely abhorrent

in Jewish terms.

It seems likely that Did. 10.6 represent$§ a
.(2)

'liturgical dialogue':

(1) See for example, Duchesne, Christian Worship, pp6ff., L6Ff.
and also Bouyer, Life and Liturgy, chs. 3, 8 and 9

(2) UWainwright, Eucharist and Eschatology, Epworth Press, 1971,
p.68
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'W.: May grace come and this world pass away.

R.: Amen. Hosanna to the God of David.

V.: If any be holy let him come; if any be
not let him repent.

R.: Maranatha. Amen.'

We have already seen when loocking at Paul's eucharistic
doctrine inm 1 Cor. that this sequence with its straong
eschatological stress may have served in the early Church to
lead from the 'agape' into the 'eucharist'. But this need
not mean that the two are quite distinct. The very fact
that one leads into the other argues against making too sharp
a distinction. The 'agape' in this sense need be seen only
as the continuation of the 'meal setting' of the Passover/
haburah/Lord's Supper. Did. 9 and 10 culminate in this
sequence of prayer that the Risen Lord may come to be among
his people. Then in Did. 10.7 and in chapters 11 to 13
there are a set of 'rubrics' concerning the prophets (who are
to be allowed far greater liturgical freedom than any others
who preside). These 'rubrics' interrupt the flow of the
liturgy which resumes again in Ch. 14 with the 'Eucharist!'

proper.

The interpretation in the previous paragraph is
broadly in line with Audet's suggestion that the 'liturgical
sequence' marks the transition from a room in which the
agape has been held into one where the Eucharist is about

(1)

to be celebrated. This may be correct. On the other
hand it seems to me to be more in line with a straight-
forward interpretation of the text to see Chs. 9 and 10 as

an account of the 'agape'/'thanksgiving' and to see Ch. 14

as being guite seharate from this, as giving a brief account
of the Sunday Eucharist. Whatever the case it seems to me
that the plain use of the term eﬁﬁu/wﬂaVEllDus us to interpret
Chs. 9 and 10 as having eucharistic reference - whether the
later Church would have recognised it as a Eucharist or not

is beside the point.

© (1) Wainwright, op.cit., p.69
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It seems useful here to make a brief comment

on the guestion of terminology. Some of the argument
between scholars and Church traditions would seem at
least partly to rest on the guestion as to precisely
what is meant by the term 'Eucharist’'. In modern
writers it is an umbrella term that can range in

_meaning between a Catholic Mass and the Reformed Lord's
Supper. It seems to me that in the early period these
distinctions are guite irrelevant, whereas it is precisely
here that Lietzmann's insight into the 'primitive’
Eucharist finds its place. The approach to the Ebcharist:
is 'developmental' - we do not need to think of 'Two
Suppers' only but of a multiplicity of approaches to the
Lord's Supper all springing from a common Jewish background
and all looking to the Last Supper or to the fellowship

meals with Christ in the Gospels as their raison d'etre.

Thus 'developing' from a common core, there were many
approaches to the Eucharist, all in their different ways
equally valid, all united around a common shared meal in
which, in some way or another, anamnesis/thanks was made for
the saving work of Christ and the Risen Lord was felt to be

present with his people.

'"Our Lord, come!'

We may now try to unravel a little more of what the
Didache has to say about the 'Eucharist'. UWe must begin
by nogting the lack of any sort of 'definition' in the
wording of the prayers concerning the nature of the
eucharistic gifts. The bread and wine are spoken of as
'spiritual food and drink' (Did. 10.3) which are given to
us 'for eternal life through you child Jesus'. The
actual nature of the gifts remain undefined.  Srawley
believes that this lack of definition points to a very
primitive understanding of the Eucharist in which the

(2)

eschatological and the mystical are stressed.

(1) D. Stone, A History of the Doctrine of the Holy
Eucharist, Vol. I. p.22
(2) Srawley, The Farly History of the Liturgy, p.24
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On the eschatological nature of the Didache
Wainwright comments that the study of the Didache in
the light of an eschatological -understanding of the
Eucharist 'opened the way for a recovery of the liturgical
interpretation of the Aramaic expression maranatha'.(1)
The dialogue of Did. 10.6 culminates with the prayer
maranatha. It prepares the way as it were for the
sacramental/symbolic coming of the Lord in the 'second
part' of the Liturgy, the Lord's Supper. The Aramaic
can be interpreted in two ways:

(4) marana tha = imperative = 'Come, Our Lord!'

(2) maran atha = perfect tense = 'Our Lord has come'.
Wainwright believes that the later Fathers missed the point
of the eschatological connotation of the prayer in connection
with the Eucharist, and interpreted it almost exclusively in
the second way as a statement about the incarmation: 'Our
Lord has come'. But in the context of its place in the
Didache it may be better to take the first interpretation,
either as a 'present perfect' (Our Lord has come and is now
present' - in the Eucharist) or, in the light of Rev. 22.20,
as an imperative. The imperative usage would give marana tha
in Did. 10.6 a double reference, both to the eschatological
coming of the Lord in the Eucharist and also to his fipal
parousia, of which the Eucharist is the eschatological fore-
taste.

'If Maranatha belungs.....at the opening of

the Eucharist liturgy proper, it is either

an acclamation of the presence of the Lord

who has been in the assembly through the

service of the word and who will continue

to be there in the Eucharist, or else....

a prayer for the eucharistic presence of

Christ as at least a partial anticipation

1 (2)

of the parousia.

(1) UWainwright, Eucharist and Eschatology, p.G8
(2) 1ibid., p. 70
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The eschatological stress of the Didache is
- further emphasised in Did. 14 where the 'breaking of
bread' is appointed for 'the Lord's dayof the Lord!
(e kvpuewyv  Se KvpoW ) The Fathers interpreted
the Lord's Day (i.e. Sunday, the Day of Resurrection)
as the day on which fallen creation would be renewed.
Hence, the Eucharist, celebrated on the Lord's Day is
an anamnesis of the Resurrection of Christ:
'le give thanks to you holy Father, ....
for the knowledge and faith and immor-
tality which you have made known to us
through your child Jesus.' - Did. 10.2
The eschatological import of the concept of the 'Lord's
Day' is made clear by Jungmarn: .
'Christ's passion and resurrection form...
week by week, the object of Christian
commemoration; for both together
constitute, in the eyes of the primitive
Church, the work of salvation.... The
primitive Church thought more (than we
do) in images; she added to the passion
and the battle also the victory of the
lord.... For only in the resurrection
does what the Lord gained for us become
visible; the glorified body of the risen
Lord is the archetype, the pattern of the
new life which the risen Lord wanted to
bestow upon all. Hence the Church, though
not forgetting the passion of Christ, did
not make the day of Christ's passion the
weekly commempration day, but the Sunday,
the day of victory and Dnmpletion.'(1)
This seems to me to be very much in line with what has been
said above concerning the developmental approach to the

doctrine of the Eucharist and the insights into that

(1) Jungmann, op.cit., p.24f.
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development provided by Lietzmann. There is no stress
in the Didache an the passion of Christ (though there
is the reference to the Christian fveex ) precisely
because in the particular development of which the
Didache is evidence it was the Resurrection motif that
took priority. The Eucharist/fellowship meal was seen
as the anamnesis primarily of the Risen Lord, present
with his people in fellowship and in unity, and coming
(again) in the parousia of which the meal was an
eschatological participation. Further, the Eucharist,
on this line of development, is a foretaste of the New
Creation in Christ. We may take the thought of Eusebius
of Alexandria as guide:

'The memorial, therefore, of the Lord is

the holy day which is called the Lord's

Day... On the same day he gave tn'the

world the first fruits of the resurrection.

It was that same day, as we have said, that

he also prescribed for the celebration of

the memorial of the holy mysteries. This

same day became to us therefore, the source

of all goodness.' - Eusebius of Alexandria,
Serm. 16.1

'This broken bread.... became one'.

In the early Syrian rite of the Didache the Lord
is worshipped as present to his people, and as being the
eschatological means by which God grants us eternal life,
as the worshippers eat of the 'spiritual food'.

In Did. 9.2 Jesus is spoken of as the 'boly vine
of your child David'. As we noted earlier this can be
paralleled in Jdn. 15.7:

"I am the true vine and my Father is the

vine dresser!.

The reference to Jesus as the Holy Vine gives a
two-fold interpretation. First, it can be seen as a
reference to the eucharistic presence of Christ in the

cup. Second, (noting also a probable reference to Ps. 80)
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it may be seen as referring to Christ's presence in the
individual members of his Church - a unity which he
brought about by his sacrifice. The branches of the
vine (Church) are joined to the Father through Christ
who is present as the centre of unity in the Eucharist.
This interpretation seems conscnant with the stress on
unity in Did. 9.4, and also on the 'sacrifice' at

Did. 14.2f.(1)

The words over the bread also contain a reference
to the gift of Christ in the eucharistic bread and to the
unity of the Church which is brought about by that gift:

"We give thanks to you, our Father, for the

life and knowledge which you have made

known to us through your child Jesus; glory

to you for evermore.

Rs this broken bread was scattered over

the mountains and when brought together

became one, so let your Church be brought

together from the ends of the earth into

your kingdom.' - Did. 9.3f.

In 9.3 'thé life' refers to the 'eternal life’

for which thanks is given at 10.2. As with the cup-words
in 9.2 there may again be a Johannine parallel to the

‘bread of life' concerning which Jesus speaks in Jn. 6.
Through Jesus, 'the bread of life', we are given 'knowledge'
of the gift of eternal life. Kelly notes that an-early
concept of salvation was that of the imparting of true
JVRS , the yvwag gf Christ through whom we receive eternal
life.(Z) It would be folly to suggest any direct
connection between the Fourth Gospel and the Didache, but
we do at least seem to be moving in the same approximate

areas of thought. I see a particularly close parallel

(1) See on this: Staniforth, Early Christian Writings, p.236
(2) Helly, Early Christian Doctrines, p.163
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between the two in the case of the lack of the 'Last
Supper words' with reference to the Institution and

the Passion. It does seem to me that both documents
are attempting to lead us to view the 'Eucharist' in

terms of eschatology, resurrection and symbol.

Wainwright maintains that the Didache has a
different understanding of eucharistic unity as compared
with the later understanding of writers such as Augustine.
The later Fathers tended to understand the Eucharist as

being expressive of an already existing unity. This is

of course very much the traditional view of the Roman and
Orthodox Churches in our ouwn times. The Didache however
lays emphasis on the creation of a neuw:or deeper unity =7

brought about through Christ in the Eucharist. We can

link this to the idea of the 'mew creation' which we found
to be present in the prayer marana tha; on this interpreta-
tion the Eucharist 'is more important for what it makes

(M

of us than for what we make of it'.

McKenna wonders whether Did. 9.4 can be understood
as a possible forerunner of the developed epiclesis, but
cautians:

'The texts are indeed striking, but the

complexity of the guestion is likewise

, (2D

imposing.

What can be said with some confidence, however, is
that several of the prayers in the Didache echo the Jewish
beraknth.(3)

meaning of the berakoth as that of the gathering together

The Church never entirely forgot the true

in unity of the people of God around and in response to the
shekinah. Such an understanding, linked as has been seen

to an eschatological understanding of the nature of the

(1) UWainwright, op.cit., pp.77, 142.
(2) McKenna, Eucharist and Holy Spirit, p.18
(3) See Liturgy, p.171
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presence of Christ in the midst of his eucharistic people,
seems clearly present in the Didache. Nor, if we are
correct in our assumptions of date and provenance should

it surprise us that the Didache reflects a Jewish/Christian
understanding of the meal of Fellouship.A Again we may
note some possible Johannine parallels - especially if we
remember the traditional ascription of authorship, of

provenance and date of the Fourth Gospel.

Deiss well summarizes the note of joy present in
the Eucharist - and points out to us one of thewmain

lessons that we today can learn from the @idache:

'"Welling up from the Jewish soul turned
Christian, this prayer brims over with
praise and thanksgiving and fairly shouts
its expectation of the Lord. On reading
it, we can sense the joy, the blessing,
the lyricism, too, of a cummunity cele-
brating the-lLord's Supper as it awaited
his return - in a word, everything which
so many centuries of rubrical habits have
made us lose and which today's liturgy is

(D

trying to rediscover.

(1) L. Deiss, op.cit., p.24f.
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THE APOSTOLIC TRADITION DOF HIPPOLYTUS

We turn now to examine the doctrine of the Eucharist
as shown by the Liturgy of Hippolytus. Here we are to be
concerned both with the words and the action of the
Apostolic Tradition - in as far as we can be certain of

&)

either. The importance of the AT is hard to over-

stress. Cross writes:

'Assuming we are right in thinking the
document to be genuinely Hippolytean, the
information given... is of extraordinary
interest. It tells us a large number of
details on primitive Church 1life and liturgy
at Rome in the early third century. Indeed

it cen be said to have revolutionised much

in the conventional pictures of Church life

, (2)

whether 'Catholic' or 'Protestant'.

It is necessary to examine briefly the theological position
adopted by Hippolyﬁus since (assuming the AT to be genuine)
this throws some light on the interpretation of the

Eucharistic doctrine assumed in the Traditiaon.

Hippolytus, 'though he was excommunicated from the
orthodox Rome community and became the first of the anti-
Popes, only a generation or two lateri...... was held in

(3)

high veneration and reckoned as a saint.' He was a

(1) DOne of the major difficulties in approaching the
Apostolic Tradition is that the original Greek is largely
lost and so has had to be reconstructed from the Latin,
Coptic, Arabic and Ethiopic versions now extant. Same
further check on such a reconstruction is to some extent
provided by the descendants of the AT, the Apostolic Con-
stitutions and the Testamentus Domini. In this thesis I
follow the reconstructions provided by Dix and (for the
anaphora) in PEER. This latter text follows the Latin text
save for Ch. 10 where it follows the Sahidic Coptic version.
Following Schwarz and Connolly I assume a date of c.215.

For further brief notes on the history and reconstruction of
the AT see Cross, Early Christian Fathers, p.94f; PEER p.21;
Liturgy, p.b57ff.

(2) Cross, Early Christian Fathers, p.96

(3) ibid., p.155.
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disciple of Irenaeus. Hippolytus may have become

Bishop of Rome - though a 4th century list of Bishops of
Rome speak of him as a presbyter. He led the opposition
to Callistus, both doctrinally and morally, during the
Monatchian controversy. Hippolytus opposed the Sabellian
position and also rejected Callistus' attempt to defend a
moderate position whereby a real differentiation between
Father and Son was recognised; the 'Father!' being the name
for the divine Spirit indwelling the 'Son' which was the
body of Jesus.

Hippolytus himself recognised that it was vital to
distinguish at least two distinct ﬂfocw“ﬁin the Godhead:
the Father and the Logos, but at the same time he considered
it important to stress the essential unity of the Economic
Trinity as being of the utmost necessity for Man's salvation.
Callistus understood this position as sheer ditheism.

The other main contention between Hippolytus and
Callistus was the difficulty of the correct penitential
discihline. Hippolytus took a puritanical view over what
he considered to be Callistus' concessions to moral laxity
concerning the reconciliation of those guilty of post-
baptismal sin, and over certain marriage regulations.

Much to the horror of Hippolytus, Callistus became
Bishop of Rome in 217 and poor Hippolytus was banished to
the mines of Sardinia. All was not lost, however, since
it may well have been for his (schismatic?) congregation

that Hippolytus wrote the Apostolic Tradition.(1)

The Apostolic Tradition

For the purposes of this thesis, the main areas of
interest in the AT are Ch.4, where an account is given of
a Eucharist after the conmsecration of a Bishop (this as it
stands contains no Liturgy of the Word); Ch.10, where
Hippolytus gives some additional rubries gaverning the
Eucharist; and Ch.23 where we find Hippolytus' form for

the Paschal Eucharist.

(1) On Hippolytus' life v. Wand, pp.84ff; Chadwick pp.87ff;
Frend p.90f; Lietzmann Vol.II, pp.24Lff.
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Jungmann points out that 'what is really astonishing
is that a text from such early times has come down to us at
ar1r. (P

there to be any fixed forms of liturgy - and especially was

At the earliest periods it was not customary for

this true for the anaphora. Hippolytus himself bears
witness to this im AT.10:

'It is not at all necessary for him to say

the same words as we said above... but let

each pray according to his ability... Only

let his prayer be correct and orthodox.'
Wle may compare this with similar 'rubrics' both in the
Didache(z)and in Jdustin Martyr.(3) But in this rubric of
Hippolytus there is a new concern with 'orthodoxy',
presumably as a reaction to his confrontation with Callistus..
Indeed Hippolytus is much concerned to stress the
'apostolicity' of the true Church - the very name of his
Order reveals this. Like his near contemporary Tertullian,
Hippolytus reaiizes that the only safeguard against heresy

was the authority provided by apostulicity.(h)

This stress
would inevitably lead to a greater fixity of form and so to
what may perhaps be seen as a certain loss of spontaneity
in the great act of 'Thanksgiving' by the Church as she

meets with her Lord in the Messianic Banquet.

As the AT standsinow there is no fore-Mass or synaxis.
Jungmann suggeststhat a rite resembling the Liturgy of the
Word is contained in Hippolytus' instructions to the
preshyters and deacons that they should assemble each morning

(5)

for instruction and prayér with the Bishop. Jungmann

(1)  Jungmann, Early Liturgy, p.64f.

(2) Didache 10.7: 'But allow the prophets to give thanks as
much as they wish.' :

(3) 1 Apol. 67.5: 'the president likewise offers prayers and
thanksgivings to the best of his ability.'

(4) This does not seem to prevent Hippolytus from making
several doctrinal statements peculiar to himself! e.g. 'your
inseparable lord.'

(5) Jungmann op.cit., p.66. The whole 'feel' of this part of
the instructions does seem to have about it something of the
early morning 'Cathedral Office’.
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assumes that this would naturally contain a reading/
readings from Holy Scripture.(q) It may in fact be that
Hippolytus omits any account of the synaxis either because
in his account it is replaced by the consecration of the
Bishop (as in Ch.4) or because he assumes its presence

(? Chs. 10 and 23). As assumption of the presence of the
Synaxis seems more likely in view of the earlier ewvidence

provided by Justin(Z)

who gives clear indication of a
synaxis.

Synaxis or no synaxis, Hippolytus, as may be expected
in view of his stress on the 'apostolic tradition', uses
much Scriptural typology throughout the AT.(B) We may link
with this his stress on the Word of God (AT.4.5) which title
can surely never totally be emptied of the idea of the Word
of God spoken to men down the ages?

Nonethelesé, since Hippolytus gives us no account of
the Liturgy of the Word it would be presumptuous and point-
- less to write more here. It seems sufficient to make a
cautious assumption that (in line with his Christology)
Hippolytus sees the Church as being called together by
the Word of God to make Eucharist for our redemption in
Christ.

The Kiss of Peace

AT4 opens with the Kiss of Peace. This sign of
fellowship and covenant can be traced back into the NT
Church and is present in the OT as a sign of blessing and
reconciliation. Isaac's blessing of Jacob begins with a
kiss (Gen. 27.27). In the gospels a kiss symbolises
repentance and reconciliation (Lk. 7.45f.); hence the true
horror of Judas' betrayal (Lk. 22.48). S5t. Paul refers to
'the kiss' in a number of references (Rom. 16.6; 1Cor. 16.20;
2 Cor. 13.12; 1 Thess. 5.26). Lietzmann suggests that the
reference to the kiss at the end of both the Corinthian

Epistles may suggest that the kiss already signified either

(1) Jdungmann, op.cit., p.107
(2) 1"Apol. 65.1; 67.3.

(3) Liturgy, p.302
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the end of the Liturgy of the Word or the beginning of

the Liturgy of the Eucharist.(1>

He also suggests that
it may be correct to link the Liturgical HKiss to Mt.5.23f:
'first be reconciled to thy brother, and

then come and offer thy gift.!

Justin sees the kiss as the preliminary to the
offertory (1 Apol. 65.2), as does Hippolytus. In fact,
as the texts now stand, both Justin and Hippolytus see
the Kiss as a greeting of friendship and as a ceremony of
acknowledgement and reception. Justin places the Kiss
at that point where the newly baptised are first received
by the Church. Hippolytus places the Kiss at the point
of the reception of the mewly consecrated Bishop. This
seems to fit into the tradition of interpretation of the -
Kiss as briefly outlimed: it is a sign of blessing,
friendship, greeting and reconciliation.

The Didache lays great stress on the need for
reconciliation before making Eucharist:

"But let none who has a guarrel with his

companion join with you until they have

been reconciled, that your sacrifice may
not be defiled'. - Did. 14.2

On the evidence of most other liturgies we may
assume that before the Kiss of Peace (i.e. after the
presumed Liturgy of the Word) all those not in the Order
of Laity have been excluded from the company of worshippers.
The Church alorne can offer the sacrifice of the Eucharist -
and before she does so the individual members of the Body
of Christ unite in corporate greeting, friendship and
recanciliation as symbolised by the Kiss of Peace. Thus
Hippolytus' liturgy conforms to the basic pattern of
worship which we have found from OT times onwards: the
call of the Word is followed by an ethical response on

behalf of the worshippers.

(1) Lietzmann, History, Vol.I, p.151; Messe und Herremmahl,
p.2259.
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The Kiss of Peace speaks clearly that the Eucharist
is ore corporate action by the whole Church. The
Fucharist is the meeting point with Christ - the source

of our unity and reconciliation. It is the corporate

offering of itself by the Church through Christ to the -=: .

Father. Bishop, presbyters, deacons and laity are united
in one liturgical action in order for Eucharist to be made.
This is both symbolised and actualised by the Kiss of Peace

at the very beginning of the Anaphora.

The Offertory
AT Ch.4 makes no mention of the laity offering the

elements. We read only:

'Then the deacons shall present the offering

to him (i.e. the Bishop); and he, laying his

hands on it with all the presbytery, shall

say, giving thanks....' - AT 4.2
Similarly at AT 23 we read:

'And then let the offering be brought up

by the deacons to the Bishop.'

However, in the section on Baptism Hippolytus writes:
'Moreover those who are tg be baptised shall
not bring any other vessel, save that which
each shall bring with him for the Eucharist.
For it-is right for everyone to bring this
oblation (Tperfopx ) then.' - AT 20.40

Jungmann concludes:

'Hence at least in the Mass of Baptism,
everyone brings an oblation with him for
Mass. Whether this was true of other
Masses it is hard to say, for evidence
is lacking.'(q)
It is just possible that Hippolytus répresents the

earliest point where a new emphasis is placed on the

(1) Jungmann, op.cit., p.67
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liturgical action of 'affering'.(1) This new emphasis
may have arisen in reply to gnosticism i.e. to stress
the salvation of the material wrought in Christ

(cp. Irenaeus A.H. 4.17.5).

Dix makes a good deal of the fact that the offertory
is not a mere physical necessity in prepatation for the
eucharistic rite but 'is itself a ritual act with a
significance of its Dun'.(z) The offertory clearly shows
the 'liturgy' which each order in the Church is to play in
the corporate offering of the Eucharist: the communicant
'brings' (Tporeveywew ) the vlowfo/& ; the deacon 'brings
it up' (&vsfepewv ) and the Bishop 'offers' (Tiposdépew) it.
All members of the Church act together to make thanks to God.

(3)

It is to be noted that immediately afiter the offertory
the bishop and presbyters lay hands on the gifts, before the
bishop begins the prayer of the anaphora. It is just
possible that to explain this action we are to look back to
the OT ritual of sacrifice (e.g. Ex. 29.10) where the laying
of hands on the sacrifice represented an identification
between offerer and offered. If this is so, the meaning of
the rite of the offertory is made yet clearer: the members
of the Body of Christ offer themselves (as symbolised by the
eucharistic elements) in thanksgiving to the Father. The
people of God offer themselves through Christ their Saviour
to the Father and unite their offering to that of the Sacrifice
of Calvary so that they may become the Body of Christ. As
Augustine was to write later:

'If you then are the body and members of

Christ, your mystery is laid on the Table

of the Lord, your mystery receive. To

that which you are you answer Amen, and

in answering you assent. Be a member of

the Body of Christ that the Amen may be

t
true. Augustine, Serm.cclxxii.

(1) Jungmann, op.cit. p.116
(2) Dix, Shape, p.110
(3) ibid.p.7111, citing AT 9.11.
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The interpretation in the last paragraph may

be to push rather scanty information too far. Nevertheless
we know from the evidence of Tertullian and Irenaeus that

a new emphasis on the offertory had begun at approximately
the period when Hippolytus was forming this liturgy, and

we know also that this was to develop into the splendid ©
Eastern ceremony of the Great Entrance. It seems at least
possible therefore that Hippolytus does wish the rite of

the offertory to be understood as symbolising an ethical
response to the saving work of Christ, an act of self |

of fering in thanskgiving for our salvation.

The Anaphora Prayer

Hippolytus' anaphora is strongly eschatoclogical.
The worshippers are at once made aware that the true
setting of the Eucharist is in the Kingdom of God:

'"The Lord be with you,

And with your spirit.

Up with your hearts,

e have them with the Lord.'

Again we note the theme of 'corporate thamnksgiving'
- the whole Body of Christ is caught up to the heavens
where thanksgiving is made.

Thanksgiving is made:

'through your beloved child (éj““TWS “2{5 /puerum)

Jesus Christ whom in the last times (&TT)éEK“TOtS

fpoves /in ultimis temporibus) you sent to us as

P,

saviour and redeemer and angel of your will.'

So thanksgiving is made through Christ, whom the
Father sent and who is the inseparable Word, the agent of

creation. The whole theme of the Heilsges¢hichte is

recalled: creation, incannation, passion and resurrection.
These salvation-themes are clearly linked to a practical

soteriology:

(1) The Greek here and elseuhere follows the parallels as
provided by Frere, op.cit., pp.4Sff, based on the Apostolic

Congtitutions.
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Christ suffered 'that he might release from
suffering those who have believed in you...
that he might destroy death and break the
bonds of the devil and tread down héll.'!

Hippolytus' eucharistic doctrine is so closely
linked with his soteriology that the anaphora does not
have a 'sanctus', but instead the thought of the Christus-
Victor theme leads us straight into the Institution .
Narrative:

'Arnd when he was betrayed to voluntary

suffering that he might destroy death...

he took bread and gave thanks .... like-

wise also the cup, saying .... when you

do this you make my remembrance ( TovTo

ToLETE e%s TYv 9“ﬂ“ &v7uvq01v)'

The anamnesis of Christ is both a thanksgiving for
the historical work of redemption and also a realisation
that the Church is called to a sacrificial ethical response
in gratitude for the salvation won in Christ who is now
present in the eschatological sacrament:

'Remembering therefore his death and

resurrection we offer to you the bread

and the cup (Apoopepouev oot . .. Tov

?xfmw.. LKL TO ﬂeﬂ]fwv/ufferimus tibi panem

et calicem) giving you thanks because you
have held us worthy to stand before you

énd minister to you.!

Close examination of AT 8f. suggests that Hippolytus
may have thought of the Eucharist 'as the means whereby
Christ intended to bestow on us these benefits of His passiun.'(a)
Looking at the passages cited above are we to interpret
Hippolytus as suggesting either

a) that Christ went to his 'valuntary

suffering' in order 'that he might

destroy death'

(1) Dix, Shape, p.160
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or b) that when Christ went to his 'voluntary
suffering' he instituted the Eucharist in
order that 'he-might.destray death'?
The Latin text would bear either interprefation. Dix
cites from Hippolytus' treatise 'On the Pascha' in favour
of (b):

(communion is) 'the food which leads thee

back to heaven, and delivers from the evil

powers and frees from hard toil and bestows

on thee a happy and blessed return to God.'

_ V.2(1)

Interpretation (b) would seem to fit in with Hippolytus!
eschatological stress, and also with his known discipleship
of Irenaeus whose theory of &yaueﬁx\xueqs I have examined
elsewhere. If this is right then the Eucharist is, for
Hippolytus, the divinely appointed means of appropriating

to ourselves the benefits of the heilsgechichte.

Thus Hippolytus' thought would run like this:

The Incamate Word came to offer Himself as Sacrifice
so that we might receive salvation, which is made available
to, and creates, the Body of Christ which is the whole company
of the redeemed, in the Eucharist, where in thanksgiving the
members of the Body offer themselves in ethical sacrifice
through Christ.,

Daly writes:

'So strong is the connection between

incarnation and sacrifice that we can

call it the leitmotif of Hippolytus'

theology of sacrifice.'(z)

Hippolytus' stress on the close relationship between
incarmation-eucharist-redemption as three parts of the one
act of God in Christ is further brought out in the epiclesis

which follows the anamnesis:

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.160
(2) Daly, op.cit., p.98
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'And we ask that you would send your Holy
Spirit upon the offering of your holy

Church (in chlationem/Bvrxv Ssanctae

ecclesiae); that, gathering them into one,
you would grant to all who partake of the
holy things (to partake) for the fullness
pf the Holy Spirit.... that we may praise
and glorify you through your child Jesus
Ehrist....'(q)

This is not a 'consecratory' epiclesis. It is
a prayer for the communicants - that they may be united
with each other and with the Holy Spirit (?Bhrist(z)) so
that praise may be offered through Christ to the Father.(B)

In every Eucharist the worshippers are caught up
into the New Passover, the Heavenly Banguet. At the
Paschal Eucharist the newly confirmed/admitted candidates
are givern, in addition to the normal Eucharistic species,
milk and honey as a sign of:

'"fulfilment of the promise which was made

to (our) fathers...; in which also Christ

gave his flesh through which those who

believe are nourished....' - AT.23.2
All who share in the Eucharist

'partake of the holy things....in order

that we may praise and glorify the Father.'

615 5o the text in PEER - but there are major textual
problems at this point.

(2) The somewhat imprecise Trinitarian theology at this
date allows the possibility that 'Holy Spirit' here may
refer to the Logos rather than to the Third Person of the
Trinity. Whatever the case, the essential meaning remains
unchanged, but if Hippolytus does intend to refer to the
Logos here then it would be possible to argue guite con-
vincingly that at this stage Christ was still seen as
playing an active role in the Eucharistic Liturgy rather
than the more passive role accorded Him later when
Trinitinarian terminology achieved greater definition and
the epiclesis was more fully developed.

(3) McKenma, op.cit., p.19f.



- 267 -

In this way Hippolytus' Liturgy holds together the
themes of 'salvation and worship/glory'. Wainwright
writes:

'eee. it is only as we receive the glory

of God that we are able to render Him

glory.... When we recall the part played

by the Spirit in the communication of
divine glory according to II Enr.3(1)’
then this text from AT....suggests how
a theology might be elaborated as the
sacramental anticipation of a universe
fully transfigured by the glory of God,
receiving glory from Him, and rendering

glory to Him.'(z)

The theme of 'eschatological glory' pervades the
earliest approaches to the doctrine of the Eucharist.
Because of the redemptior won through Christ, the Church,
in the power of the Holy Spirit, gives glory to the
Father

|b?th now and to the ages of ages (e{s ans

LW Ve g Tlov xewvwv ) Amen.'

- AT 4.13

The Fraction and Communion

There is no evidence in the Apostolic Tradition
for the use of the Lord's Prayer at the end of the
anaphura.(B) So at AT 23 we pass straight to the
fraction and the communion:

'And when he breaks the bread in

distributing fragments to each, he shall

say: The bread of heaven in Christ Jesus.

And if there are not enough presbyters,

the deacons alsd shall hold the cups

(1) e.g. II Cor. 3.18: 'But we all, with unveiled face
reflecting as in a mirror the glory of the Lord are trans-
formed into the same image from glory to glory, even as from
the Lord the Spirit.!

(2) UWainwright, op.cit., p.103

(3) The first precise evidence for such a positioning and
use comes from the Catechetical Lectures of Cyril of
Jerusalem.
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(water, milk, wine) and they who receive

shall taste of each thrice, he who gives

it saying: In God the Father Almighty.'

- AT 23.5ff.

Hippolytus gives the first extant description of
the fraction. Clearly the origin was purely practical,
for the purpose of distribution, though as early as
1 Cor. 10.17, as was:seen earlier, Paul interpreted the act
as a symbol of the unity of the communicants.  Hippolytus
gives no interpretation of the fraction at AT 23.5 but we
may perhaps link it with his peculiar form of the Institution
Narrative at 4.9:

'he took bread and gave thanks to you, saying

Take eat; this is my body which shall be

broken for you. Likewise also the cup

saying, This is my blood which is”“shed for

you.'

The bread words here are not directly scriptural and may
represent a move towards parallelism with the cup words.
More importantly, as far as this thesis is concerned, the
possible future tenmse ('which shall be broken for you')

may suggest that Hippolytus did not thimk of the Last

Supper as a Eucharist, but as a piece of prophetic symbolism
looking forward to the actuality of Calvary on the next day
and receiving its fulfilment in the Eucharistic assembly of
the redeemed- community which, having received glory frem the
Father through the Son, in: turn glorified the Father. Hence
the Eucharist makes anamnesis both of Calvary and of the
Last Supper and also of the Resurrection. The Last Supper
gave the means of partaking in Cross and Resurrection (i.e.
salvation); the Eucharist is the anamnesis of the gift of
that means. The communicant offers himself, in an act of
ethical thanksgiving and sacrifice, to Christ the true
sacrifice of our redemption, and sd shares in the Messianic

Banguet, 'The bread of heaven in Christ Jesus.'
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THE LITURGY OF ADDAI AND MARI

Of the Liturgy of Addai and Mari Srawley writes:

'Though overlaid with some later elements

it preserves ancient features which call

for notice, and its evidence is the more

impurtant because it comes from a region

which lay outside Greek-speaking

Christendom and was not affected so early

or to so great an extent as other regions

in Eastern Christendom by the developments

which were taking place in Greek-speaking

lands during the fourth century.'(1)

Dix makes a complementary point:
'Addai and Mari "helps to carry back the
eucharistic tradition of the Church as a
whole behind the divergence of Greek and
Western Christianity generally from the
oriental world to which the original

(2)

Galilaean apostles had belonged."!'

In fact controversy rages about the precise dating
and the purest text of Addai and Mari. There seems little
doubt that the text is corrupt (e.g. there is no main verb
in the central paragraph of the anaphora) and various
editors have suggested widely divergent emendations and
additions. On the whole it is probably best to date this
liturgy in the early- to mid- third century, but to bear
in mind that embedded withim it:

'is to be found the eucharistic prayer of the

ancient Church of Edessa, whose position outside

the Romart Empire ensured it relative detachment
from developments in Greek-speaking Christendom,
althnugh it also contributed to its becoming

 (3)

schismatic and Nestorian.

(1) Srawley, op.cit.7 p.117

(2) Dix, Shape, p.178

(3) Liturgy, p.177. Duchesne, Christian Worship, p.70 stated
that Addai and Mari was 'the normal liturgy of the Nestorians
and the only one used by the Chaldean Uniates.'




- 278 -

At several points Addai and Mari seems nearer
to the NY than to the theological specuiation of the-
3rd century, .and this would seem to support an earlier
rather than a later dating. On the other hand, the
conservative nature of liturgy tends to mean that
theological speculation outstrips the thought expressed
in the liturgy which is maturally more in tume with the
thought of the average worshipper. This conservative
nature of the lex orandi means that we must be very careful
when suggesting a date for a liturgy such as Addail and
Mari, since it may well be later than parallel thought

in the lex credendi may suggest. On the whole then it’

seems best to suggest that Addai and Mari may feflect
the worshipping thought and 'doctrimeé' of the average
Christian (as opposed to a teacher) of the Church in

E. Syria in the mid 3rd century.

We may begin by summarising the basic Eucharistic
doctrire contained in Addai and Mari. Certain points

will then need to be developed in greater detail.

1) The Eucharist is an offering of praise and thanks-
oiving to God (Trinity?/Jesus?) for his kindness in
creating the world and saving man:

Priest: The offering is offered to God the
Lord of all.
Answer: It is fitting and right.
Priest (privately): Worthy of glory from
every mouth and thanksgiving from

Lo every torgue is the adorable and

glorious name of the Father and of
the Somn and of the Holy Spirit.

He created the world through his
grace and its inhabitants through
his kindness; he-saved men throughi:
his mercy, and gave great grace to

(1D

mortals.

(1) PEER, p.127
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The prayer is then caught up in praise of God who
is adored by 'myriads and myriads of angels' - ard
thus#itbe prayer leads into the Sanctus.(1)
In particular the Church meets in the Eucharist to
give tharks to Christ for his work of redemption by
his inmcarnation and resurrection. It is especially
noteworthy that the 0ld Edesserne araphora may. well
have beer addressed exclusively to God the Son. In
this section of the prayer we meet the coricept, met
whern examining the teaching of Irenaeus, of Christ
restoring fallen humarity to true life with God:

'For you put on our human nature to give

us life through your divine nature.... You

our Lord and our God, conguered our

enemies and made the lowliness of our

weak nmature to triumph through the

abundant mercy of your grace.'(Z)
The Eucharist is the appointed means of 'commemoratinmg
and celebrating' the 'passion death and resurrection’'.
This is possible through the action of the Holy Spirit
who is asked to 'rest on this offering' so that it may
bring imto actuality the fruits of redemption and
resurrection.for which the amnaphora has already given
thanks. It is noticeable that there is no place in
the amaphora for the Institution Narrative, although
Dix sees an 'authoritative reference' to the event
of the Last Supper in the words 'we.... who ....
have received through tradition the form.'

This last point brings out the real thrust of the

anaphora which is strongly eschatological. The Institution

Narrative is not reguired because the Eucharist is no mere

looking back to the past but a 'making present' of the

eschatological Redeemer. In the same way, although there

()

This is omitted by Dix in his reconstruction - v. Shape,

p.180
(2) PEER, p.27



- 272 -

are references to the body and blood of Christ, and to
the actiorn of the Holy Spirit upon the bread and the wine, tharo
there seems to be rno concept present in the anaphora of
change in the elements. The bread and wire are the
vehicles of receiving the body and blood of Christ the
Redeemer eschatologically present to his people in the
Eucharist.
Wainwright writes:
'We observe that in the oldest extant
invocations of the Holy Spirit upon the
bread and wine, those of the Apostolic
Tradition and of Addai and Mari, it is
not stated (though we may admit that their
framers believed in some kind of identifi-
cation between the consecrated elements
and the body and blood of Christ) that
the purpose of the coming of the Holy Spirit
was toimake the bread and wine the body and
blood of Christ; rather the thought moves
directly to the eschatnlngica%lg oriented
, (1

effects on the communicants.

Interestingly both Theodore of Mopsuestia and
Nestorius (who were cornected with the Church at Edessa
and may even have influenced the later versions of Addai
and Mari) develop the understanding of the conmection
betweern the invocation of the Holy Spirit and a “change'
in the elements. Theodore asks that the bread and wirne
may 'become' ('fiat') the body and blood. Nestorius goes
event further and speaks of the Holy Spirit 'making (faciat)'
the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ, and
of the Father 'transforming (tramsmutant)' the bread and

wirne by the operation of the Holy Spirit.

(1) UWainwright, op.cit., p.108
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A few details remain to be examined more fully.
(a) Dix(1)suggests that as it originally stood the whole
anaphora was addressed to God the Son. This was not
unusual, being the practice of several Egyptian and
Ethiopic liturgies and many Syriac liturgies. Certainly
Addai and Mari places great stress on the anaphora being
essentially a prayer to and through Jesus. Again the
eschatological element is prorourced and we méy perhaps
compare the concept of the Eucharist as being the Christian
offering through Christ the High Priest.

If Dix is right then the phrase 'your Holy Spirit!
in the epiclesis refers to the Spirit of Christ. This
would again suggest a primitive doctrinal development.
Richardson writes:

'with the doubtful exception of 2 Cor. 3.17

the NT never says the Christ is the Spirit

of God. But after the Resurrection this

distinction becomes blurred, and the NT

writers do not attempt to distinguish

betweert the operation of the Risen Christ

and the operation of the Holy Spirit.'(z)

Some such doctrinal scheme would seem to be in operation

in Addai and Mari. Srawley notes that several East Syrian
writers, such as Ephraem, suggest at first sight that the
content of the Eucharistic gift is the Holy Spirit. But

'it seems likely that in such cases 'the

Spirit' is an old and traditional designa-

tion of the second person of the Trinity

current in East Syria, and that Our Lord

Himself is in the Eucharist designated

'the Spirit'.'(B)

If this is true of Addai and Mari them it suggests:

'a very early conception indeed of the

results of receiving holy communion,

(1) Dix, Shape, p.180
(2) Richardson, Introduction to the NT, p.121
(3) Srawley, op.cit., p.218
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exactly in line with that corncept of the
whole eucharist as an anticipation of
the second coming of our Lord which began
to die out in most Churches before the

(1)

end of the third century, or even earlieri!’

(b) Several writers suggest that it may be right to see

a parallel between the words of the anaphora,

'we also Lord, your lowly, weak and
miserablerservarts who have gathered
and stand before you',

and Mt. 18.20:

'For where two or three are gathered
together in my name, there Izam in
the midst of them.'

There may also be a parallel with, or an allusion to Lk.21.36:
'But watch ye at every season, making
supplication, that ye may prevail to
escape all these things that shall came
to pass, and to stand before the Son of

Mari. !

The eschatological stress of both passages, in
particular the Lucan, accords well with the generél teror
of Addai and Mari which sees the Eucharist as a foretaste
of the Heavenly Banguet:

'0 ye that have been invited by the

great purpose to the living marriage

feast of the banguet of those in heaven

and those on earth.’ (2)

But there is alsp a stress on the future blessings
of communior, as yet only partially fulfilled in the

Eucharist:

(1) -Dix,.Shape.p.185. -
(2) cited lWairwright, p.52
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'Praise to thime holy name, O our Lord
Jesus Christ, and worship to thy
sovereignty at all times for ever. Amen.
For thou art the living and life-giving
bread which came down from heavert and
giveth life to the whole world and they . .
who eat of it die not and they who receive
it are saved and pardored in it and live
for ever,'

lle may conclude with these words of Dix:
'Addai and Mari is a eucharistic prayer
which is concentrated solely upon the
experience of the.Eucharist, to the
momentary igroring of all other elements
in Christian belief and thought.
Maranatha!...., the ecstatic cry of the
first pre-Paulime Aramaic speaking
disciples, is the summary of what it

(1)

has to say.

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.186
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THE EUCHOLOGION OF SARAFION

The Euchologion represents an Egyptiam form of
the Liturgy from about the mid-fourth century. UWhether
its ascription to Bishop Sarapion of Thmuis is correct
must remain in some doubt because of some possible Arian
phraseology. Here we shall examine mainly the arnaphora
and related prayers, rnoting particularly arny differences
of approach to the doctrine of the Eucharist as compared

with that of the Apostolic Tradition.

The Euchologiorn contains little or no imformation

corcerning the 'Liturgy of the Word'/Missa Catechumengrum'.

This is mot surprising since the Euchologion is a collection
of prayers, rather thamn a complete liturgy - and the prayers
would seem to assume a Fore—Mass,(1)fnr example, there is

a 'prayer after rising from the sermon'. There seems nao
reason to doubt that in Egypt the pattern of 'Word-ethical
response', the same pattern as has been observed as the
formatiorn and grournd of liturgy from the earliest period,
still held good. Certainly the Egyptian Liturgy of 5t.
Mark (C.45D?), with which the Euchologion has several

(2)

close parallels, shows us a liturgy with a developed
liturgy of the lWord and also a considerable emphasis on
the rite of the offertory which by that later date had
developed into the ceremoriy of the Great Entrance. If
we are correct im assuming that S5t. Mark's Liturgy is in
the mainstream of normal Egyptian liturgical development,
then it seems safe to assume that the Euchologion would

also have been preceded by a liturgy of the word.

As it row stands the amaphora begins straight away - -
with:
'It is fitting arnd right to praise, to hymn

and to glorify you, the uncreated Father of

(1) Duchesne, Christian Worship, p.75f.
(2) Srawley, op.cit., p.50
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the only-begotten Jesus Christ.!
&P

Srawley and Frere® “both consider that this pre-

supposes some form of the 'Sursum corda'. The anaphora in

the Liturgy of St. Mark begins in this way:

'The Lord be with all

And with your spirit

Up with your hearts

We have them with the Lord

Let us give thanks to the Lord

It is fitting and right.'(z)
If it is correct to assume that the Anaphora of Sarapion
would have been prefaced with some such similar phrases,
then it would also be right to infer that the Eucharist
in the mid-fourth century was still interpreted, to some
extent at least, as the eschatological meal of thanks-
giving and anamnesis. At the very start of the anaphora
we are reminded that we stand in the preserce of the Risen
Christ, im the presence of God the Father himself, in

heaven.

Seraphion's anaphora opens with four serterces in
praise of the Eterrnal Father:
'We praise you uncreated God....
We praise you who are knowrnt by the only-
begotten Son....
We praise you who know the Sorn and reveal
to the saints the glories about him...
We praise you unseern Father, provider of
immortality....'
The prayer shows hardly a trace here of thanksgiving for
creation, incarmation, or passion - except, possibly, a
brief reference to 'created' mature and the 'coming of

your beloved Son.' This contrasts strongly with the

(1) Srawley, op.cit., p.52; Frere, Anaphora p.76; v. also

Liturgy, p.199.
(2) PEER, p.43
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prayer of the Apostolic Tradition. Dix thinks that
the charge betweern the two prayers has been brought
about in Sarapion by the inmtroduction of the Sanctus
(absent in the Apostolice Traditiom) which has caused
the begirning of the anaphora to become a 'theological
hymn'.(1)
Strictly speaking this difference of approach
between Hippolytus and Sarapion need make no difference
in their understanding of the Eucharist. Praise and
thanksgiving together formed a feature of the primitive
Eucharist from its earliest developments, arising from
its Jewish antecedents. But the mature of the
theological languageemployed in the Euchologiorn does in
fact suggest a subtle change of approach. Hippolytus
uses warm arnd emotive language to express heartfelt
praise and gratitude for the salvation won through
incarnation and the whole of the Christ-redemption theme.

The same note of warmth seems to be missing from

Sarapion's language.

In Hippolytus the purpose of the incarmation is
summed up in terms of personal redemption and sanctification:

'"Fulfilling your will and gaining for you

a holy people, he (Christ) stretched out

his hands when he should suffer that he

might release from suffering those who

have believed in you.'
It is because of this deepfelt assurance of personal
salvation, available to the Christian through the Eucharist,
that the Church in the Apostolic Tradition gives tharks
'Through (the Father's) beloved child'.

All such warm and immarent (while yet deeply -

reverential) eschatological larmguage is absent from the

(1) Dix, Shape, p.165
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anaphora’ of the Euchologion. God is transcendent:
'unsearchable, ineffable, incomprehensible by all
created being', who was made knowrt 'by the only-
begotten Son'. Sarapion seems to suggest that the
only movement between God and man is that of mam being
ernabled to come to God the Father through Christ:

'you reconcile yourself to all and draw

all to yourself through the coming of

your beloved Son.!
This is of course perfectly sound theology, but in
comparison with Hippolytus it seems to leave the Father
in a curiously aloof and remote position. The emphasis,
perhaps we might even use the term 'emotion' or
'psychology', is different from that of Hippolytus where
redemption is clearly a costly movement of God, the loving
Father, to fallen man: |

'e..your beloved child Jesus Christ, whom

in the last times you sent to us as Saviour

and redeemer and angel of your will.'

Perhaps the differences are subtle - and a matter
of technicality at that - but it seems to be sufficiently
different to alter Sarapion's approach to the doctrirme of
the Eucharist. Iti-the Apostolic Tradition the Eucharist
is an eschatological meal in which Christ and his Church
meet together as once Christ and his disciples sat together
in community around a common table; Christ comes to mar,
the Risert Christ condescends to be with his people, man is
raised by Christ to the Father. The whole feel of the
Apostolic Tradition, while being deeply reverential and
strongly eschatological, is essentially 'a homely, family
meal'. In the Euchologion the feel is altogether
different. In the Euchologion the Christian worshipper
takes part not in a family meal but in a court ritual;
the mighty King is praised by his subjects; the Church is

summoned to give praise to the 'uncreated, unsearchable,
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ineffable, incomprehensible God'. Note how the negatives
pile up. This is Alexarndrian phraseolngy - and there is,
rneedless to say, nothing wromg with that! - but we must
face the fact that it does seem to cause a shift in the
approach to the Eucharist moving us towards a stately
(perhaps barogue?) ritual of Byzantinme type as evidenced

by the Liturgy of 5t. Mark.

The predominant emotion in the Euchologion is
that of transcenmdent awe in the presence of that Divinmity
who is totally 'other':

'Holy, holy, holy, Lord of Sabaoth;

heaven and earth are full - of your

glory.'

As the Euchologion echoes the trisagion of Isaiah 6
we are caught up into the Temple of the Heavenly Jerusalem;(q)
Are we worthy to be there? -0Or, like Isaish, do we feel
entirely overcome by our own sense of unworthiness to stand

in the face of such awe-ful holiness and purity?

Sarapion at once picks up this sense of unworthiness
in the next part of the anaphora:

'"We pray you make us living men@

Give us a spirit of Light that we may kriow
you the true God.

Give us holy Spirit, that we may be able
to speak and expound your unspeakable
mysteries.

May the Lord Jesus Christ speak im us, and

holy Spirit, and hymrt you through us.'

Thus Sarapion stresses the transcendent holiness
of God as contrasted with the utter unworthirmess of the
Christian worshipper. We can only 'speak the unspeakable’

and 'hymn the Father' through the grace of Christ and the

(1) Dix, Shape. p.165, suggests that the use of the preface
and Sanctus began in the Alexandrian Church c.230.
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Holy Spirit. Indeed, of ourselves we camnot praise the
Father, but we can be the 'mouth pieces', as it were, of

Christ and the Holy Spirit speaking through us.

The Eucharist themn is the time of praise and
worship of the almighty and transcendent God. Through
Christ, who speaks through his Church, we are emabled to
join with the

‘myriads of angels, archangels, thrones,

dominions, primcipalities and powers'
who in the Heavenly Jerusalem praise the Holy God. Only
as Christ speaks through us are we emabled to joinm with
the heavenly hosts to say:

'Holy, holy, holy, Lord of Sabaoth;

heavernt and earth are fully,of your glory.'

The Eucharist of the Euchologion is an example of
marvellous transcendent praise. The transcendent, almighty,
ineffable, all-holy Father is praised by his fallen and
earthly worshippers through the Sor. It is right that
there should be this stress on the transcendence of God - but,
in comparison with the Apostolic Tradition, are we not right
to long for a corresponding stress on the awe-ful immanence
of God? Is it not the very heart of the Christian Gospel
that the God who is the all-holy transcendent Father,
worshipped by myriads of angels, humbles himself in the
Son who is immarent among us in the incarmation and dies so
that we may be raised? Perhaps we may say that, while
Hippolytus and some of the earlier Liturgies may overstress
the immanerice of God, Sarapion would seem to have redressed

the balance a little more tham adeguately?

Sarapion sees that it is only as we sing the praise
of God that we become 'living menr'. Is this slightly
unusual phrase meant to link up with the next section of

(D

the anaphora?

(1) Dix, Shape p.166f.
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'"Full is heaven, full also is earch of
your excellent glory, Lord of the powers.
Fill also this sacrifice with your power
and your partaking; for to you have we
- offered this living sacrifice, this
bloodless offerimg.’
We note especially the phrases 'this living sacrifice,
this bloodless offering'. Does this refer to the presence
of Christ in the elements before the recital of the lWords
"of Institution amd the Epiclesis? This may Jjust be correct
- especially if we compare the parallel passage in the
Liturgy of St. Mark:
'"Full in truth are heaven and earth of
your holy glory through (the appearing
of ) our Lord and God and Saviour Jesus
Christ: Fill, 0 God, this sacrifice
also with a blessing from you through
the descent of your (all-)holy Spirit.’
Earlier, in the Liturgy of 5t. Mark, the Bishop has said these
words:
'Receive 0 God, the thank-offerings of
those whpo offer the sacrifices, at your
(holy and) heavenly and intellectual altar
.... and those who offered the offerings
today; as yuu'accepted the gifts of your
righteous Abel, the sacrifice of our
Father Abraham, (the incense of Zechariah,
the alms of Corrmelius) and the widow's two
mites....'
There would seem to be little doubt from these Biblical
allusions that the Liturgy of St. Mark is referring to the
Eucharistic elements in the prelimipmary form of invocation
(cited above) before the first epiclesis. In which case
it seems likely that in the Euchologion the words 'this
living sacrifice, this bloodless offering' do in fact refer

to the bread and winme of the Eucharist. This becomes even
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more likely if we take into account the development of

the Grand Entrance in reference to which Theodore of
Mopsuestia speaks of the elements (heing presented in

the Grand Entrance) as if already comsecrated and goes

on to work out an elaborate scheme stressing the
historicisation of the rite. On this scheme of Theodore's
the prothesis becomes the Crucifixion and the epiclesis

) This clearly shows that

represents the Resurrection.
increasingly by the midzfourth cemntury emphasis mas being
placed more on the 'reality' of the eucharistic gift, sought
for in the eucharistic elements, and less on the 'symbolism'
of the broken bread and poured-out wine as the vehicles of
meeting with the Risen and Crucified Christ. In other words
grne half of the Johamnine tension between reality and symbol
was in danger of being lost. This would result in the
'reality' of Christ being looked for solely in the Eucharistic
elements.

I do not wish.to suggest that Sarapion has moved as
far as Theodore, but it does seem possible that the Euchologion
refers to the eucharistic elements as 'this living sacrifice,

this bloodless offering’.

The phrase 'the unbloody sacrifice'! is first used by
Cyril of Jerusalem (348), and, as I suggested abuvesz) he
may have used the phrase as referring to a mystical repetition
of Calvary. This may also be suggested by the language'uf
the Euchologion which speaks of the

'likeness of the death (of Christ)' made

through the 'offered bread' (N.B. the

tense of “?°‘ﬁvﬁ1“%PeV ) so that we may

'beseech you through this sacrifice’.
Is it possible that inm these paragraphs Sarapion is
historicising the anamnesis inm a way similar to Theodore?

Here, and not earlier in the anaphora, anamnesis is made

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.281ff.
(2) v. above p.190ff.
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of the Incarmation, the Institution and the Passion, so
that God may

'be reconciled to us all and be merciful.’
Is it possible that the approach to the Eucharist:has
undergone a change? No longer is it primarily an
'eschatological thamksgiving' when the Crucified and Risen
Christ is present to his people to give them the benefits
of his death, rather it is moving towards becoming an
'historical re-emactment' of the means mhereby salvation
has been achieved. There is nothing 'wrong' with either
approach - provided we are aware just what is going on!
Dix writes:

'As the Church came to feel at home in the

world, so she became reconciled to time.

The eschatological emphasis in the Eucharist

imevitably faded. It ceased to be regarded

primarily as a rite which manifested and

secured the etermal consequences of redemption,

a rite which by manifesting their true being

as eternally 'redeemed' momentarily trans-

ported those who took part im it beyond the

alien and hostile world of time imto the

Kingdom of God and the World to Come. Instead,

the Eucharist came to be thought of primarily

as the representation, the ermactment before

God, of the historical process of redemption,

of the historical events of the crucifixion
and resurrection of Jesus by which redemption

QD)

had been achieved.'

If the phrase 'this livimg sacrifice'! suggests that
in Sarapion ‘we have evidence for an increased 'historicising'
of the anamnesis, is it also mutually compatible to limk it
with the concept of the whole offering of the Church of
itself to the Father through Christ? As was moted above,
Dix thinks thai it is possible. He links the phrase 'this

(1) Dix, Shape, p.305
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living sacrifice' with the earlier request to 'make us
living men'.w Dix suggests that the phrases 'living
sacrifice' and 'blaudless offering' refer to the praise
just offered by the Church inm the Sanctus.(g)But we have
Just suggested that these same phrases may suggest a
reference to an interpretation of the anamresis as an
historical re-enactment. Are the two interpretations

mutually incompatible?

The anaphora prayer asks that we may become
'living men', that we may be given a 'spirit of light',
that we may be given 'holy Spirit', that the 'Laord Jesus
Christ may speak im us' so that we can 'hymn' to the
Father.  This is the sacrifice of praise - 'the fruit
of lips that ackrowledge his name'(Heb. 13.15). But we
remember also that im the Liturgy of St. Mark (which
Sarapion closely parallels) the 'sacrifice' is also made
up of the offering of the elements of bread and wine,
which we offer inm order to make anamnesis of our
redemption in Christ and thus to receive the fruits of
that redemption. Thus our 'sacrifice' -~ the offering
of praise and the offering of the elements, as well as
the act of anamnesis itself - cam be made only through
Christ. Both praise and elements represent our ethical
response, our Eucharist, made in respanse to the
redemption won by Christ. The elements represent the
worshippers themselves - just as in the Jewish sacri-
ficial system. the sacrificed animal stood for the offering
of the individual - they are the ethical offerimg.  Thus
there is no mutual incompatibility between seeing the
'living sacrifice’', the 'bloodless offering' as referring
both to the 'sacrifice of praise' and to the 'historical
re-enactment' of the redemption won in Christ. UWe offer
ourselves in_praise to the Father through Christ; we offer

ourselves by making anamnesis of our redemption so that all

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.166f.
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who partake.... receive a medicine of 1life for the
healing of every disease, and for the strengthening of

all advancement and virtue.' - Euchologionm,
Epiclesis II.

The phrase., 'this living sacrifice' occurs in
the first of the two epicleses. It is to these we must
row turn.

'"Full is heaven, full also is earth of

your excellent glory Lord of the powers.

Fill also this sacrifice with your power

and your partaking; for to you have we

offered this living sacrifice, this

bloodless offering.’
It is characteristic of the Egyptian amaphora to pick up
the word 'full! Cﬂ*q/uldbv) from the Sanctus and to develop
it in this way. The Deir Balyzeh Papyrus (representing
the C.6th/C.7th development from the Liturgy of St. Mark)(1)

reads:

'Fill us also with glory from (you) and

vouchsafe to sernd down your Holy Spirit

upon these treasures (amd) make the

bread the body of our (Lord amd) Saviour

Jesus Christ, and the cup the bluod....'(z)
In this later epiclesis God is asked to fill 'us' and also
to send his Holy Spirit upon the elements. In the earlier
first epiclesis of the Euchologion the prayer is that the
elements only be filled 'with your power and your partaking'
- unless that is we are correct in interpreting the 'living
sacrifice, the hloodless offering' as referring to the
elements which represent the ethical sacrifice of the
worshippers, in which case we too are filled with the Holy
Spirit. I believe this to be correct and to be along the
general lines of the development of Eucharistic doctrine,

but it must be admitted that as Epiclesis I in the Euchologion

(1) PEER, p.37
(2) ibid. p.40
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reads it is not the most immediate interpretation, and
is more likely to be understood solely in terms of the
elements themselves (amd exclusively?) being filled
with the Holy Spirit. This is in line with the other
strand of thought that we have already detected in
Sarapion, namely the anamnesis interpreted in terms of

'historical re-ernactment.'’

The Second Epiclesis is striking in that it calls
for the Logos to come upon the elements:
'0 God of Truth, let your holy Word come
on this bread that the bread may become
(ywesdur ) the body of the Word; and on
this cup that the cup may become the blood
of the Truth; and make all who partake to
receive a medicine of life for the healing
of every diseaseg....'
Mckenma notes this as:
'the only example to date of a clearcut,
developed eucharistic epiclesis in the
Eastern tradition calling for the LDQDS.'(1)
Frere writes:
'Sarapion's invocation followed the usual
lines of anm explicit invocation to
consecrate. But he was much imbued
with the Logos theology.... in the
Liturgy the appeal to God is for the
imtervention of the Word.... In this
respect he was but extending the Logos

(2D

doctrime of the Apologists...

By this Lpogos-epiclesis Sarapion suggests that
he may have seen a parallel between the Incarnation and

the Eucharist. Earlier in the anaphora he has spoken

(1) McKennma, op.cit., p.29
(2) Frere, Anmaphora, p.78
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of the 'only-begotten Son' and the 'begotten Word'; in
the first epiclesis (and immediate recitation of the
Institution Narrative) he speaks of the 'likeness’
(9uxuvum) 'of the body of the only-begotten...the likeness
of the holy body.' Now in the second epiclesis he speaks
of the 'body of the Word'. Thus the Word is invoked so
that the bread and wine may become Qyuﬂaréd@ 'the body of
the Word' and the 'blood of the Truth'. There is here
another stress on the 'historicising' approach of Sarapion.
Immediately after the recital of the Words of Institution |
the Euchologion goes on to pray for unity, the unity that
is brought about by the death of Christ - the 'likeness’
of whose body has beern 'made' by the remewed action of the
Logos:

'"Therefore we also, making the likeness of

the death, have offered the bread, and beseech

. you through this sacrifice: be reconciled to

us all and be merciful, 0 God of truth. And

as this bread was scattered over the mountains,

and was gathered together and became one, so

gather your holy Church out of every nation

and every cnunfry and every city and village

and house, and make one living catholic Church.'
The action of the Logos is to continue and to extend the act

of redemption won in the incarnate lord.

The parallel between Incarnmation and Eucharist was to
lead to an important change of thought, especially when
linked to the 4th and 5th century . developments of termin-
ology concerning the Holy Spirit. In earlier writers and
liturgies the central active figufe in the Eucharist is
Ehrist the Word present to his people in the eschatological
foretaste of the Messianic Banguet. Sarapion seems to have
moved away from this somewhat towards seeing the Eucharist
as a courtly ritual in praise of the transcendent Father;

a ritual in which we make anamnesis of the Heilsgesghichte
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not as an eternally present event, but primarily as a
past event which is capable of being renewed. Later
writers and liturgies conseguently present Christ as the
passive figure in the Eucharist - which is the renewal of
the historical action of the Christ-event, made possible
by the active power of the Holy Spirit. For Sarapion
however, it is still the second person of the Trinity,

the Logos, who is actively coming to his people.

Liturgy is generally conservative. Perhaps this ‘is
so with the Euchologion. It may be that Sarapion's own
understanding of the relationship between the active role
of the Spirit and the more passive role of Christ in the
Eucharist is in fact being held in check by some form of
Baumstark's law. We may compare the Euchologion with the
thought of a near contemporary, Cyril of Jerusalem. Cyril,
using-the more precise Trinitarian terminology of the later
Lth century also draws a firm parallel between the Incarnation
and the Eucharist. Consequently he sees Christ assuming a
passive role in the Eucharist. It is by the action of the
Holy Spirit that Christ is present to his people in the
Eucharist. In the Euchologion we can perhaps see the first
stage in this development. Dix writes:

'The important thing to notice.... is that

when the pre-Nicene Church thought and spoke

of the Eucharist as an action, as something

'done', it conceived it primarily as an

action of Christ Himself, perpetually offering

through and in His Body the Church His 'flesh

for the world'. It is the perpetuation in
time by way of anamnesis of his eternally
accepted and complete redeeming act.'(1)
What was true of the pre-Nicene Church was well on the way to
changing by the mid-ﬁth century, and this is true for
Sarapion in as much as liturgical conservatism will allow

him to express it. UWhatever some writers may suggest this

(1) Dix, op.cit., p.254
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need not represent evidence of decline for the Church's
spirituality, nor even necessarily a major and decisive
alteration of NT thought. The spirituality of the Church

in the 4th century was no less —‘the evidence for the
devotion of the average layman is sufficient proof for that.(1)
The awareness of the majesty and transcendence of God the
Father was much greater than in previous generations. And
herein lies the clue to interpret what has happened and why.
No longer was the Eucharist a homely 'agape-Eucharist', a
'Messianic Banguet' held around the table in the triclinium
of the house of some wealthy Christian. In the mid-4th
century and onwards it was seen as an act of homage to the
Almighty Trinity. But this had the effect of making God seem
'further away'. No longer was the Church constantly living in
a fervour of immediate eschatological fulfilment; no longer
did Church members see themselves living in the 'Age to Come
- and not Yet'. Rather the Church now saw itself as living
firmly in the world (though not of it - hence the growth of
the eremitic movement) but, by the grace of God being enabled,
in the Eucharist, to rise above the world and to praise the
Father. The Church remembered the historic events of the
Incarnation, Passion and Resurrection as past events,

Earlier they had been seen as eternally present events in

the anamnesis of the Heilsgesthichte. Thus Christ was seen

as being eternally active - the active host at the Eucharist.
In the later 4th century Christ, raised so far above this
world in the transcendence of the Father is present as Host
(hmétia, victim); Christ takes on a passive role in the

Eucharist and the active agent becomes the Holy Spirit.

5o, through the Holy Spirit Christ comes to his peaple.
Sarapion's prayer goes on to pray that the benefits of His

presence may be given to those in need:

(1) UWe may think, for example, of the standards of discipline
and devotion set by Hippolytus in the Apostolic Tradition
(Jungmann, Early Liturgy, pp.52-73) and also of the standards
set by Cyril of Jerusalem in his Catechesis. The 'Pilgrimage
of Egeria' also shows how deep and fervent a spirituality there
was at this period - and also provides us with further evidence
for the growth of the 'historicising' process.
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'make all who partake to receive a medicine

of 1life for the healing of every disease.'
We may compare this with Ignatius' phrase 'the medicine of
immortality'. The Eucharist is the entry to life in God -
the gateway to the eternal life in heaven.

Sarapion then offers prayer 'through the only-begotten,
in the Spirit', for the Church, for the departed, for those
who have 'offered the offerings.’ The prayer ends with what

&))

‘may have once been the response of the people, and, as the
whole Church unites in response of thanksgiving we are made
aware yet again of the worship of the Transcendent Trinity:

'Through your only-begotten Son, Jesus

Christ, in the Holy Spirit; as it was

and is and shall be to generations of

generations and to all the ages of ages.

Amen. '

THE LITURGY OF S5T. JAMES

The Liturgy of St. James comes to us in two versions
- the Greek and the Syriac. The Syriac is generally reckoned
to be the later version, made some time after 451, and having
a number of omissions and additions in comparison with the

(2)

Greek version. The Greek Liturgy of St. James has close

links with the Jerusalem Church and was adopted for use by
the Antiochene Church at some point between 3397 and 431S3)
The strong. influence of the Jerusalem Church is particularly
striking and reminds us how influential a position Cyril -

) and his doctrine - held in Christendom. Dix points out
that the Antiochene Church mDQed in a progressively more
Hellenistic direction away from the semitic-type liturgy

(&)

as represented by Addai and Mari® ‘and the Greek Liturgy of

St. James as we have it shows signs of being influenced by

(1) Srawley, op.cit., p.57. We may compare the doxology at
the end of the amaphora in the Liturgy of 5t. Mark.

(2) PEER, p.55

(3) Shape, p.176

(4) 1ibid., pp.176ff.
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the Liturgy of S5t. Basil(1)mhich the Antiochene Church
came ultimately to adupt.(Z)
Du:hesne(B)gives us a reconstruction of a 'Syrian

“ Liturgy' in general terms which brosdly apply to the
structure of the Liturgy of S5t. James. After introductory
prayers and the 'Little Entrance' of the clergy, the lectors
at once begin the readingé which are interspersed with
interpretative chants, alleluias and psalms. A priest or
deacon then reads the gospel after which there is a sermon
(or number of homilies). The catechumens . and others not
fully initiated into the sacred mysteries are then dismissed
and then the Faithful make their prayer using the Litany,
led by a deacon. So far this is in almost direct imitation
of the Synagogue service.(h) Then, after the Kiss of Peace,
comes the Great Entrance. The door-keepers are posted tp
keep out any who are not initiated. With much ceremonial
the deacons bring the bread to the altar, spread a cloth and
lay the bread upon it. According to the Testamentum Domini,
a vell is spread so that the altar cannot be seen by the
Dungregatiun.(5) The Bishop washes his hands and vests in
festal garments and then he and the priests draw near the
altar for the eucharistic prayer. The point to notice is
the great elaboration of the rite - and the implicit stress

on the 'mysterium tremendum et fascinams' which is about to

be enacted.

This approach cannot be criticised as lacking in
faith, on the contrary the realism of the sacramental act
is now so stressed that only the privileged few can wignsss
the actual consecration. It may be that the more traditional
view, that after 314 the Church's faith diminished and the
eschatological expectation vanished, is only a half truth.
Perhaps it may he nearer the mark to say that a different
- kind of faith and eschatology took over. In the late 4th
century the action of the Eucharist stresses the divine trans-

cendence so much as almost to ignore the divine immanence.

(1) PEER, p.55

(2) Shape, p.176

(3) Duchesne: Christian Worship, Origin:& Evolution, pp.57ff.
(4) ibid., p.59

(5) Liturgy, p.195
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The eucharistic species, and the act of consecration, is
so holy.as to be hedged about with all sorts of safeguards.
This does not show a lack of faith - but perhaps it
witnesses to a demand for 'concreteness' and 'mystery!
which suggests a need Fuf the visible and tangible support
farfaith?  Also, there is a sense in which stress of this
kind on the divine transcendence is strongly eschatological
- but is it the same understanding of eschatology as we see
in the NT? It seems to me that whereas in the NT the
eschatological understanding of the Eucharist suggests a
dynamic mavement between God and man by which man is brought
into the new creation wrought by the Risen Christ; in the
late 4th century we see a more static approach to the
Eucharist in which it is seen as an ongoing part of re-
creation, rather than as a moment in history when God breaks
in anew, and for a moment or two man is privileged to worship
with the angels.
. The anaphora of St. James begins with a form of

2 Cor. 13.14 and then the usual versicles and responses lifting
up the hearts and minds of the worshippers into the Trinity.
There flows a hymn of praise to God 'the creator of all
creation' who is 'hymned' by His creation, his Church and his
angels. This leads into the Trisagion. After this the
Bishop picks up the word 'holy' and stresses the transcendence
of God the Holy Trinity:

'Holy you are, King of the ages.... holy

too is your only-begotten 5on, our Lord

Jesus Christ... and holy too is your hdly
Spirit.'(1)
This leads into a memorial of Creation, Fall, the 0ld Covenant,
the New Covenant made in Christ who:

'when he was about to endure his voluntary

(and life-giving) death (on the cross), the

sinless for us sinners, in the night when

(1) PEER, p.57
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he was betrayed (or rather handed himself
over), for the life and salvation of the
world, took bread in his holy, undefiled,

blameless (and immortal) hands'.(1)
‘Thus the Institution Narrative is firmly linked to the Passion
and to Christ's saving work.

The Institution Narrative reveals certain
idiosyncracies:

'Likewise after supper (he took) the cup,

he mixed wine and water (he looked up to

heaven and showed it to you, his God and

Father; he gave thanks,) blessed, and

sanctified it, (filled with the Holy

Spirit) and gave it to his (holy and

blessed) disciples....'
The theme of the cup being filled with the Holy Spirit (as
here in the Syriac form of the anaphora) is picked up in
the Epiclesis:

'Have mercy on us, Lord God... send upon

us and upon these holy gifts set before
your (all-)holy Spirit...'(z)
- and the prayer has as it were an 'anamnesis' of the Holy
Spirit reminding us that the Spirit dwells in the Trinity,
and was at work in the law and prophets, in the Baptism of
Jesus and at Pentecost. Now the Father is asked to send
the Spirit:

"(upon us and upon these holy gifts set before

you) that he may come upon them....and make

this bread the holy body of Christ and this cup

the precious blood of Ehrist.'(B)
Thus the epiclesis of S5t. James contains a notion not present
in the Apostolic Traditioﬁ or in Addai and Mari, namely: to
make the bread and wine the body and blood of Christ. Brilintéu)
suggests that: '

'the "upon us" of the liturgy of 5t. James

is not the only sign that the epiclesis

(1) PEER p.57 - Syriac liturgy in parentheses
(2) PEER p.58

(3) PEER p.59
(4) Brilioth: Eucharistic Faith and Practice, p.63
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originally referred to the congregation

rather than to the elements.'
and he links this change of thought with the action of the
Liturgy e.g. the Great Entry accompanied by the cherubic
hymn 'Let all mortal flesh keep silence'.(1)

The recitation of the Institution Narrative ends
with the words:

1Do this for my remembrance; for as often

as you eat this bread and drink this cup you

proclaim the death of the Son of Man (and

confess his resurrection) until he comes.'

And the people respond '

'Your death, Lord, we proclaim and your
resurrection we confess .'(2)
This leads into the anamnesis which makes mention of Christ's
passion, death and resurrection and then continues to
'remember' the Parousia and Final Judgement. It is this
last thought that continues through the Epiclesis in which
the Father is asked to send the Holy Spirit 'upon us and
upon these holy gifts!' sp that

'they may become to all who partake of them

for forgiveness of sins and for eternal life,

for sanctification...for bringing forth gaud

works...until the consummation of the age'.(B)
Wainwright writes:

'...many liturgies make mention of the parousia

and of the final judgement at the end of the

Institution Narrative and in the anamnesis.

This same pérspective is maintained when in

the second half of the epiclesis the Eastern

liturgies come to pray for the fruits of

(1) Dix, Shape p.286, points out that the ceremony of the Great
Entrance is lacking in the Syriac Liturgy of St. James 'a
sufficient indication that this conception of the Eucharist as
the anamnesis of the resurrection in particular was no part of
the original Syrian tradition.' This may be so,but it does not
alter the fact that as the history of St. James now stands, we
have both a shift of understanding conecerning the epiclesis and
also a 'moment of consecration'.

(2) PEER p.58

(3) PEER p.59
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communion. When prayer is made at this
point that communion may be for the remission
of sins, a present reference is no doubt
intended; but that the present remission

of sins does not exhaust the desired fruits
of communion is made clear by the accompany-
ing mention of non-condemnation (in the day
of judgement), and of entry into the

heavenly kingdom and eternal life.'(1)
Now there can be no gquestion that all this thought is
eschatological. But is it the same form of eschatology as
was found in the NT? I think pot. Firstly, in St. James
the thought of the Liturgy has moved to the caoncept of a
particular point when the Holy Spirit fills the bread and
wine and so makes the bread 'the holy body of Christ' and
the cup 'the precious blood of Christ'. Thus Christ is
passive and, as is shown also by the ceremony of the Great
Entrance, Christ is no longer thought of as the Messiah
presiding at the Messianic Banguet, rather he is now the
Victim and the Eucharist is 'the offering of the holy and
bloodless sacrifice.' Secondly, since the Eucharist is no
longer seen as the Messianic Banguet, there is a subtle
change in what we may call the 'time-scale' of the
eschatological approach. In the 1st century Eucharist
heaven and earth are united in Christ; the new creation
has begun; the Eucharist is the foretaste of the Heavenly
Bangquet on earth. In the late 4th century the Eucharist
is still the moment of unity between heaven and earth, but
now the Church moves out of the world to heaven i.e. the
Church is active and Christ is passive. This receives
further support from the corresponding emphasis on the
historical Christ as evidenced by Egeria's pilgrimage and
the development of ceremuﬁial such as the Great Entry. It
is particularly noteworthy that Egeria's Pilgrimage was to
the Jerusalem Church at about the same time as Antioch

adopted the use of the Liturgy of 5t. James. Egeria

(1) Wainwright, 'Eucharist and Eschatology', p.84
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records lovingly the ceremonial of Holy Week which,

perhaps under the influence of Cyril, has now been
developed so as to re-enact in as much detail as possible
the events of Holy Week. Such a development of devotion,
and its effect on the Eucharist, may well be a perfectly
natural and proper occurrence. But it causes a major shift
of theological approach - and yet one that can easily go
unnoticed. In the earliest period which we have examined,
the focal point of devotion (and hence of doctrine) in the
Eucharist has been the Risen, Exalted and Living Christ
present and active among his people. In the 4th century
under the twin influences of the development of historical
interest and the development of the doctrime of the Holy
Spirit, we find the emphasis falling on the historical Jesus
who is now the passive Victim as the events of which we make
anamnesis are, as it were, re-enacted in the words and
actions of the Liturgy and the Church and Holy Spirit become
the twin active égents - the Church offering bread and wine
and the Holy Spirit 'filling it' to become the body and blood
of Christ. This may be legitimate development - but it is
still development. As wainwright(1aaints out, however, it
only needed the Western Church to lose an adeguate
pneumatology, for this shift of emphasis to become something
much more serious, namely a view of the Eucharist as being
almost solely the action of the Church. It was against
this view that the Reformers acted so violently. It cannot
be stated too strongly that the 4th century liturgies do not
fall into this error - but the latent possibility is there

in embryo.

(1) UWainwright 'Eucharist & Eschatology', p.126f.
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WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?Y

2 The Eucharist and modern Ecumenical thought in the light

of the First Four Centuries

In this final section it remains to draw out and
bring together the main emergent themes of the first three
parts. It seems to me that this can be done most usefully
by linking the NT and patristic doctrines to recent
ecumenical statements on the Eucharist. Thus modern state-
ments may be placed in a more helpful context and the
relevance of the NT and patristics may emerge more clearly.

As a basis for this comparison I shall take five
ma jor statements:(1)

1. The ARCIC document, 'An agreed statement on

Eucharistic Doctrine', 1971 (cited as ARCIC)

2. A joint Lutheran-Roman Catholic document:
'The Eucharist as Sacrifice', 1967 (cited as
SACRIFICE)

3. A document published by the Protestant-

Catholic Dombes Group: 'Towards a Common
Eucharistic Faith?', 1982 (cited as LES DOMBES)
L, The 1971 statement of the Faith and Order
Commission of the W.C.C. (cited as LOUVAIN)
5. A similar, but expanded W.C.C. statement of
1982 (cited as LIMA)

In each case, the working parties who produced these
five documents have been concerned to examine the doctrine
of the Eucharist in the light of modern Biblical criticism,
modern patristic and liturgical study and also as part of
the ongoing tradition of the Christian Churches. Their
relevance to this thesis becomes obvious at once.

The most encouraging factor to emerge from these

(1) The first four of these documents are conveniently
published together: Modern Eucharistic Agreement, SPCK 1973.
The fifth, The Lima Statement, is contained in full in
'Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry,' BCC 1982
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studies is that in each and every case an attempt to go

'back to the New Testament' and 'back toc the Fathers' has
produced a level of shared understanding and ecumenical
commitment in the formerly vexed area of Eucharistic doctrine
which would have been all but unimaginable only a few years
ago.'

In this final section then, I propose to examine the
evidence from the first three sections of this thesis, linking
and contrasting it to the five ecumenical statements, under
four main headings:

i. The Messianic Banguet

ii. The Eucharistic Presence af Christ
iii. The Eucharistic Sacrifice

iv. Symbol and Reality

(1) The Messianic Banguet

In each of the three main sections of this thesis it
has been seen that the primitive setting of the Eucharist was
a fellowship meal. In the ministry of Jesus, according to
Mark, there were frequent 'communal meals' which, as only
natural in a Jewish setting, could be invested with the form
and value of a 'religious fellowship meal.' I have much
criticised Leitzmann's 'Two Supper' theory, but I have also
sought to show that in one vitally important respect
Leitzmann would seem to have been right: the Eucharist was
first and foremost a fellowship meal shared with the Messiah,
the Risen Christ, as Host. It is an eschatological fore-

taste of the Messianic Banquet.

In 1 Corinthians we can see S5t. Paul making the move
which separated 'agape' from 'Eucharist' (if the anachronism
be allowed). But that this division of 'fellowship meal'
and 'sacrament' had no immediate universal effect is shouwn
clearly by the Didache. Nonetheless, such a separation was
almost inevitable. Firstly, sheei practical necessity
would demand that the growing Church of the 3rd and 4th

centuries could share in only a token fellowship meal.
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Secondly, as the Church grew away from its Jewish origins
it inevitably lost touch with the Jewish culture of
'religious fellowship meals' and indeed with the whole
concept of the Messianic Banguet. The result was that
greater stress came to be placed on the 'sacramental'
aspect of the Eucharist. In other words, the presence
of Christ was sought primarily, if not solely, in the
eucharistic bread and wine. Thus the earlier doctrine

of a Feiluwship meal shared with Christ was dropped and

the emphasis came to be placed on the meal in which Christ
gives himself as food.

It seems to me most important that such a develop-
ment of doctrine should be seen as a 'development' and not
an 'alteration'. As far as we can tell from the documents
we have examined the eucharistic food has always, from the
most primitive period of the Church's 1ife, been referred
to as the Body and Blood of Christ. In this sense the
doctrine of the 4th century Fathers is purely development
and not innovative. At the same time the virtual demise
of the concept of the Eucharist as Messianic Banguet leads
to a somewhat one-sided emphasis on the 'historicity' of
the eucharistic action. Many writers blame this on a lack
of eschatological expectation by the 4th century Fathers.
This is, at best, only part of the truth. No-one can read
the writings of, say, Cyril of Jerusalem, without being
aware that he is acutely conscious of the 'eschatological'
inbreaking of Christ. But it is a different approach to
eschatology - and ultimately a different emphasis on the
nature of the presence of Christ.

In the early NT and patristic period Christ is
found in the Eucharist both as food and also as Host.
Christ presides at the fore-shadowing of the Messianic
Banquet; Thus he is present throughout the liturgical
action. In the later period we meet the whole concept

of 'the moment of consecration!. It is in this sense
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that the doctrine of the first four centuries has developed
and its development is at least partly the result of an
inevitahle demise of the concept of the Eucharist as
Messianic Banguet.

I repeat, however, development is not alteration.
The later Fathers are not to be condemned. For, remarkably,
despite the changed circumstances, the Eucharist continued
to be seen in some ways as the eschatological meal eaten

with the Risen Christ. A firm line can be traced from the

NT, through the Didache, Ignatius and Origen, leading to
Augustine in which the Eucharist is seen as an eschatological
meal shared with Christ.

But the eschatology does change. Cyril of Jerusalem
sees the Eucharist as part of the ritual of the heavenly
court. The central and deeply honoured and revered figure,
in fact plays but a passive role.

‘The ARCIC statement notes that in the Eucharist we
receive:

'a foretaste of the kingdom to come...uhen we

gather around the same table -in this communal

meal at the invitation of the same Lord... we

are one in commitment not only to Christ and

to one another, but also to the mission of the

Church in the world.'(1>

Thus ARCIC links the ethical response of the Christian
to the Eucharist, seen as a communal meal eaten with Christ.

The LES DOMBES statement takes up the theme of the
Messianic Bangquet and links it to the doctrine of the
Resurrection:

'The Eucharist is the sacramental meal, the new

paschal meal of God's people with Christ, which

Christ having loved his disciples unto the end

gave them before his death that they may celebrate

it in the light of the resurrection until his

1 (2)

coming.

.27

(1) M.E.A., p
, P57

(2) M.E.A.
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Here we note the themes of Lord's Supper, communal
meal, resurrection and anamnesis being held in an
eschatological framework. In a later passage LES DOMBES
specifically speaks of the Eucharist in terms of the
Heavenly/Messianic Banguet:

'It is a joyful anticipation of the

heavenly banguet, when redemption shall

be fully accbmplished and all creation
shall be delivered from bondage.'(1)

Thus we are reminded of the Johannine 'twin
polarities of reality'.(z) The 'hour of glory' that is the
one event (though separated in time) of crucifixion -
resurrection - giving of the Holy Spirit, has come. In
the eucharistic anamnesis we are present in that 'hour'.

But egually, as 5t. John stresses, the hour is 'not yet'’
bgcause here and now we live by the lesser symbols of bread
and wine which, used in anamnesis of the 'hour of glory'
become the eschatological vehicles/symbols by which we share
in greater reality which, for us, in time, is yet to be.

Developing this line of thought LES DOMBES
perceives a most valuable insight into the ecumenical
nature of the Eucharist. It is 'the ecumenical meeting
place' because it is 'the eschatological meeting place.'(3)
Thus, because it is the eschatological sacrament the
~ Eucharist is also the sacrament of unity. Ue have dis-
covered this theme - with differing emphases - in several
of the Fathers and the Liturgies, notably in 5t. John's
Gospel, the Didache and St. Augustine. lWe shall return
to this theme of the Eucharist as the Sacrament of Unity

a little later.

The LES DOMBES étatement, then, sees the Eucharist
as a meal celebrated by the Risen Christ with bis disciples.

We are reminded of the fellowship meals celebrated by Jesus

(1) M.E.A., p.62
(2) v. above p.117f.
(3) M.E.A., p.62
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during his ministry. The evangelists refer several times
to these and particularly to the great Feeding Miracles,
the symbolising of the Messianic Banguet, which are written
up in clearly eucharistic terms.(1) Naturally the statements
do 'not refer directly to the Feeding Miracles. NT criticism
and exposition is not an immediate part of their brief. But
they do make much of the newly re-discovered theme of the
Messianic Banguet. It is possible that the LIMA document
. does in fact have the Feeding Miracles in mind in this
passage:
'The Eucharist is precious food for missionaries,
bread and wine for pilgrims on their apostolic
Journey.! - LIMA 4.26(2)
Here we are reminded of the 0T typology lying behind the
accounts of the Feeding Miracles. The Church is the New
Israel and God fFeeds his Church just as he fed the people
of Israel in the desert. This is the common theme of the
Feeding Miracles, the Messianic Banquet and the Eucharist.
God leads his people into the Promised Land - and he feeds
them on the way. In this context we note that the LIMA
report picks up the point of the tradition of a weekly
Eucharist celebrated on Sunday - the 'eighth day' of the
Fathers, the day of Resurrection, the day of new creation:
'As the Eucharist celebrates the resurrection
of Christ, it is appropriate that it should

take place at least every Sunday.' - LIMA h.31(3)

The LOUVAIN statement also sees the Eucharist as
foretaste of the Messianic'Banquet and links this to the
theme of our ethical response made in thanksgiving:

'The Eucharist is the great thanksgiving

to the Father for everything which he

accamplished in creation and redemption,

for everything which he accomplishes now

in the Ehurch and in the world in spite

(1) e.g. v. above pp=67ff, 91fF, 110ff.
(2) B.C.C. p.10
(3) B.C.C., p.18
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of the sins of men, for everything that he
will accomplish in bringing his kingdom to
fulfilment. Thus the Eucharist is the

benediction (berakah) by which the Church
expresses its thankfulness to Ged for all

(D

his benefits.!'

Perhaps here we may detect a rediscovery of a Lucan-
soteriology: salvation is the whole life and work of Christ,
the 'exodus' brought about in him; thus we do not make
anamnesis solely of the Cross, but of the whole saving work
of Christ. So LOUVAIN links closely the themes of anamnesis
and thanksgiving. It then links these to our ethical response:

'Reconciled in the Eucharist, the members of

the body of Christ are servants of recon-

ciliation amongst men and witnesses of the

Jjoy of resurrection.... The Eucharist is

also the feast of the continuing apostolic

harvest, where the Church rejoices for the

gifts received in the world and welcomes

(2)

every man of good will.'

This last point picks up a major theme of the
Messianic Banguet concept as presented in the gospels:
Christ's work is not only for the 'lost sheep of the house
of Israel' but for all men everywhere. The Apostles are
to go out and to compel men to come in (luke 14.23). The
Eucharist ié a sacrament of salvation for all men - not,
that is, anything approaching universalism, but an offering
of salvation to all. None are excluded - unless they wish
to exclude themselves. Ue noticed this as a possible
approach to the Eucharist when discussing the meal on board
ship before the account of the shipwreck in Acts 27.

Wainwright comments:

(1) M.E.A., p.84
(2) M.E.A., p.87
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'¥nowing that God is inviting all men to

the feasting in the final Kingdom, the

church may be confident that it is the

divine will that as many as possible

should be brought to enjoy already the o
1

meal which is the sign of that feasting.'

Indeed Wainwright is prepared to interpret Luke 14.23
as a command to 'compel' all men to join in the eucharistic
celebration -~ a completely 'open-table'! But we need to
remember here that the theme of the Messianic Banguet contains
not only the idea of a universal invitation, but also the idea
of an 'exclusiveness'. The Lucan account of the Great
Banguet (luke 14, 15-24) assumes that those who have refused
the invitation will be shut out and unable to taste of the
Banguet (luke 14.24). The Matthean parallel of the Wedding
Feast (Matthew 22, 1-10) is immediately followed by the
parable of the Wedding Garment (22, 11-14), where the man who
is unprepared is thrown out of the company of feasters.
Similarly we may think of the parable of the Wise and Foolish
Virgins. (Matthew 25, 1-13).

In those texts which we have examined in this thesis
there seems throughout the tradition to be a note of
'exclusiveness' to balance that of 'universal invitation'.
There is the demand for holiness to balance the free offer
of salvation. Our ethical response of thanksgiving is a
necessary concomitant - though not a pre-condition - of the
gift of grace in Christ. The whole background of the Old
Testament covenant is at once both a gracious response on
God's behalf to men and also a call to an ethical response
of holy living in thanksgiving to God on behalf 0? men.

From at least the 3rd century cnwards the Church took every
care to exclude even the catechumens from the sacramental
rite itself. In 1 Corinthians Paul takes great care to
point out that those who share in the New Covenant Meal are

bound also to live by the ethical demands of that Covenant.

(1) lWainwright, op.cit., p.130
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The rediscovery of the Messianic Banquet theme
perhaps goes a good way towards rediscovering the more
primitive eucharistic discipline as outlined above. True,
the Messianic Banguet is for all - in that all are invited;
but equally truly, only some will be prepared to make the
necessary response of holiness and so share in the Banguet
given by the Risen Christ. The 'exclusivity' of the
Eucharist is a necessary discipline in that in the
Eucharist the Church meets with her Risen Master:

'The eucharist is the feast at which the

Church gives thanks to God... and joyfully

celebrates and anticipates the coming of

the Kingdom in Christ.!' - LIMA 4.22(1)

This reminds us of the primitive use of the prayer
'marana tha' used by -Paul at the end of 1 Corinthians and
in the Didache. In the Eucharist the Lord comes with his

Kingdom in which we share the eschatological feast.

I do not believe we can overstress the importance
of the rediscovery of the Eucharist as an eschatological
meal shared with Christ, at which, as in the meal at Emmaus,
indeed as in the Last Supper itself, Christ is the 'president’'.
It is Christ who breaks the bread and pours out the wine as

a symbol of the reality of his broken body and shed blood.

Time and again in this study we have seen that
the NT and the Fathers alike speak of the Eucharist in
eschatological terms. At the beginning of this section
I attempted a brief outline of what I called the
'development' of eschatological thought from the NT to
the 4th century. It is necessary to pick this up again
and take it a little further.

As I wrote earlier, it is a commonplace of patristic

study to point out that the first four centuries witness a

(1) B.C.C., p. 10
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demise of eschatological expectation. Doubtless this

is true. But with regard to Eucharistic doctrine I
believe we have evidence of something more subtle than

a mere fading of eschatological hope. Hand in hand with
the disappointment of such hopes in terms of the final
parousia, came a contrary approach to the Eucharist; that
of the reality of the eucharistic gift, a great sense of
awe in the presence of the very present Crucified and Risen
Lord. In the second section of this final part we shall
examine the doctrine of the eucharistic presence. As a
preface to that, and a conclusion to our study of the
Messianic Banguet, it is perhaps possible to examine this

evolution of eschatological hope a little further.

The NT and the Fathers of the first two centuries
seem to work on a scheme that is still perhaps best described
by Dodd's phrase: 'realised eschatology'. Or, in view of
the criticism of Dodd, perhaps we may say 'partially realised
eschatology'. On this schema the Christ event is in some
sense the éoxUTbV. The world order under the power of
evil, is broken up and defeated - even if the evidence for
that defeat is not always at once obvious. Consequently from
the point of the inbreaking of the Incarnate Christ up until
the second inbreaking of Christ in the Final Consummation
when 'all things shall be put in subjection under his feet,'
the world and the Messianic Age co-exist uneasily. The
Church is the bridge between the two. Hence the Church
is the New Israel, sharing in Christ's priesthood and so in
his work of salvation. The eucharistic anamnesis is that
moment when, in the midst of the world, the Church becomes
fully aware that, in tefms of greater reality, she lives
already in the Messianic Age. Hence the Eucharist is the
Messianic Banguet - or at least a foretaste of it. In
this sense the Eucharist is the means of shafing in the

glory af the Final Consummation.
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By the 4th century we find a rather different
eschatological perspective. The Christ event is seen
as the great act of salvation (this has not changed one
whit) but it is an act in history and not the end of
history. The end will not come until the final in-
breaking of Christ in the 2qmnvv which is the Final
Consummation. The Church is still seen very much as
the priesthood of God, offering sacrifice to the Father
for the world. By means of the anamnesis, the historical
work of Christ is renewed and made available to the
Christian people. Here is the major eschatological
shift. Gone is the‘concept of anamnesis as the moment
when the Church realizes she is present at the Messianic
Banguet. The concept of the Messianic Banguet is almast
unmentioned in later writers. Instead the anamnesis is
the moment when the historical Christ is eschatologically

present to his people.

As I wrote earlier, this represents development and
not change. The basic concepts of eschatology, anamnesis
and salvation remain unchanged. Whether we look at the
1st or the 4th century we are reminded of Child's words on
anamnesis:

'Israel in every generation remembers and

so shares in the same redemptive time.!
and

'Israel's redemptive history continues in

her memory as the past events of redeemed

time call forth a new response and are

&P,

again experienced.'

This could be echoed by nearly any of the patristic
writers. The change of eschatological hope is one of
perspective rather than an abandonment. Thus Origen, in

many ways the most thorough-going of the 'allegorisers',

(1) Childs, cited above v.p.14



- 309 -

sought to rescue the eschatological perspective of the
Eucharist from the twin dangers of a crude literalism
or a gnostic 'spiritualizing'!(q) On this basis he can
refer to the worshipper asf

'He who keeps the feast with Jesus....

above in the great upper room.'

- In John 18.13

By this phrase, at a time when the interpretation of the
Eucharist in terms of the Messianic Banguet would seem to
have fallén out of general use, Origen is able to give it
new-and rich life - but it is a development of thought and
not in precisely the same context as the New Testament

thought.

Finally, it is noteworthy that, rather in line with
the development of thought which I have attempted to outline,
the modern ecumenical documents would not seem to make a
great deal of the Eucharist as Messianic Banguet in sensu
strictu. In the earliest approach, emerging from the 0T
background and running through Paul and the Didache into
the second century, there is a sense in which, as suggested
by the typology of the Messianic Bangquet, the Eucharist is
seen as a sacred meal eaten with Christ.' It is the Easter
meal, the meal shared with the Christ of the Emmaus Road

and by the Lakeside in the early morning.

Clearly, and for good reason, the concept of the
Eucharist as a meal shared with Christ is subsumed in the
'concept of the meal in which Christ is himself the Bread
of Life. 5t. John - and his great disciple Origen -
strive to hold both cuncépts together. I am not certain
whether modern statements on the Eucharist manage to do
Jjustice to both. And it seems to me that this insight is
important in terms of symbol and reality. Christ is truly
present whether we see him as the Host at the meal, who

breaks bread for us, or whether we see him as the eucharistic

[ M I
' (1) v.above pp.171 - 181,
.

t
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food on which we feed. In fact it is necessary to hold
both views if we are not to tip the balance against either
symbol or reality - and so lose sight of the objective
reality of the eucharistic gift. In fairness to the
documents they do all stress that Christ is present in a
multi-form way. Even more importantly all the documents
stress that the Eucharist is the anamnesis of the whole

Heilsges¢hichte. Christ is present: both Crucified

and Risen. Christ is present: both as Host and Victim.
It is to the nmature of the eucharistic presence of Christ

that we now turn.

(ii) The. Eucharistic Presence of Christ

'"When his people are gathered at the
eucharist to commemorate his saving
acts for our redemption, Christ makes
effective among us the eternal

benefits of his victory.' - ARCIC 1.3(1)

In common with the NT and patristic writers ARCIC
sees the Eucharist as the means of receiving the eternal
benefits of Christ's victory by means of the eucharistic
anamnesis. Implicit within these words of the ARCIC
statement is the two-fold interpretation of anamnesis as
having both a God-ward and a man-ward reference.(Z) ue,
the gathered body of Christ, 'commemorate the saving acts
of our redemption’'. The Eucharist is a proclamation of
the salvation-history. But it is more. God acts in
Christ so that 'Christ makes effective among us the
eternal benefits of his victory.' The eucharistic anamnesis
has also a God-ward reference in that the Eucharist continues
to be the divinely appointed means whereby salvation may be
offered to men. Whether a God-ward reference for anamnesis
implies that we:plead the death of Christ before the Father

we shall examine in the third section under 'Sacrifice’.

(1) M.E.A., p.26 ,
(2) v. above pp.i9ff.for a discussion of 'uﬂﬁﬁquls'
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The eucharistic anamnesis is the basis for any
understanding of the eucharistic presence of Christ:

'The real presence of his body and blood

can only be understood within the context

of the redemptive activity whereby he gives

himself, and in himself reconciliation,

peace and life, to his own. On the one

hand, the eucharistic gift springs out of

the paschal mystery of Christ's death and

resurrection, in which God's saving

purpose has already been definitely

realised. On the other hand, its

purpose is to transmit the life of the

crucified and risen Christ to his body

the Church, so that its members may be

more fully united with Christ and with

one another.' ARCIC III.6(1)

The anamnesis rests on the historical tradition
of the salvation-history and of the Eucharist. e
remember the historical Christ now eschatologically present.
Thus we see the force of Paul's words in 1 Cor. 11.23 and
15.1 which give us firm assurance that he knew his account
of the Last/Lord's Supper stood firmly within the continuing
historical tradition. It is this historicity which gigés
the eucharistic anamnesis its objectivity. e 'remember’
the Christ of faith - but he is one and the same as the

historical Jesus.

In line with the later developments of Fathers such
as Clement of Alexandria and Ambrose, ARCIC links the
eucharistic presence of [Christ to the work of the Holy Spirit,
through the éﬁlm\1&5. The earliest discussion, which we .
noticed, of the eucharistic relationship between the work of
Christ and that of the Holy Spirit, was in Justin Martyr's
First Apology. He speaks not of a Christ-5Spirit Eucharist

(1) M.E.A., p.28
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)

but (possibly) of a Logos-Eucharist' ’and draws an analogy
between both Incarnation and Eucharist and also Creation

and Eucharist. Later Fathers were to abandon Logos-theology
and to develop the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, but Justin's
earlier thought already shows that there can be no real
dichotomy between Christ and the Logos/Holy Spirit. UWe
cannot drive a wedge between the persons of the Trinity.

(2)

Thus, for example, Irenaeus, “through use of a logos-
epiclesis, links the symbol and reality of eucharistic

offering and eucharistic food.

We shall pick up the theme of Christ, Spirit and
epiélesis in a moment. First, here are the relevant words
from ARCIC: '

'Through this prayer of thanksgiving, a

word of faith addressed te the Father,

the‘bread and wine become the body and
blood of Christ by the action of the

Hnly Spirit, so that in communion we

eat the flesh of Christ and drink his

blndd.' - ARCIC III.10

Here we are reminded of Paul's concept of the WvevMaT(kev

(3)

ﬁfﬁM* . In the Eucharist we have kewwvik in the reality
of Christ through the Holy Spirit as we partake of the

‘spiritual symbols' of bread and wine.

The LIMA document makes much the same points as
ARCIC:
'The eucharist is essentially the sacrament
of the‘gift which God makes to us in Christ
thruugh the pnwér of the Holy Spirit.!
- LIMA 3.2(u)

(1) v. above ppl 135fF.
(2) v. above p."50f.
(3) M.E.A. p.29

(4) sp.above pp..LOff.-
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'Christ himself with all that he has
accomplished for us and for all creation
.s.. is:present in this anamnesis, granting
n

us communion with himself.' - LIMA 3.6

The LIMA document stresses the importance of the

work of the Holy Spirit - thus being in line with much of

the 3rd and 4th century patristic and liturgical thought:

'The Spirit makes the crucified and risen
Christ really present to us in the
eucharistic meal, fulfilling the promise
contained in the words of institution.'!

- LIMA 3.15(2)
'The whole action of the eucharist has an
'epikletic' character because it depends
upon the work of the Holy Spirit.’

- LIMA 3.16

von Allmen reminds us that it is the presence of

(3)

the epiclesis which removes any trace of "magic" from the

concept of the eucharistic presence of Christ:

'The immediate context of the epiclesis
is that of the presence of Christ in
worship. And the Church, the assembly,
is totally dependent on God for this
presence..:. it cannot be induced it -
can only be besought. Maranatha!

The epiclesis serves as a reminder

that the Church is essentially praying,
and net'reigning in the Eucharist. The
epiclesis makes the assembly clearly

dependent an its-Maranatha.'(q)

LES DOMBES echoes these words:

'The memorial.... implies the invocation
of the Spirit (epiclesis). Christ, in

his heavenly intercession, asks the

GE

(2)
(3)
(4)

.y P.7

C
C., p.17

8.C.C., p.17
summary and guotation by McKenna, op.cit. p.160
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Father to send his Spirit to his children.
And so the Church, living in the new
Covenant, prays with confidence for the
Spirit, in order to be renewed and
sanctified by the bread of life, led

in truth and strengthened to fulfil its

mission in the world.' - LES pomees 1v.13V

And this statement goes on to point out that it is the work
of the Spirit which 'makes Christ really present to us,

gives him to us and enables us to perceive him.'
- LES DOMBES IV 1h(2)

The LDUVAIN statement supports everything we have
already stated and then goes on to contribute something
concerning the 'moment of consecration' problem:

'The consecration cannot be limited to

a particular moment in the liturgy. Nor

is the location of the epiclesis in

relation to the words of institution of

decisive importance.... In the early

liturgies the 'prayer action' was

thought of as bringing about the reality

prnmiséd by Christ. A recovery of such

an understanding may help to overcome

our differences concerning a special

(3)

moment of consecration.! - LOUVAIN &4.

Thus in the modern statements we find the same
tension between the work of Christ and that of the Holy
Spirit as we noticed in the primitive doctrine from Paul
onwards . Writers in the 1st and 2nd century were able
to make the same doctrinal points concerning the
eschatological nature of the Eucharist and the reality
of the eucharistic presence of Christ by means of the

(&)

Logos concept. Origen” ‘can still interpret the

(1) M.E.A., p.59
(2) M.E.A., p.59
(3) M.E.A., p.87f
(4) v. above pp. 121fF.
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eucharistic presence of Christ in terms of his use of a
Logos-Christology. The use of a Logos-Christology fell
out of favour for good reason as part of the necessary
development of Christian doctrine. But it had one

great advantage: it neither reduced the eucharistic

role of Christ to one of passivity nor yet did it set

up an apparent (though false) tension between the
respective eucharistic rules of Christ and the Holy
Spirit. It is this latter difficulty that we find later
Fathers and liturgies trying to resolve - and perhaps, in

a way, it is with us still.

The tension between the roles of Christ and Holy
Spirit becomes more pronounced as the period of our study
progresses since the doctrine of the Holy Spirit was
developed and refined. This was especially true in the
East where the eucharistic epiclesis becomes the expression

of the theology of the Holy Spirit.(1)

In fact, as has been-said, it is unnecessary to
contrast the work of Christ and the Holy Spirit in any
opposing or polarised way. They are not in tension but
complement one another. This is the position of those
Fathers who saw the Spirit as operative in the ministry
of Christ from Incarnation to Resurrection and, using
this as the typology/analogy, went on to interpret the
eucharistic presence of Christ in terms of the work of
the Holy Spirit. J. Betz terms this the 'eucharistic
incarnation principle’'.

In this context it is worth citing McKemna's
summary of Bobrinoskoy's work:

'"The life of the Church is a continuing

Pentecost which was only begun nineteen

hundred years ago. In her daily life

and especially in the Eucharist, the

(1) v. McKenna op.cit., p.164F.
(2) Mchkenna op.cit., p.166
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Church lives in an attitude of invocation
and expectation of the Holy Spirit which
characterizes the period after the
Ascension. But she also lives in a
posture of receiving the 'real presence'
of the Holy Spirit which characterizes
Pentecost. The epiclesis ....parallels
the ten days between the Ascension and
Pentecost during which the disciples....
Jjoyfully awaited the Paraclete which
Christ had promised them.  Thus in the
eucharistic epiclesis the Church joins
Christ's priestly intercessions in
heaven, praying to God to bestow his
Spirit on tHe gifts and upon the
Faithful.'(q)

Thus Bobrinoskoy, from the liturgical angle,
argues for a reciprocity between the presence of Christ
and the presence of the Holy Spirit in the Bucharist.
This has parallels with the patristic analogy of Incarnation

and Eucharist.

None of thls discussion about the various
EUChBIlStlB roles of Christ and the Holy Spirit should
blind us to the clear fact that the Fathers and Liturgies
of the first four centuries are unanimously convinced
that Christ is truly, really and actually present to his
people in the Eucharist. The modern statements also
unambiguously support this:

'Communion with Christ in the eucharist

presupposes his true presence, effectually

signified by the bread and wine which, in -
- this mystery, become his body and blood.'!

_ arcic 11T 6.2

(1) McKenna, op.cit., p.168
(2) M.E.A., p.28
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'The elements are not mere signs; Christ's
body and blood become really present and are
really given. But they are really present
and given in order that, receiving them,
believers may be united in communion with

Christ the Lord.! - ARCIC III 9.(1)

'we affirm that in the sacrament of the Lord's

supper Jesus Christ, true God and true man,

is present wholly and entirely in his body

and blood, under the signs of bread and wine.'
- SACRIFICE II 1.b.

'We accordingly confess unanimpusly the real,

(2)

living and effective presence of Christ in

this sacrament.' - LES DOMBES Vv 17.(3)

'Christ himself with all he has accomplished
for us and for all creation.... is present

in this anamnesis....' - LOUVAIN B(A)

lLike the Fathers, the modern statements are agreed
that Christ is truly present in the Eucharist. The reality
of the Eucharist is Christ. UWhat does this mean?

When examining S5t. Mark's doctrine of the Eucharist
we noted Wainwright's comment on the recent modern exegesis
of o’w/uu and ol‘t)uu :

'ee... the field is left open for everything

between the most crudely realistic and the

most anaemically merely-symbolic interpretatiun.'(s)
It seems to me that an approach to the Eucharist along the
lines of the primitive concept of 'symbol and reality' as
found in, say, Augustine, Origen and St. John, can avoid
Wainwright's dichotomy. We can see that, physically, the
eucharistic bread and wine are bread and wine and remain
bread and wine. But this is only on the level of the

symbolic. In reality, through faith, because the

(1) M.E.A., p.28f

(2) M.E.A., p.td

(3) M.E.A., p.59

(4) M.E.A., p.84 - this is repeated verbatim in LIMA 3.6
(5) v. above p.59"
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eucharistic symbols are used to make anamnesis of the

heilsgechichte, so, by the operation of the Holy Spirit

they become the vehicles of the objective gift of the
body and blood of Christ, they become wvehur:Lov fy@pu
and TVEVUATIKOY Toun

St. John(1)
importance of holding together both symbol and reality.
We live in the 'hour' that is 'not yet' but, through the

Holy Spirit, the Comforter, we receive a foretaste of the

is especially concerned to stress the

glory that is yet to be. In do doing we experience the
Word made flesh who is present in our Eucharist, and we

may feed on him who is the bread of life.

Second century writers such as Justin and Irenaeus,
in their fight against docetism and gnosticism, draw the
analogy between the objective nature of the presence of
Christ in the Incarpation and the objective reality of his
presence in the eucharistic symbols.(z)This suggests two
clear natures or pularities’uhich must be held together
if we are to have an adequate eﬁcharistic doctrine. The
eucharistic symbols of bread and wine 'become' (cp. Justin's
use fouﬂuﬁokq ) the flesh and blood of Christ not in any
sense that the symbol is subsumed, but in that the reality
of the symbols is outmatched by the greater reality of the
eucharistic gift. Indeed Irenaeus specifically speaks of
the eucharistic bread as consisting of 'an earthly and a

heavenly' reality. (A.H. 4. 18. 5.)(3)

In a similar way the modern documents take great
care to stress that the presence of Christ is in no way
restricted to the eucharistic bread and wine. This links
us back to the concept of the Messianic Banguet. Thus we

may read:

(1) v. above pp,‘41DFf;‘
(2) v. above p. 142
(3) v. above p.. 142



- 319 -

'Christ is present and active, in various
ways, in the entire eucharistic celebration.
It is the same Lord who through the pro-
claimed word invites his people to his
table, and who gives himself sacramentally
in the body and blood of his paschal

sacrifice.’ - ARCIC III 7.(1)

'We confess a manifold presence of Christ,
the Word of God and Lord of the world.
The crucified and risen Lord is present
in his body, the people of God, for he is
present where two or three are gathered
in his pame.' (Mt. 18;20)

'He is present in baptism, for it is Christ
himself who baptizes. He is present in
the reading of the Scriptures and the
proclamation of the gospel. He is present
in the Lord's supper.' - LES DOMBES II 1.5(2)
We may perhaps detect a primitive approach to the
'manifold presence of Christ in the Eucharist', in Luke's

(3)

account of the Emmaus walk and meal ™ “where he sees
salvation-history, the symbol/typology of the reality of
the Christ-event, as being prefigured in the Scriptures
and in their proclamation by Christ, and present in the
gathered community and the act of breaking bread.

Luke's stress falls on the relationship between
soteriology and the Eucharist. The Christ-event is
salvation-event; the salvation worked by Christ is for
all: poor, outcast, sinner and even Gentile. Thus,
our examination of the eucharistic gift of Christ, leads
us back to the discussion of 'universalism' versus
'exclusiveness' which we first touched on under the

heading of the Messianic Bangquet. It is inevitable

(1) M.E.A., p.28
(2) M.E.A., p.29
(3) v. above pp.84Ff
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that it should do so, since the whole question of the
eucharistic presence of Christ rests not on the minor
premise that he is present to us in the Eucharist, but
on the major premise that he is present so that we may
participate in the salvation which he has won for us.

In this context the LIMA statement points us
towards the theological rectitude of having an 'open
table', since the offer of salvation is to all; and
also we are reminded that the proclamation of the 'good
news' is one vital part of the anamnesis:

'As it becomes one people, sharing the

meal of the Lord, the eucharistic

assembly must be concerned for

gathering also those who are at present

beyond its visible limits, because

Christ invited to his feast all for

whom he died. In so far as Christians

cannot unite in full fellowship around

the same table to eat the same loaf and

drink from the same cup, their missionary

witness is weakened at both the

'individual and the corporate levels.'

- LIMA 4.26

This links to the discussion on the Eucharist as

&)

the sacrament of unity raised during the examination of
Augustine's thoughtsz) It seemed to be that Augustine
holds that the Eucharist is both expressive of an already
existing unity that is ours through faith and baptism,

and also creative of a new and deeper unity. This, I
suggested, fits in well with his distinction between symbol

(sacramentum) and reality (re§ sacramenti) which results

in the virtus sacramenti. Wainwright comments:

'In the past, it has almost always been
the case that a serious disagreement of
doctrine or practice has entailed a break

in eucharistic fellowship.....'

(1) B.C.C., p.10
(2) v. above pp 214ff.
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And we must not imagine that emotive talk of 'the open
table' will change this - or indeed, . that it necessarily
should. As we saw when examining the concept of the
Messianic Banquet there is a clear tradition of
'exclusivity' which has to be held together with the
‘universal' invitation. Equally Mt. 5.23f could be

and often has been cited in favour of the necessity of
unity before we can share in the Eucharist. lWriters
such as the Didache, Ignatius and even Augustine himself

can also speak in terms of exclusivity.

All the same, Augustine's development of the
causitive role of the Eucharist in bringing about unity
needs to be given its proper weight. To return to
Wainwright:

"It might be in better agreement with

this principle if neither of the disputing

groups celebrated the eucharist until such

time as they were reconciled to one

anpther and able to meet around the Lord's

table together.... It might be argued

from the eschatological perspective that

the eucharist is more important for what

it makes of us than for what it expresses

(1

as being already true of us....

To put the same argument in a different way and from
different premises: the Eucharist gift is Christ himself
who comes to bring us salvation and offer himself to us as
spiritual food and drink. If we are truly to be
incorporate in him and fed by him it is impossible for us

at the same time to be separated from our brothers and
sisters who are alsp 'in Christ!'. Thus the very nature

of the eucharistic gift demands of us much in the area of
ecumenical thought and action. The presence of Christ, the

offer of salvation, the objective gift of his body and blood,

(1) UWeinwright, op.cit., p.142
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demand our ethical response in thanksgiving.

Thus in the eucharistic statements we find
outlined the same pattern of liturgical salvation
experience as we found in the primitive liturgies:
the prevenient Word of God summons his people so that
through anamnesis and epiclesis they may share in
communion with Christ and so offer themselves through
Christ to the Father. This leads us to our third section:

the eucharistic sacrifice.

(iii) The Eucharistic Sacrifice

In the first three sections of this thesis I
have argued that in the mainstream of thought from the
NT to Augustine, the eucharistic sacrifice was closely
linked to the eucharistic anamnesis. The eucharistic
sacrifice links together the once for all sacrifice of
Christ on Calvary (together with its OT typologies) with
Christ's eternal work as High Priest and also our own
self-offering in response to Christ's sacrifice. As
Clement of Rome writes in his otherwise prosaic letter:

'Jesus Christ (is) the High Priest by

whom our gifts are offered.’
Similarly, Ignatius, writing to the Philadelphians, links
the themes of unity, soteriology and the eucharistic
sacrifice:

'There is but one body of our Lord

Jesus Christ, and one cup of union

with his Blood, and one single altar

of sacrifice....' D
The Lutheran-Catholic document states:

'The confessional documents of both

traditions (Roman Catholic and Lutheran)

agree that the celebration of the

Eucharist is the Church's sacrifice of

(1) v. above p:i125
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praise and self-offering or oblation.
Each tradition can make the following
statement its own: "By him, with him
and in Him who is our great High Priest
and Intercessor we offer to the Father,
in the power of the Holy Spirit, our
praise, thanksgiving and intercession.
With contrite hearts we offer ourselves
 88 a living and holy sacrifice, a
sacrifice which must be expressed in
the whole of our daily lives.™'
- SACRIFICE I 1.b.

Thus any suggestion that the eucharistic sacrifice

(1

is in any way a 're-sacrificing' of Christ is firmly
rejected. This is in line with the NT and the Fathers.

(2)

Even some of Irenaeus' phrases’ “which may suggest
'propitialery sacrifice' are probably best understood

in terms of a 'symbolic' re-presentation of the saving-
event of Christ through those sacrifice we receive the
grace of &VNKef¢X#twds. Similarly, Clement of Alexandria(B)
sees Christ both as High Priest and as sacrifice. Thus

in sensu strictu we can offer nothing - except ourselves

through the once for all sacrifice of Christ. But that
sacrifice is re-presented eschatologically in the
eucharistic ananmesis - not that we sacrifice, but that
Christ offers the eternal sacrifice of himself. This
seems to be the main stream interpretation of the later
patristic writers and it seems to be an evolution of
doctrine consistent with the Pauline presentation of
Christ as the Christian Passover Lamb. Drigen(u)aréﬁé
on the Passover theme to interpret the Eucharist as 'the
only memorial which makes God propitiocus to men.' But
this is not to say that we offer a propitiatey sacrifice.
On the contrary the one sacrifice which makes us acceptable
to God is the once and for all sacrifice of Christ an

(1) M.E.A., p.37

(2) v. above p.JL45ff.
(3) v. above p.I66FF.
(4) v. above p.178f.
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Ealvary, which is re-presented for us through the
eschatological inbreaking of the Logos. At theAsame
time it must also be remembered that Origen interpreted
the eucharistic sacrifice primarily in terms of the

o

individual Christian's perscnal inner-sacrifice.

The AREIC'chument makes substantially the same
points:

'There can be no repetition of or addition

to what was then (i.e. on Calvary)

accomplished once for all by Christ...

Yet God has given the eucharist to his

Church as a means through which the

atoning work of Christ on the Cross is

proclaimed and made effective in the

life of the Church.' - ARCIC II.5(2)

S50 the concept of the eucharistic sacrifice is clearly
linked to the NT concept of anamnesis:
'The notion of memorial as understood in
the passover celebration at the time of
Christ - i.e. the making effective in the
present of an event in the past - has
opened the way to a clearer understanding
of the relationship between Christ's
sacrifice and the eucharist. The
eucharistic memorial is mo mere calling
to mind of a past event or of its
significance, but the Church's effectual
proclamation of God's mighty acts.'
- ARCIC II.5
Consequently the Church's role as the Body of Christ

(3)

in the Eucharist is to make anamnesis of the 'totality of
God's reconciling action in (Christ)', thereby being able
to share in Christ's great High Priestly intercession and

also in his act of sacrifice.

(1) v. above ppi.i81Ff.
(2) M.E.A., p.27
(3) M.E.A., p.27
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In the 2nd century Justin Martyr, the first to
give a proper theological treatment to the eucharistic
sacrifice, argues strongly, by use of OT typology and
anti-Jewish polemic, that only 'spiritual' sacrifice was
truly Christian sacrifice.(q) Thus for Justin the Eucharist
is itself a 'type', a symbol of the reality of the one
sacrifice of Christ, the only true Passover Lamb; a
soteriological reality present for us in the Eucharist
as we, in thankful response, affer ourselves as a true
spiritual sacrifice through Christ to the Father.

Later Cyprian of Carthage can speak clearly of
Christ as High Priest.(z) This links the themes of both
sacrifice and the Messianic Banguet. In the Eucharist
the true Priest is Christ himself, just as he is Host at
the Messianic Banguet. In Cyprian's thought the Church
offers thrist in that we make anamnesis of him who is in
fact High Priest presiding over the eucharistic sacrifice.
At the same time Cyprian's stress on the 'historical
imitation' of the sacrifice of Christ on Calvary evelves
away from earlier approaches, such as Justin's, towards
what we may term 'historical/re-enactment' rather than
the earlier 'anamnetic re-presentation'. This later
approach reaches a.climax in the thought of Cyril of
Jerusalem. But modern statements would seem to shy away
from any suggestion of 'historical re-enactment'.

Thus the ARCIC statement reads:

"In the eucharistic prayer the Church

continues to make a perpetual memorial

of Christ's death, and his members,

undted with God and one another, give

thanks for all his mercies, entreat the

benefits of his passion on behalf of

the whole Church, participate in these

benefits and enter into the movement of

his self-offering.’ - ARCIC II.5(3)

(1) v. above p.138ff.
(2) v. above, p.186
(3) M.E.A., p.27f
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This is much more in terms of 'anamnetic - re-presentation’
than of 'historical re-enactment'. Does it bowever
suggest any concept of the Bucharist as prupitiahyy
sacrifice?

In an examination of the anamnesis concept(1) we
noted that discussion has centred around two polarities:
that the eucharistic anmamnesis is a 'reminder' to God of
his Messiah and that it is a proclamation to man of the
saving work of Christ. I suggest that we need to hold
both polarities together. Some theologians, however, are

‘much cancernedvthat an interpretation of anamnesis with a
God-ward reference implies that the Church is as it were
'standing in the gap' and mediating between God and his
Christ. Any such interpretation is clearly to be
rejected and, in fact, I suggested that the God-ward
reference of the anamnesis is in fact part and parcel of
the petition 'Thy Kingdom come'. e do not stand between
God and Christ; rather we, the Body of Christ, are found
in Christ who died for us and intercedes for us with the
Father. The prayer of oblation in the Eucharist may
well be cast in the terms of the hymn by\illiam Bright
- himself a patristic scholar:

"Look Father, look on his anpinted face

And only look on us as found in him.'

The ARCIC statement seems to be in line with
some such interpretation of the God-ward reference of
anamnesis and of the eucharistic sacrifice:

'There can be no repetition of or addition

to what was then accomplished once for all

by Christ.... Yet God has given the Eucharist

to his Church as a means through which the

atoning work of Christ on the cross is pro-
claimed and made effective in the life of

the Church.' - ARCIC II.S(Z)

(1) v. above, pp.JJ9ff.
(2) M.E.A., p.27
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LES DOMBES makes the same point:
'Making the memorial of the passion,
resurrection and ascension of Christ,
pur High Priest and Mediator, the
Church presents to the Father the one
perfect sacrifice of his Son and asks
him to accord every man the benefit
of the great work of redemption it
proclaims.' - LES DOMBES III.1O

Thus the eucharistic sacrifice can also be seen in terms of

D)

the anamnesis/proclamation of the victory of Christ. Only
one document appears to speak of this victory in NT terms
as the Christian Fassover. The LOUVAIN statement opens
by stating:

'The eucharist is the sacramental meal,

the new paschal meal of the people of

God..... ! 2L OUVAIN 1.(2)
We are reminded of Paul's words at 1 Cor. 5.7:

'For our Passover alsoc has been sacrificed,

even Christ.!
And also of Mark 10.45 (cp. 14.24): the Euc?agist is the
3

anamnesis of the sacrifice offered for all.

By the end of the 2nd century Clement of Alexandria
can link the salvation of the true gnostic with the necessity
of the ethical self-offering:

'We glorify him who gave himself in

sacrifice for us, we also sacrificing

ourselves.' - S5TROM 7.3(4)

The LIMA document in three separated paragraphs also sets
put this classic interpretation of the eucharistic
sacrifice in terms of anamnesis and self-offering:

'The eucharist is the great sacrifice of

praise by which the Church speaks on

behalf of the whole creation. For the

(1) M.E.A., p.58
(2) M.E.A., p.83

(3) v. above ppeOff.
(4) v. above ppid66Ff
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world which God has reconciled is present
at every euchariét: in the bread and wine,
in the persons of the faithful, and in the
prayers they offer for themselves and for
all people. Christ unites the faithful
with himself and includes their prayers
with his own intercession so that the
faithful are transfigured and their prayers
accepted. This sacrifice of praise is
possible only through Christ, with him and
in him.' - LIMA 3.&(1)

'The eucharist is the sacrament aof the
unique sacrifice of Christ, who ever

lives to make intercession for uS.....

What it was God's will to accomplish in

the incarnation, life, death, resurrection
and ascension of Christ, God does not
repeat.... In the memorial of the eucharist
however, the Church offers its intercession
in communion with Christ, our great High
Priest.' - LIMA 3.8(2)

'In Christ we offer ourselves as a living
and holy sacrifice in our daily lives;
this spirituwal worship, acceptable to God,
is nourished in the eucharist, in which
we are sanctified and reconciled in life,
in order to be servants of reconciliation
in the world.' - LIMA 3.10(3)

le are reminded of St. Paul's words at 1 Cor. 5.%:
'Purge out the old leaven, that ye may
be a new lump, even as ye are unleavened.

For our passover also hath been sacrificed,

even Bhrist.'(h)
(1) B.C.C., p.?
(2) B.C.C., p.8
(3) B.C.C., p.B
(4) v. above p.16FF
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D

St. John® “also stresses the necessity for our self-
offering in the Eucharist when he places the account

of the Foot Washing at the very point where we should
expect the Institution Narrative. Further, according
to Johannine dating, Jesus is the true Paschal Lamb.
We, his followers, are incurpnrate with him as branches
in the vine (John 15). e are to serve as he served.

e are acceptable to the Father only in him.

In this context of salf-sacrificial love, we

are reminded also of Ignatius's stress on the necessity

for unity in the eucharistic assemblygz) The LIMA
dDDument(B)also expresses the hope that one day 'Christ'sx

divided pecple will be visibly united around the Lord's
Table' - LIMA 4.33.

Thus, through the euﬁharistic bread and wine
offered in anamnesis of the saving work of God in Christ,
in our response to that work by thanksgiving and self-
offering, the Church becomes what she already is, the
Body of Christ. Augustine speaks to us:

) 'You are on the table, you are in the

chalice.' - C.D. X.6

It is in terms of the eucharistic sacrifice that
we discover the liturgical necessity for the whole Body
of Christ (the Church) to share in the act of thanksgiving,
anamnesis and self-offering. This is the whole thrust of
the primitive liturgies in which all take their proper
part. This is why I Clement stresses the need for proper
liturgical discipline in which all the various orders can
fulfil their liturgies.(u) Only so can we offer the full
eucharistic sacrifice. Only so can we know that we are
acceptable to the Father through the offering of Christ.
Only so can we have communion in the real gift of Christ

through the eucharistic symbols. It is to the relation

(1) v. abovepp.108 f
(2) v. abavepp. 125ff
(3) B.C.C., p.10

(4) v. above pi122
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between symbol and reality that we turn in the fipal

section.

(iv) Symbol and Reality

Time and again throughout this thesis we have come -
back to the guestion of the relationship in the eucharist
between symbol and reality. In a sense it has underlain
all that has been written. It is my contention that a
full and fruitful understanding of the Eucharist is only
possible when both symbol and reality are held together in
terms of the eschatological inbreaking of Christ. In
particular I find this to be true of the concept of the

eucharistic anamnesis.

The Lutheran-Roman Catholic statement examines this
whole area of thought when discussing the nature of the
eucharistic presence of Christ:

'Through the centuries Christians have

attempted various formulations to describe

this presence. Our confessional documents
have in common affirmed that Jesus Christ

is 'really', 'truly' and 'substantially’

present in this sacrament.... Our

traditions have spoken of this presence

as 'sacramental', 'éupernatural' and

'spiritual’'. These terms have different

connotations in the two traditions, but

they have in common a rejection of a

spatial or natural manner of presence,

and a rejection of an understanding of

the sacrament as only commemorative or

figurative.' _ - SACRIFICE II.1.C(1)

(2)

Similarly in the 3rd.century Tertullian ~“can

happily hold together highly literalist language concerning

(1) M.E.A., p.b0
(2) v. above’pp. 151FF
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the nature of the eucharistic gift and also speak of
the 'figure' which Christ represents in the bread.
In John McQuarrie's terminology: 'Being manifests
itself in being.’

In other words the eucharistic presence of Christ -
in the Word, in the Church, in the elements - is a real
presence, but a symbolic presence. The symbols are the
vehicles of the reality - but they are newer more than
symbols; the reality is presented through the symbols
- but it is never less than reality. The symbol is the
vehicle of reality because of the action of the Church in
the anamnesis and of the Hpoly Spirit in the epiclesis.

In the power of the Spirit Christ inbreaks eschatologically
and enables his Chruch to share his saving work. Theréfnre
we can offer ourselves in sacrifice and intercession and

look forward to the final consummation.

Thus Justin Martyr who can speak of a 'change'
QMeTﬁﬁoxﬂ) in the eucharistic elements, and goes on to
speak of the 'eucharistized food' in highly realist terms,
also draQs the analogy between Eucharist and Incarnation
precisely in an attempt to combat patripassianism and
docetism. This would suggest that he considered it of
the greatest importance that the eucharistic bread and
wine was not considered simply to 'disappear'. Rather,
through the work of the Logos in response to the prayer
of the redeemed community, the elements are 'changed' in
that they become the symbolic vehicles of the reality of

redemption.

In-~the 4th century Cyril of Jerusalem, while still
using the (by then) traditional language of 'type' and
i'Figure', removes any importance from them and suggests
that the 'symbol' is of such lesser impaortance than the

'reality' as virtually to cease to exist.(1) The real

(1) v. above p.137Ff
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difficulty with such an evolution of eucharistic doctrine

D)

is that it accords Christ an almost passive role” ‘and at
the same time the symbol of the liturgical action can
come to be seen as a 'reality' of historical re-enactment.
In turn this could mean that the liturgy becomes a static
'ritual' rather than a dynamic 'action'. Alsoc such a
'monophysite' approach to the Bucharist is in an important
sense a denial of true incarmation - the whole point of
which is that the two natures of Christ, human and divine,
are both entirely real, though experienced in differing
ways, and are firmly held together to bring about
atonement .

LES DOMBES picks up our argument:

'Christ's act being the gift of his body

and blood, that is to say of himself,

the reality given in the signs of the

bread and wine is his body and his blood.

It is by virtue of Christ's creative word

and by the power of the Holy Spirit that

the bread and wine are made a sacrament

and hence a 'sharing of the body and

blood of Christ.' (1 Cor. 10.16)

'They are henceforth, in their ultimate
truth, beneath the outward sign, the

given reality....' - LES DOMBES U.19(2)

Commenting on the term 'sign' SACRIFICE states:
'The term 'sign', once suspect, is again
recognised as a positive term for
speaking of Christ's presence in the
sacrament. For though symbols and
symbolic actions are used, the Lord's
supper is an effective sign: it
communicates what it promises.’

_ SACRIFICE II 1.c)

(1) v. above p.196
(2) M.E.A., p.60
(3) M.E.A., p.40



- 333 -

This is echoed by the ARCIC document:
'The elements are not mere signs; Christ's
body and blood become really preéent and
are really given. But they are really
present and given in order that, receiving
them, believers may be united in communion
with Christ the Lord.' - ARCIC 111.9¢7

If I understand the force of this last paragraph
correctly it is that both symbol and reality in the
Eucharist have to be held together in tension. In this
context we can appreciate Origen's divisions of inter-

(2)

pretation into literal, moral and spiritual " “which
enables Origen to speak forcefully both on the literal
real presence of Christ in the sacrament and also of that
same presence as 'the nourishing word of truth.!

- (In John. 22.24.16)

The eucharistic symbols are vehicles of the reality
of the saving-event of Christ. Second century writers such

(3)

as Ignatius could not have used more uncompromising
language concerning the reality of the eucharistic presence
of Christ. And yet Ignatius will not see the eucharistic
action as 'magic'. Even the difficult phrase 'ﬁvﬁuuwov
QGVVNVLOS ' should be seen in terms of his stress on the

objectivity of the soteriplogical gift in the Eucharist.

The LIMA document makes substantially the same
point as Ignatius:

'The eucharist is essentially the sacrament

of the gift which God makes toc us in Christ

through the power of the Holy Spirit.

Every Christian receives this gift of

salvation through communion in the body

and blood of Christ.! LIMA 3.2(u)

(1) M.E.A., p.28
(2) v. above pu173;

(3) v. above pp.J2LFF.
(4) B.C.C., p.7 ~



- 334 -

And in this same line of thought Daly can speak of
Origen's approach to the Eucharist as drawing.on the
'metahistorical, triple dimension of the Passuver.'(1)
In other words, the historical saving event of Christ
is made availahle to all men throughout time since it
is the eschatological, anamnetic representation of the

Heilsgeschichte.

Thus we find in modern ecumenical thought the
same necessary siress on symbul and reality as we found
most clearly in St. John: the same attempt to vocalise
the eschatological mystery of the hour that is 'now'
and 'not yet'; the same stress on the 'glory' of the
inbreaking into time of the eternal Messianic Banguet;
the same stress on the inter-relationship between Christ's
self-offering and ours; the same stress on the reality of
Christ's presence in the Eucharist, belanced by the same
stress that 'the flesh profiteth nothing.'

So it is that, thanks to the labours of generations
of scholars, to whom this thesis bears but a scant and
partial witness, we are able to go back through the Fathers
to the New Testament, and to see, as it were for the first
time, something of the glorious mystery of redemption which
is enacted and memorialised in the Eucharist and in which
it is our privilege to share. Renewed by the eucharistic
towvwvix we are able to re-form and re-new the Body of
Christ as we are united in a common worship of the
Crucified and Risen Lord who is our High Priest and who
is present to us in the eschatological symbol that is at
once the reality of the inbreaking of the Kingdom of God
in the Messianic Banguet. Let these words of Bishaop
Michael Ramsey stand at the end of this study as

representative of both my thought and prayer:

(1) Daly, op.cit., p.114
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'Past, present, future. Nowhere more
than in the Eucharist is this unity

apparent. In the eucharistic rite

the death of the Lord is recalled into
the present while the Christian feeds
upon the living Jesus who is the bread
of heaven, and anticipates the future

(1)

in prayer: lord come.'

Amen. Even so, come Lord Jesus.

(1) A.M, Ramsey, 'Jesus and the Living Past', Hale Lectures
1978, OUP 1980, p.B
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