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ABSTRACT

That the Eucharist is understood to be vital to the life of both the individual and
the church is evidenced in the writings of the New Testament, of the Fathers of the
church, and of theologians throughout the centuries. For the Roman Catholic church, the
Eucharist is, the “source and summit” for the life of the church and its members (LG 11;
SC 10). Not only does the church find its origins in the Eucharist, but also the Eucharist
builds up the Church. Systematic Theology has developed eucharistic theology but
exegetical work to date has been piecemeal with no attempt to produce a coherent
synthesis of the strands of eucharistic theology found within the New Testament.

A survey of the earliest church scholars’ work uncovers a vast number of
pericopes used in their writings touching on the Eucharist as well as six regularly
recurring themes. The Institution Narratives (Matt 26:26-30; Mark 14:22-26;

Luke 22:14-23; 1 Cor 11:23-26) are analysed in order to categorise the eucharistic-
allusive texts of the New Testament. The resulting categorisation reveals that

John 6:51-59 is most closely connected to the Institution Narratives thus providing five
proto-eucharistic pericopes as foundational texts which represent the major early church
communities and three strands of eucharistic tradition.

Brevard Childs’s Canonical Approach allows the study of these pericopes by
building upon data gleaned through a historical-critical study. Using the three lenses of
analysis, canonical content, context, and conversation, the approach seeks to understand
the relationship of the pericopes to one another, to the individual books, to the New
Testament, and to the Old Testament. These lenses honour the close relationship between

the pericopes along with their individual emphases, allow the data to be “heard” in a



theological manner, and present the biblical theology of the Eucharist as preserved in the
New Testament.

Today’s believer needs to hold these accounts in view in spite of the tensions
among them in order to come to a more complete understanding of the mystery that is the
Eucharist. That the six themes identified in the early church writings are uncovered

through the Canonical Approach honours our common heritage.
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Introduction

1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Throughout the history of the church, the Eucharist has been viewed as key to the
individual Christian and to the community. The evidence of the importance of the
Eucharist is found in the writings of the New Testament, of the Fathers of the church, and
of theologians throughout the centuries. The Eucharist is, according to the Second
Vatican Council, the “source and summit” for the life of the church and its members
(LG 11; SC 10). Not only does the church find its origins in the Eucharist, but also the
Eucharist builds up the church. In one of a series of homilies on the importance of the
Eucharist, Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, now Pope Benedict X VI, stated, “The Church
originates, and has her continuing existence, in the Lord’s communicating himself to
men, entering into communion with them, and thus bringing them into communion with
one another. The Church is the Lord’s communion with us, which at the same time brings
about the true communication of men with one another.”! The importance of the
Eucharist should lead to an interest in understanding its foundations in the New
Testament writings. Therefore, any study should begin with exegetical work on the
eucharistic pericopes found therein. While Systematic Theology has developed
eucharistic theology, there is no exegetical synthesis of the theology of the Eucharist as
presented in the New Testament. Exegetical work to date on the eucharistic pericopes has
been piecemeal rather than an attempt to produce a coherent synthesis of the apparently
divergent strands found within the New Testament (see Chapter 1: Status Quastionis:

The Eucharist in the New Testament, below).

! Joseph Ratzinger, God is Near Us: The Eucharist, the Heart of Life (trans. Henry Taylor; ed.
Stephan Otto Horn and Vinzenz Pfniir; San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2003), 7.



The New Testament contains three strands of eucharistic tradition represented in
the five proto-eucharistic? pericopes (Matt 26:26-30; Mark 14:22-26; Luke 22:14-23;
John 6:51-59; and 1 Cor 11:23-26) whose commonalities and differences bear
investigation. While today’s diverse Christian communities began with the same stories,
they came to different appreciations of the place of the Eucharist in their life of faith.
Nonetheless, despite these divergences, contemporary Christian churches find the source
of their eucharistic theologies in the same aggregate of foundational New Testament
pericopes thereby manifesting a common core to these theologies. This common core
reveals the canonical nature of the foundational texts.

Furthermore, throughout the ages, various aspects of the Eucharist have been
highlighted by the diverse Christian communities. In present-day ecumenical dialogues,
uncovering this common core, or the canonical theology of the Eucharist, will allow the
churches to reach a common understanding of the place of the Eucharist within each
tradition.

2. RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS

The research hypothesis employed in this project holds that by using the canonical
approach of Brevard Childs we will uncover the theology of the Eucharist as present in
the canonical Scriptures. As stated above, exegetical work on the Eucharist in the New
Testament has been done in a piecemeal fashion. In contrast, this project seeks to study in
a systematic way specific proto-eucharistic pericopes in order to discover the underlying
theology of the Eucharist. Exegetical work using the canonical approach has been done
by the author on the four Institution Narratives (a set of pericopes so named because
scholars agree they point to the institution of the Eucharist at the Last Supper:

Matt 26:26-30; Mark 14:22-26; Luke 22: 14-23; and 1 Cor 11: 23-26). The foundational

2 The term “proto-" is used in the sense of “anterior, relating to a precursor.” In other words, the
pericopes chosen are those which lead most directly to what the Church later termed “the Eucharist.”



texts on which the different theologies of the Eucharist are built have a common
theological core that could be uncovered if one allows the five proto-eucharistic pericopes
to inform one another.

3. STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

The style guide chosen for use in bibliography and footnote entries is found in 7he
SBL Handbook of Style.> A short description of the purpose of each chapter is given
below. As well, the contents of the appendices are described briefly here; further details
of each appendix are given in the text of the thesis the first time its contents are
referenced. The first appendix is not mentioned in the text; Appendix I: Greek Texts and
Translation contains the author’s translation of the five pericopes.

Chapter 1: Status Quastionis: The Eucharist in the New Testament outlines the
work done on the Eucharist from a biblical studies point of view. The review begins with
Patristic writers who, it must be remembered, did not have a copy of the Revised
Standard Version of the Bible with them as they wrote on other matters.* For the majority
of these writers, their aim was to address issues other than the Eucharist (e.g., the natures
of Christ, the nature of the church, etc.); they were not presenting a systematic, well-
footnoted exposé on the Eucharist. The expected outcome of this review was the
identification of a suitably small number of core texts representing at least one other
early community to add to the voices of the communities which are represented in the
Institution Narratives. Following these early church writers, the chapter fast-forwards to
key medieval scholars and then to Thomas Aquinas as he also used the eucharistic texts
in his discussions. Finally, three modern authors who have done major studies on the

Eucharist from a biblical studies point of view are presented. Even with the medieval and

3 Patrick H. Alexander, et al., The SBL Handbook of Style: For Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical,
and Early Christian Studies (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1999), 38—67 At times, especially with lengthy
footnotes, the superscript for the footnote may appear on a page earlier than the footnote itself.

4 Later scholars provided the citations for the biblical quotes or allusions found in Patristic works.



modern scholars’ work there turned out to be no suitably small number of pericopes
intimately linked to the Eucharist while, at the same time, representing the main
communities of the early church as represented in the New Testament texts.” However,
this survey revealed six themes which appeared regularly in the texts.® The best approach
for this study can be chosen only after the body of texts to be analysed are identified.
Because the analysis in Chapter 1 revealed the vast number of pericopes scholars
have considered relevant to a discussion of the Eucharist in the New Testament, we
required a method for categorising the eucharistic-allusive texts. Chapter 2: The Rationale
for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes presents systematic criteria for analysing the
relevant New Testament pericopes based on the unique features of the Institution
Narrative texts: namely, that all are linked to the Last Supper, have sacrificial language
(Jesus’ body and blood), references to both bread and wine, and have cultic aspects in the
form of descriptions of words spoken by Jesus and his actions along with the expectation
that the ritual be repeated. These criteria allow the placement of the many eucharistic-
allusive texts into concentric circles based on their level of similarity to the Institution
Narratives. This analysis identifies five pericopes which are closely related to the
Eucharist and, at the same time, represent the major early church communities. Following
this categorisation, language and anthropological issues are discussed in order to justify
the inclusion in this project of a portion of John’s Bread of Life discourse.’” The next step

in the chapter presents the scholarship on the nature of John 6:51-59: is it eucharistic or

3 The main communities of the New Testament period are those of the evangelists: Matthew, Mark,
Luke, and John, as well as the early church communities established by Paul.

® While the number of Scripture passages utilised by the various scholars is vast, six themes
became apparent within these texts: 1) body and blood: the elements of bread and wine undergo a change,
becoming the body and blood of Christ and they nourish the recipient both physically and spiritually; 2)
sacrificial aspect; 3) thanksgiving aspect (the very meaning of Eucharist); 4) ecclesial aspect which brings
about not only union with other participants but also with Christ; 5) knowledge aspect; and 6) typology.
Further explanation is found in Chapter 1.

7 The choice to add John 6:51-59 to the study follows in the footsteps of the early church scholars
who also chose this text.



not-eucharistic? The final section of the chapter presents the reasons for the beginning
and ending verses of each of the chosen five proto-eucharistic pericopes.

The choice of five pericopes for analysis necessitates an approach which will
respect each community’s presentation of the Eucharist, honouring each voice and their
inter-relatedness. Chapter 3: Methodology presents a detailed analysis of the canonical
approach as developed by Brevard Childs in order to ascertain its suitability for the
analysis required in this project. The choice of the canonical approach is not explained
until this time due to the fact that the viability of an exegetical approach or method
depends upon the question being asked and the data which is to be used for analysis. With
five texts which have different emphases, the canonical approach is shown to be suitable
for the study. The chapter ends with the plan for the final two chapters of the dissertation.

Chapter 4: Historical-Critical Analysis of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes presents
the historical-critical analysis of each pericope independently. The pericopes will be
analysed in the order of the assumed writing of the books in which they are found in order
to uncover the ongoing reactualisation of each community’s understanding of the
Eucharist. For each pericope, this chapter presents general information about the biblical
book (authorship, dating, intended audience, place of writing) followed by verse by verse
analysis of the text. The intent is to present generally held scholarship rather than
weighing the arguments which scholars utilise in their work because the purpose of this
step is to gather the data for analysis through the lenses of the canonical approach.

Chapter 5: A Canonical Reading of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes follows the
canonical approach as outlined in Chapter 3. The preparatory step for a canonical reading,
historical-critical analysis of each pericope, is presented in Chapter 4 and forms the
foundation upon which the canonical reading will unfold. The first framework, the
canonical content, looks at the data revealed in the historical-critical analysis but explores

that data in reference to the other four proto-eucharistic pericopes. After reviewing each



pericope in order of the assumed dating of its book, the changes seen in the historical
development of the eucharistic words and actions are presented. This “content” step is
presented first as it is the framework which analyses the details of the pericopes.

Following the “canonical content” analysis, we move outward to analyse the
pericopes’ contexts to see how each functions within its own New Testament book. The
first portion of the analysis is presented by canonical order because interpretation of any
text is informed by its context. Once the analysis moves beyond the individual book, the
order of presentation shifts to the themes uncovered in Chapter 1 with links first within
the New Testament and then links to Old Testament texts. In this context step, we
continue to move from close links to wider ones.

The “canonical conversation” reviews the data uncovered in the other two
frameworks and presents the biblical theology of the Eucharist. This reading respects the
varied voices revealed in the canonical content and canonical context steps in order to
adapt the biblical teachings on the Eucharist to our modern context. These voices are
heard in a complementary rather than an adversarial manner. This conversation continues
the conversations which occurred among the various texts which were included within the
canonical New Testament. Rather than privileging one particular voice or harmonising
away any differences, this conversation seeks the value of each in an additive manner.®
Further details of the process are found in Chapter 3.

With the analysis completed, the Conclusion chapter reviews the project as a
whole outlining the reasons for its structure and the threads which lead the project from

small details to larger and larger contexts to present the common core, or the canonical

8 Robert W. Wall, “The Significance of a Canonical Perspective of the Church’s Scripture,” in The
Canon Debate (ed. Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson,
2002), 539-40.



theology of the Eucharist, as revealed in the five proto-eucharistic pericopes of our canon
of Scripture.

The appendices are as follows:

Appendix I: Greek Texts and Translation contains the Greek texts as found in 7he
Greek New Testament’ and the translation by the author of this dissertation.

Appendix II: Themes Apparent in Relevant Texts presents in chart form the six
identified themes related to the Eucharist as discussed in Chapter 1.

Appendix III: Scripture References / Allusions in Relevant Texts presents in chart
form the Scripture passages to which the writings discussed in Chapter 1 refer. This chart
is representative; it cannot be exhaustive as few of the writers actually indicated what
Scripture passage prompted the thought presented.

Appendix IV: Use of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes in the New Testament
presents in chart form the authors who used any verse from the proto-eucharistic
pericopes in their writings. This chart summarises further the information in Appendix III
and is referenced in Chapter 1.

Appendix V: Categorising Eucharistic Pericopes of the New Testament presents
in chart form the text of the first section of Chapter 2. In essence, this appendix is a
pictorial view of the author’s method of categorising the many New Testament pericopes
which are allusive to the Eucharist. The aim of this categorisation was to identify a
reasonable number of representative texts which are closely connected to the Institution
Narratives for analysis in this project.

Appendix VI: The Structure of John Chapter 6 and of the Bread of Life Discourse

presents in chart form information mentioned in Chapter 2 as well as in Chapter 4.

? Barbara Aland, et al., The Greek New Testament (4th revised ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 2000).



Appendix VII: Greek Texts Showing Voices presents information about the
conversation partners found in the texts as discussed in Chapter 2.

Appendix VIII: Structure of the Gospel of John presents the overall structure of
John’s gospel indicating the placement of the Johannine proto-eucharistic pericope for
use in the discussions of Chapter 4.

The following four appendices are all chart representations of the discussions
found in Chapters 4 and 5.

Appendix IX: Comparison of Greek Texts of Matthew, Mark, and Luke presents a
“synoptic exercise” on the Greek proto-eucharistic Synoptic Gospels pericopes.

Appendix X: Comparison of Greek Texts of Mark, Luke, and Paul presents a
modified “synoptic exercise” on those three proto-eucharistic pericopes.

Appendix XI: Comparison of Greek Texts for Common Features of Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and Paul presents in chart form the words which appear in those four proto-
eucharistic pericopes.

Finally, Appendix XII: Comparison of Greek Texts for Unique and Common
Features of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Paul presents in chart form the words which are
unique to each pericope as well as those which they have in common.

4. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, before being included in the canon the traditions were spoken, then
written, read, re-read, and re-interpreted within the communities of believers. By studying
the results of this process through a canonical reading of the proto-eucharistic pericopes
this project will present a truly theological biblical theology of the Eucharist.

Having stated the problem which was identified as the impetus for this project,
having given the research hypothesis which undergirds this project, and having outlined
the structure of the thesis, the project begins with a look at how New Testament texts

have been used throughout history to develop a theology of the Eucharist.



Chapter 1
Status Quaestionis

The Eucharist in the New Testament

1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter will discuss the work done to date on identifying the theology of the
Eucharist in the New Testament. First, the earlier writings will be discussed before
delving into the works of the Fathers who wrote before the sixth century and whose
writings are representative of the approaches of the time. Secondly, the work of medieval
scholars up to and including Thomas Aquinas (ca. 1225-1274)! will be explored, and
finally, several comprehensive eucharistic works by modern scholars will be examined. In
all cases, the intent is to investigate which New Testament texts were used and how they
were used by the various authors to explain the Eucharist. It is hoped that this
investigation will identify a small number of pericopes which are representative of the
understanding of the Eucharist as presented in the New Testament. A secondary purpose
is to ensure that the approach of this dissertation has not been employed in the literature
and that its findings will form an addition to the existing knowledge of the biblical
understanding of the Eucharist.

2. THE FATHERS OF THE CHURCH

There are few works of the Fathers devoted to the Eucharist; rather, their mentions

of the Eucharist tend to appear as references or allusions to particular scriptural verses or

Dates for documents, Fathers, and Thomas Aquinas taken from William A. Jurgens, selector and
translator, The Faith of the Early Fathers: Volume I (vol. 1 of The Faith of the Early Fathers: A Source-
Book of Theological and Historical Passages from the Christian Writings of the Pre-Nicene and Nicene
Eras; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1970).
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pericopes as they focus on other “issues” for their audiences. Fathers (such as: Cyril of
Jerusalem (ca. 315-386), Ambrose of Milan (ca. 333—-397), and Theodore of Mopsuestia
(d. 428)) wrote scriptural commentaries and gave homilies covering eucharistic passages
and works known as Mystagogical Catecheses;” other Fathers (such as: John Chrysostom
(ca. 344-407), Augustine (354-430), Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444), and Leo the Great
(Pope 440-461)) made reference to the eucharistic pericopes in their writings on other
topics.> However, according to Robin Darling Young, Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150—
211/216) was “the first to sketch out the main lines of what became the typical
description of the Eucharist among later authors like Origen [ca. 185-253/254],
Athanasius [ca. 295-373], Cyril of Jerusalem, and their successors among fourth- and
fifth-century Greek writers.”* Robin Darling Young points out that the Fathers viewed the
Eucharist as “both the atoning sacrifice of Christ and the church’s own cultic sacrifice.”
According to R. J. Halliburton, the Fathers are unequivocal in their belief that
communicants receive the body and blood of Christ. He notes that they speak of the bread
and the wine as symbols (using words such as figurae / typoi, antitypoi) and that the
Alexandrian tradition, in particular, focussed on the spiritual nature of communion but
maintains that they also held “that the figure, type, or symbol is closely to be identified
with that which it symbolizes, and that spiritual interpretations of the benefits of receiving

the sacrament are not incompatible with belief in the objective identification of the

2 Cyril of Jerusalem, Five Mystagogical Catecheses; Ambrose of Milan, On the Sacraments and
On the Mysteries; and Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catecheses. Stephen B. Clark, Catholics and the Eucharist:
A Scriptural Introduction (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Charis/Servant Publications, 2000), 231.

3 John Chrysostom in On the Priesthood and in his scriptural homilies; Cyril of Alexandria in his
Commentary on John; and Leo the Great in his Festal Sermons. Augustine’s sacramental theology was
formative for Western liturgical theology and will be discussed briefly below. Clark, Catholics and the
FEucharist, 231.

4 Robin Darling Young, “The Eucharist as Sacrifice According to Clement of Alexandria,” in
Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations (ed. Roch A. Kereszty; New York: Paulist Press,
2003), 65.

> Young, “Eucharist as Sacrifice,” 65.
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elements with the body and blood of Christ.”

However, before looking at how Clement of Alexandria understood the Eucharist,
this chapter will look at the earlier works as the thoughts found in these works constitute
the culture in which Clement of Alexandria found himself. In order to understand more
easily the volume of material, several steps were undertaken: first, modern scholars’
works were read and the sources they quoted were noted; secondly, “source books™” were
consulted for eucharistic themes and for references to Scripture passages considered
eucharistic (the Institution Narratives, for example); thirdly, the texts and authors noted in
the first two steps were reviewed and key-words which represented well the thoughts of
each author were identified; and, finally, the original 10 key-words were grouped into the
following six identifiable themes: 1) body and blood: the elements of bread and wine
undergo a change, becoming the body and blood of Christ (the modern term is “real
presence”) and they nourish the recipient both physically and spiritually; 2) sacrificial
aspect; 3) thanksgiving aspect (the very meaning of Eucharist); 4) ecclesial aspect which
brings about not only union with other participants but also with Christ; 5) knowledge
aspect; and 6) typology.® These themes are itemised in table form in Appendix II: Themes
Apparent in Relevant Texts along with indicators of which texts contain each theme.
References to these themes are flagged by an asterisk (*) at the end of the specific word in

the sections which follow. Another appendix’ presents the various Scripture references

®R.7J. Halliburton, “The Patristic Theology of the Eucharist,” in The Study of Liturgy (rev. ed.; ed.
Cheslyn Jones, et al.; London: SPCK, 1992), 249.

7 Jurgens, Faith Volume 1; Jurgens, Faith Volume 2; Jurgens, Faith Volume 3.

8 Note that these themes “came out” of the texts consulted; they were not chosen before the
research began.

? Appendix III: Scripture References / Allusions in Relevant Texts. It should be noted that, because
not all texts and authors indicated all Scripture references and/or allusions, this table merely gives an
impression of the wide range of Scripture verses considered by the authors. It is notable that the sheer
volume of these references cannot be treated in depth in a project of this nature. It is from these many
references that we must choose a few pericopes which are most closely connected with the Eucharist in the
early Church and which also represent many of the communities.
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found in the writings mentioned in the following sections. This table reveals graphically
the vast number of Scripture passages used by these authors.
2.1. Early Writers and Documents (ca. 110 — ca. 202)

The extant patristic writings which pre-date Clement of Alexandria tend to
contain biblical allusions and paraphrases rather than strictly copied and referenced
biblical citations such as are expected in today’s scholarly world. This section will
summarise the findings regarding the Eucharist in the writings of Ignatius of Antioch
(d. ca. 110), Justin Martyr (ca. 100/110 — ca. 165), and Irenaeus (ca. 140-202), as well as
the Didache (ca. 140) because these works are the ones which contain references to the
Eucharist prior to Clement of Alexandria. It must be remembered that the authors were
writing to address other issues rather than teaching about the Eucharist. According to
John Norman Davidson Kelly it is clear that they saw the Eucharist as truly Christ’s body
and blood* and as sacrifice* by the end of the first century if not earlier.!® That the
Eucharist was seen as the accomplishment of the prophecy of Mal 1:10-11'! is evident in

these early writings.'

10“The words of institution, ‘Do this’ (todto motette), must have been charged with sacrificial
overtones for second-century ears.” John Norman Davidson Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (2d ed.;
London: A&C Black, 1960), 196.

! “Oh, that one among you would shut the temple gates to keep you from kindling fire on my altar
in vain! I have no pleasure in you, says the LORD of hosts; neither will I accept any sacrifice from your
hands, For from the rising of the sun, even to its setting, my name is great among the nations; And
everywhere they bring sacrifice to my name, and a pure offering; For great is my name among the nations,
says the Lord of hosts” Mal 1:10-11.

12 Ignatius’s letters (see below); Justin’s Dialogue (41, 2-3 see below); “God has therefore
announced in advance that all the sacrifices offered in His name, which Jesus Christ commanded to be
offered, that is, in the Eucharist of the Bread and of the Chalice, which are offered by us Christians in every
part of the world, are pleasing to Him. But He refuses to accept your sacrifices and those offered through
your priests, saying, [he again quotes Mal 1:10-12]. . . . For Christians were instructed to offer only such
prayers, even at their thanksgiving for their food, both liquid and solid, whereby the Passion which the Son
of God endured for us is commemorated” (Dial. 117, 1). Justin Martyr, Saint Justin Martyr (vol. 6 of The
Fathers of the Church; trans. Thomas B. Falls; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press,
1948), 328; the Didache “adtn ydp éoTiv 1) pnbeioa Mo kupiov: &v mavTi Témy kai xpdvw
mpoapépety pot Buaiav kabapdv: Tt BaotAeds péyoag eipl, Aéyet kOplog, kai T Gvopd pou
BavpaoTov &v To1g €0veat.” “For this is the sacrifice mentioned by the Lord: ‘In every place and time,
bring me a pure sacrifice. For I am a great King, says the Lord, and my name is considered marvellous
among the Gentiles [Mal 1:11, 14]” (Didache 14, 3). Bart D. Ehrman, ed. and trans., The Apostolic Fathers
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First, Ignatius of Antioch speaks clearly of the reality of the Eucharist being
Christ’s body and blood* when he refutes the Docetists’ denial of the reality of the
Incarnation. For him, Christians were brought into union* with their Lord and one

another through the Eucharist.'® Ignatius views the Eucharist as medicine* which brings

Volume I (vol. 24 of Loeb Classical Library; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003), 438-39; “De
celle-ci, parmi les douze prophétes, Malachie a parlé d’avance en ces termes : « Je ne prends pas plaisir en
vous, dit le Seigneur tout-puissant, et je n’agréerai pas de sacrifice de vos mains; car du levant au couchant,
mon nom est glorifié parmi les nations, et en tout lieu de I’encens est offert a mon nom, ainsi qu'un sacrifice
pur : car mon nom est grand parmi les nations, dit le Seigneur tout-puissant. » Il signifiait trés clairement
par l1a que le premier peuple cesserait d’offrir a Dieu, tandis qu’en tout lieu un sacrifice lui serait offert, pur
celui-ci, et que son nom serait glorifié parmi les nations” Irenaeus’s Against Heresies (4, 17, 5). Irenaeus of
Lyons, Irénée de Lyon: Contre les hérésies: Dénonciation et réfutation de la gnose au nom menteur
(Nouvelle édition; Adelin Rousseau; Paris: Cerf, 2001), 460.

13 “kaTaudBeTe 8¢ ToUg ETEPOSOEOOVTAG €ig TRV xdpLv “Incod XptaTod THv eig fudg
ENBoloav, Tig EvavTiotl eiolv Tij yvdun 100 0£00. mept dydmng od péder adTolg, oV mePl XNpas,
00 mepl dpdavod, ob mepit BALBopévou, o0 mept Sedepévou K AcAupévou, od Tepl TELVAVTOC 1
SupdvTog. EdxapioTiog kai mpooeuxfig dméxovTat, S1d T0 urj Oporoyelv v edxapioTiov odpka
glval 100 owTHpog NUAY “Incod Xp1aTod Ty OTMEP TAV GuapTIGV HUdY TaBodoav, §v Th
XpNoTéTNTL & MaTnP Hyetpev. ol 00v dvTiAéyovTeg TH dwped To0 B£00 6LENTOOVTEG
&moBvriokouatv. cuvédepev 8¢ adTolg dyamav, {va kai dvaoTdaty. mpémov obv ZoTiv dmExeobat
TGOV ToloVTwy Kai priTe kot i8{av mepl adT@dV AoAeTV uniTe koLvi, mpooéxely 8¢ Tolg mpodrTalg,
EEaipéTwg 8¢ TG edayyeAiv, &v ¢ TO md0og My SedriAwTal kai § dvdoTaotg TeTede{wTat. Todg 88
peptopovs dpedyeTe wg dpxnv kokdv.” “But take note of those who spout false opinions about the
gracious gift of Jesus Christ that has come to us, and see how they are opposed to the mind of God. They
have no interest in love, in the widow, the orphan, the oppressed, the one who is in chains or the one set
free, the one who is hungry or the one who thirsts. They abstain from the eucharist and prayer, since they do
not confess that the eucharist is the flesh of our saviour Jesus Christ, which suffered on behalf of our sins
and which the Father raised in his kindness. And so, those who dispute the gift of God perish while still
arguing the point. It would be better for them to engage in acts of love, that they might also rise up. And so
it is fitting to avoid such people and not even to speak about them, either privately or in public, but instead
to pay attention to the prophets, and especially to the gospel, in which the passion is clearly shown to us and
the resurrection is perfected. But flee divisions as the beginning of evils”(Smyrn. 6, 2—7, 2). Ehrman,
Apostolic Fathers Vol. 1,302-3. “o0x rjdopat Tpodij 000pdg 006 fdovaig 100 Biov TodTou. dpTov
000 04w, § 20Ty 0dpE "Inood Xp1oTod, To0 &k omépuatog Aauid, xai mépa 0éAw TO atpa adToD,
8 ¢oTiv &ydmm d¢BapTog.” “I have no pleasure in the food that perishes nor in the pleasures of this life. I
desire the bread of God, which is the flesh of Jesus Christ, from the seed of David; and for drink I desire his
blood, which is imperishable love” (Rom. 7, 3). Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers Vol. 1,278-79. “XmouddCeTe
o0v TukvéTEPOV auvépxeabal gig ebyaploTiav B0l kal gig SEEav. ETav ydp mukvag Zm 10 adTo
yiveafe, kaBarpodvtar at duvdpelg 100 catava, kal AdeTtar 6 AeBpog adTod &v T duovoig HPAV
Tfic mloTewg.” “Be eager, therefore, to come together more frequently to give thanks and glory /Or: to
celebrate the eucharist and give glory] to God. For when you frequently gather as a congregation, the
powers of Satan are destroyed, and his destructive force is vanquished by the harmony of your faith” (Eph.
13, 1). Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers Vol. 1,232-33. “CmouddooTte ov pid edxoaptoTio xpnodar: pia yap
0dpE 100 kupiou HuAV Inood XpLoTod kal £v moThptlov eig Evwaty 100 alpatog adTol, Ev
BuolaoThplov, K¢ elg émiokomog dua TG TPeoBuTEPiw Kal Stakdvolg, Tolg cuvdolAolg pou: fva, 6
¢av mpdoonTe, kot 00V TpdoonTe.” “And so be eager to celebrate just one eucharist. For there is one
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immortality.'4

Secondly, as mentioned above, Justin Martyr points to the passage in Malachi to
demonstrate the sacrificial nature* of the Eucharist. He uses “thanksgiving®” as a
technical term for the “eucharistized bread and wine*” being offered for a memorial of
Christ’s passion. For him, the Eucharist is much more than the community’s spiritual
recollection. Justin’s language indicates that the Eucharist is linked to Christ’s offering*

in the Passion."?

flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ and one cup that brings the unit of his blood, and one altar, as there is one
bishop together with the presbytery and the deacons, my fellow slaves. Thus, whatever you do, do according
to God” Philad. 4. Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers Vol. 1,286-87. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 197-8.

M “pdhoTa 2av 6 kSpLdg pot dmokaydymn, 6Tt ot kaT &vdpa KoLV} TAVTEG év XApLTL &E
dvépaTog ouvépxeabe év uia mioTel kai &v Inood XploTd, TG KaTd odpka €k yévoug Aavis, TG
LG &vBpdToL Kal LIG Be0D, eig TO OTokoVeLy OPAG TG EmMokdTw Kal TG mpeofuTepiw
dmeplondoTy dravoiq, Eva dpTov KAGVTEG, ¢ €0TLv ddpuakov ddavaaiag, &vTidoTog TOO un
dmoBaveiv, GAAA Chiv év "Inood Xpiotd did mavtdg.” “I will especially do so if the Lord shows me that
all of you to a person are gathering together one by one in God’s grace, in one faith and in Jesus Christ—
who is from the race of David according to the flesh, and is both son of man and son of God—so that you
may obey the bishop and the presbytery (which is undistracted in mind), breaking one bread, which is a
medicine that brings immortality, an antidote that allows us not to die but to live at all times in Jesus Christ”
(Eph. 20, 2). Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers Vol. 1,238-41.

“And this food is called among us eucharist, of which no one is allowed to partake except one
who believes that the things which we teach are true, and has received the washing that is for the remission
of sins and for rebirth, and who so lives as Christ handed down. For we do not receive these things as
common bread nor common drink; but in like manner as Jesus Christ our Saviour having been incarnate by
God’s logos took both flesh and blood for our salvation, so also we have been taught that the food
eucharistized through the word of prayer that is from Him, from which our blood and flesh are nourished by
transformation, is the flesh and blood of that Jesus who became incarnate. For the Apostles in the memoirs
composed by them, which are called Gospels, thus handed down what was commanded them: that Jesus
took bread and having given thanks said: ‘Do this for my memorial, this is my body’; and likewise He took
the chalice and having given thanks said: ‘This is my blood’; and gave it to them alone. Which also the
wicked demons have imitated in the mysteries of Mithra and handed down to be done; for that bread and a
cup of water are placed with certain words said over them in the secret rites of initiation, you either know or
can learn” (First Apology 66). Justin Martyr, St. Justin Martyr: The First and Second Apologies (vol. 56 of
Ancient Christian Writers; trans, intro & notes Leslie William Barnard; New York: Paulist Press,

1997), 70-71. “God speaks through Malachias, one of the twelve Prophets, concerning the sacrifices you
then offered up to Him: [then quotes Mal 1:10-12]. By making reference to the sacrifices which we Gentiles
offer to Him everywhere, the Eucharistic Bread and the Eucharistic Chalice, He predicted that we should
glorify His name, but that you should profane it” (Dial. 41). Justin Martyr, Saint Justin Martyr, 210. “What
lepers had to offer (Lev 14:10) in thanksgiving for cleansing as stated in Lev 14:10 was understood by
Justin to be a “prototype of the Eucharistic Bread, which our Lord Jesus Christ commanded us to offer in
remembrance” (Dial. 41). Justin Martyr, Saint Justin Martyr, 209
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Thirdly, Irenaeus uses language which evokes the Institution Narratives in
describing the Eucharist as a sacrificial* offering with the elements recognised as Christ’s
body and blood*; the Eucharist is the oblation received by the church* from the
apostles.'® As Kelly states, Irenaeus’s “witness is, indeed, all the more impressive
because he produces it quite incidentally while refuting the gnostic and docetic rejection

of the Lord’s real humanity.”!”

Finally, the Didache (ca. 140) contains another early use of the term “Eucharist,”!®

16cp [sic] ses disciples aussi il conseillait d’offrir & Dieu les prémices de ses propres créatures,
non que celui-ci en efit besoin, mais pour qu’eux-mémes ne fussent ni stériles ni ingrats. Le pain, qui
provient de la création, il le prit, et il rendit graces, disant : « Ceci est mon corps. » Et la coupe
pareillement, qui provient de la création dont nous sommes, il la déclara son sang et il enseigna qu’elle était
1’oblation méme que 1’Eglise a regue des apétres et que, dans le monde entier, elle offre au Dieu qui nous
donne la nourriture, comme prémices des propres dons de Dieu sous la nouvelle alliance” (Contre les
herésies 4, 17, 5). Irenaeus of Lyons, Contre les hérésies, 459—60. “Ainsi donc, 1’oblation de I’Eglise, que
le Seigneur a enseigné a offrir dans le monde entier, est réputée sacrifice pur aupres de Dieu et lui est
agréable. Ce n’est pas qu’il ait besoin de notre sacrifice, mais celui qui offre est lui-méme glorifi¢ du fait
qu’il offre, si son présent est accepté” (Contre les hérésies (4, 18, 1). Irenaeus of Lyons, Contre les
héresies, 461.

17 “Vains, de toute maniére, ceux qui rejettent toute 1’« économie » de Dieu, nient le salut de la
chair, méprisent sa régénération, en déclarant qu’elle n’est pas capable de recevoir I’incorruptibilité. S’il n’y
a pas de salut pour la chair, alors le Seigneur ne nous a pas non plus rachetés par son sang, la coupe de
I’eucharistie n’est pas une communion a son sang et le pain que nous rompons n’est pas une communion a
son corps. Car le sang ne peut jaillir que de veines, de chairs et de tout le reste de la substance humaine, et
c’est pour étre vraiment devenu tout cela que le Verbe de Dieu nous a rachetés par son sang, comme le dit
son Apdtre : « En lui nous avons la rédemption par son sang, la rémission des péchés. » Et parce que nous
sommes ses membres et sommes nourris par le moyen de la création — création que lui-méme nous
procure, en faisant lever son soleil et tomber la pluie selon sa volonté —, la coupe, tirée de la création, il I’a
déclarée son propre sang, par lequel se fortifie notre sang, et le pain, tiré¢ de la création, il I’a proclamé son
propre corps, par lequel se fortifient nos corps” (Contre les hérésies 5, 2, 2). Irenaeus of Lyons, Contre les
hérésies, 573—74. “Si donc la coupe qui a ét¢ mélangée et le pain qui a été confectionné recoivent la parole
de Dieu et deviennent 1’eucharistie, c’est-a-dire le sang et le corps du Christ, et si par ceux-ci se fortifie et
s’affermit la substance de notre chair, comment ces gens peuvent-ils prétendre que la chair est incapable de
recevoir le don de Dieu consistant dans la vie éternelle, alors qu’elle est nourrie du sang et du corps du
Christ et qu’elle est membres de celui-ci, comme le dit le bienheureux Ap6tre dans son épitre aux
Ephésiens : « Nous sommes les membres de son corps, formés de sa chair et de ses os » ? Ce n’est pas de je
ne sais quel « homme pneumatique » et invisible qu’il dit cela, « car 1’esprit n’a ni os ni chair », mais il parle
de I’organisme authentiquement humain, composé de chairs, de nerfs et d’os : car c’est cet organisme méme
qui est nourri de la coupe qui est le sang du Christ et fortifié par le pain qui est son corps” (Contre les
herésies 5, 2, 3). Irenaeus of Lyons, Contre les hérésies, 574. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 198.

18 g arex KupLaknyv 8¢ kupiou ouvaxBévteg kAdooTe dpTov Kal edxaploTHOATE,
TposEoporoynadpevol T& mapanTduaTta Opdv, Emwg kaBapd { Buoia GGV §. mag 8¢ Exwv TV
GpotBoAiay petd 100 ETaipov adToO pr cuVeADETW OV, €wg 00 Stoddaydoty, {va pr kolvwdf §
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apparently assuming that the link to Jesus’ words and actions at the Last Supper was well
enough known that the term did not require explanation; in chapters 9 and 10, the
Eucharist in the Didache has no Institution Narrative and no reference to the body or
blood of Jesus or to Jesus’ Last Supper.!® The community of the Didache accepted that
the bread of the Last Supper and of their Lord’s supper was no ordinary bread* and that
they needed new categories to understand the Eucharist.2’ Through the Didache, it is
evident that thanksgiving* permeated their lives, that sacrifice® flows from thanksgiving,
that Christian sacrifice is spiritual (which differentiates it from pagan sacrifice), and that
the prayer of thanksgiving is a perfect garb for sacrifice.?! Communities need ecclesial*
traditions and traditions need community in which to develop. The Eucharist is meant to
be about unity: the bread now broken and scattered may be reassembled and reunited into
one. While there are many celebrations of the Eucharist, there is but one church.??

However, the community of the Didache separated itself somehow from surrounding

Buoia Opdv.” “On the Lord’s own day [or On the Lord’s day of the Lord], when you gather together, break
bread and give thanks /Or: celebrate the eucharist] after you have confessed your unlawful deeds, that your
sacrifice may be pure. Let no one quarrelling with his neighbour join you until they are reconciled, that your
sacrifice may not be defiled [Cf. Matt 5:23-24]” (Didache 14, 1-2). Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers Vol. 1, 438—
39.

19 Hyam Maccoby, “Paul and the Eucharist,” New Testament Studies 37 (April 1991): 251;
Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians (vol. 7 of Sacra Pagina; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press,

1999), 375.

20 Eugene LaVerdiere, The Eucharist in the New Testament and the Early Church (Collegeville,
Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1996), 1-11.

2l Josef A. Jungmann, The Early Liturgy to the Time of Gregory the Great (trans. Francis A.
Brunner; Liturgical Studies 8; Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1959), 29-49.

2 LaVerdiere, Eucharist in NT and Early Church, 128—47; Halliburton, “The Patristic Theology
of the Eucharist,” 246; “@fomep fv T00T0 T0 KAdopa SteckopTiouévov Emdve Tav dpéwv kKai cuvaydiv
¢yéveTo €v, o0Tw cuvaxBnTw cou N ékkAnoia amd T@v mepdTwy TAS Y elg Trv onv PaciAsiov:
7L 000 aTiv ) 86Ea kai i SVvauig d1& *Inood Xp1oTod eig Tovg aidvag.” “As this fragment of
bread was scattered upon the mountains and was gathered to become one, so may your church be gathered
together from the ends of the earth into your kingdom. For the glory and the power are yours through Jesus
Christ forever” (Didache 9, 4) Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers Vol. 1,430-31; Jurgens, Faith Volume 1,4, 5
n.31.
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communities and, in the end, did not survive.?®> The Didache also uses the word
¢movotoc?® in relation to the eucharistic bead; this word occurs only in the New
Testament in the Lord’s Prayer (Matt 6:9-13; Luke 11:2-4) and in patristic texts on those
pericopes.?’

Having looked briefly at the writings which pre-date Clement of Alexandria, we
now turn to his more extensive writings keeping in mind that those earlier writings form
the backdrop, or culture, within which Clement understood the Eucharist. It is through
those lenses that he explained the Eucharist to his contemporaries.

2.2. Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150-211/216)

While not exploring the Eucharist in depth, Clement of Alexandria demonstrates
his understanding of the “real presence”* and the sacrificial* aspects which later Fathers
will express more explicitly. His three main works reveal a step-by-step journey: first, in
the Protreptikos, he uses protreptic discourse?® forming it into an apology against pagan
cult and calling Christians to liturgical worship. Secondly, in the Paidagogos (also known
as The Instructor of Children), he presents Christ as the companion in knowledge who
will bring Christians beyond the entry point in the ethical life. For Clement, as with Paul

in Phil 2:6-7, Christ is the pedagogue; furthermore, the liturgical church is the school, and

23 That the Didache was not accepted into the New Testament canon indicates that the community
which gave us the document was not able to adapt. While traditions are necessary for healthy community
life, most especially the Eucharist, they must be “both resilient and open.” LaVerdiere, Eucharist in NT and
Early Church, 130. While we see this balance maintained by the community which gave us Matthew’s
gospel, the community of the Didache clung too tightly to its traditions resulting in a “community fighting
to stay alive but slowly dying of inanition for lack of adequate traditions.” LaVerdiere, Eucharist in NT and
Early Church, 131.

The meaning is uncertain; “necessary for today, necessary for tomorrow, daily, sufficient.”
William D. Mounce, The Analytical Lexicon to the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1993), 208.

“70V dpTOV NUAV TOV émodatov 80¢ NIV oruepov” “Give us today our daily bread [Or: the
bread that we need; or: our bread for tomorrow]” (Didache 8, 2). Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers Vol. 1, 428—
29; LaVerdiere, Eucharist in NT and Early Church, 9.

26 Protreptic: “an utterance (as a speech) designed to instruct and persuade” from
http://mw1.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/protreptic accessed 5 March 2009.
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the Eucharist gives Christians the pattern by which they are to live their lives.?’ Finally, in
the Stromateis, he presents the highest level of knowledge a believer receives from Christ
about the Father and the created world. Continuing the thought of the two earlier works,
Clement uses the Hellenistic rhetorical form of miscellany®® to show how Christ should
be appropriated by Christians as a reverse-sacrifice, the sacrificial* offering of God to
humanity.?’

With this overview in mind, we now turn to a more detailed look at the second
and third of these works.* In the Paidagogos Clement focusses on the way a Christian
must practice living in the midst of a pagan culture rather than contrasting the pagan rites
to Christian ones. The Christian is called to appropriate and participate in the knowledge
of the truth of Christ’s passion, to live in imitation of this truth, and to speak this truth to
others. Doing so, for Clement, amounts to participation in Christ’s death as an atoning

sacrifice* on the cross and celebrated in the Eucharist.>! In the Paidagogos, Clement uses

27 Young, “Eucharist as Sacrifice,” 72-3.

28 Rather than writing an expected book, the Didaskalos, Clement wrote the Stromateis whose
name indicates he felt it to be the highest level of knowledge, “appropriation of the knowledge that Christ
gives of the Father and the created invisible world. . . . This form was carefully structured to represent an
assemblagge of topics in a way that apparently lacked organization.” Young, “Eucharist as Sacrifice,” 73.

Young, “Eucharist as Sacrifice,” 73.

30 Note that Protreptikos is aimed at pagans, Paidagogos at new Christians, and Stromateis at
mature believers. The first work speaks of the horrors of pagan sacrifice while the second and third speak of
the Christian Eucharist.

3l [’Eglise] n’a pas eu de lait, car le lait, c’était ce beau petit enfant approprié, le corps du
Christ ; elle a nourri du Verbe le peuple nouveau que le Seigneur lui-méme mis [sic] au monde dans les
douleurs de la chair, et lui méme langé de sang précieux. O saint enfantement ! O saints langes ! Le Verbe
est tout pour le petit enfant : pere, mere, pédagogue et nourricier. « Mangez ma chair, dit-il, et buvez mon
sang » (Jn 6, 53). Ces nourritures qui nous conviennent, le Seigneur nous les dispense, il offre sa chair et
verse son sang. Rien ne manque aux petits enfants pour leur croissance.” (Clement of Alexandria Le
Pédagogue 142, 2-3) Clement of Alexandria, Le Pédagogue (vol. 44—45 of Les peres dans la foi; trans.
Bernadette Troo and Paul Gauriat; Paris: Migne, 1991), 61-62; “De plus, usant encore d’une image, le
Seigneur a nommé « une coupe » (Mt 26, 39, 42) I’accomplissement de sa Passion, coupe qu’il lui fallait
boire seul jusqu’a la derniére goutte. Ainsi la nourriture du Christ était d’accomplir la volonté de son Pére ;
mais nous, les petits, nous avons le Christ lui-m&me pour nourriture : nous buvons le Verbe du ciel. C’est
pourquoi le mot grec qui signifie « chercher » appartient a la méme famille que le nom « mamelle » ; car les
petits enfants qui cherchent le Verbe se nourrissent de lait aux mamelles de la bonté paternelle. En outre, le
Verbe s’est appelé lui-méme le « pain du ciel ». « Ce n’est pas Moise, dit-il, qui vous a donné le pain du ciel
; ¢’est mon Pére qui vous le donne, le pain du ciel, le vrai, car le pain de Dieu est celui qui descend du ciel
et donne la vie au monde. Le pain que je donnerai, c’est ma chair pour la vie du monde » (Jn 6, 32-33, 51).
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John 6:5332 to speak of the importance of the Christian’s receiving Christ’s flesh and
blood.>* He sees this reception as both corporeal and spiritual*, strengthening the
recipient in both dimensions.>*

Clement also uses Exod 3:8% to interpret the Eucharist as both physical and
spiritual food* for the Christian who needs nourishment in both senses from Christ the

teacher. Similarly, he uses 1 Cor 3:2-3,% Paul’s distinction between milk and solid food,

Il faut attribuer ici un sens mystique au pain : ¢’est sa chair, dit-il, — naturellement, sa chair ressuscitée :
comme du grain sem¢é et pourri Iéve le froment, sa chair renait du feu pour la joie de I’Eglise, tel un pain
qu’on a cuit” (Clement of Alexandria Le Pédagogue 1, 46). Clement of Alexandria, Le Pédagogue, 64;
“Vous le savez bien, il a pris du vin, lui aussi, car il était homme ; il a béni le vin, en disant : « Prenez,
buvez, ceci est mon sang » ; le sang de la vigne signifie le Verbe « versé pour beaucoup, en rémission des
péchés » (Mt 26, 28), source sainte de la joie. Le buveur doit étre sobre : il I’a montré clairement par son
enseignement dans les banquets : il n’était pas ivre quand il enseignait. C’était du vin, ce qu’il avait béni. Il
1I’a montré encore en disant a ses disciples : « Je ne boirai plus de ce fruit de la vigne, jusqu’a ce que j’en
boive avec vous dans le royaume de mon Pére » (Mt 26, 29). C’était bien du vin, ce que buvait le Seigneur :
il le dit encore lui-méme a son propre sujet, accusant la dureté de cceur des Juifs : « Le Fils de I’homme est
venu, et I’on dit : voila un homme qui mange et qui boit du vin, un ami des publicains » (Mt 11, 19)”
(Clement of Alexandria Le Pédagogue 11, 32, 2-4). Clement of Alexandria, Le Pédagogue, 141.

32«30 Jesus said to them, ‘Truly, truly, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man and
drink his blood, you have no life in you” John 6:53.

33 “Mais le Pére, dans sa tendresse et sa bienveillance pour les hommes a fait descendre comme
une rosée le Verbe qui s’est fait lui-méme nourriture spirituelle pour les justes.” (Clement of Alexandria Le
Pédagogue 1, 41, 3) Clement of Alexandria, Le Pédagogue, 61.

“Le sang du Seigneur est double : I’un est charnel et par lui nous avons été rachetés de la
perdition, I’autre est spirituel, ¢’est celui par lequel nous avons été consacrés. Et c’et [sic] boire le sang de
Jésus que de participer a I’incorruptibilité du Seigneur. La force du Verbe, c’est I’esprit, comme le sang est
la force de la chair.” (Clement of Alexandria Le Pédagogue 11, 19, 4) Clement of Alexandria, Le
Pédagogue, 131; “Par analogie donc, le vin se mélange a I’eau comme ’homme est mélangé d’esprit : I'un,
le mélange du vin, est un régal pour la foi, ’autre, I’esprit, mene a I’incorruptibilité, puis le mélange des
deux — de la boisson et du Verbe — s’appelle Eucharistie — grace, louange et beauté — dont les participants
selon la foi sanctifient le corps et I’ame, c’est-a-dire I’homme, ce mélange divin, que la volonté du Pére a
mélé mystiquement d’esprit et de Verbe. En vérité 1’esprit est uni a ’ame, qu’il porte, et au Verbe est unie
la chair, par laquelle « le Verbe s’est fait chair » (Jn 1, 14). (Clement of Alexandria Le Pédagogue 11, 20, 1)
Clement of Alexandria, Le Pédagogue, 131-32; “This, with what follows, may be taken as an indication of
a rather keen theological insight in Clement, a rather forceful expression of the fact that in receiving the
Eucharist with worthy dispositions, we receive not only the Body and Blood of Christ, but receive also an
increase of the indwelling Holy Spirit.” Jurgens, Faith Volume 1, 180, n. 7.

33 “Therefore T have come down to rescue them from the hands of the Egyptians and lead them out
of that land into a good and spacious land, a land flowing with milk and honey” Exod 3:8.

36« fod you milk, not solid food, because you were unable to take it. Indeed, you are still not able,
even now, for you are still of the flesh” 1 Cor 3:2-3.
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as he guides his audience and then quotes John 6:55°7 to remind them that the Eucharist
provides the nourishment* they require.>® For Clement the use of the word symbol for the
Eucharist indicates that the Eucharist has the power to bring about what it signifies. It is,
as with Justin, the medicine of immortality.>

In the Stromateis, Clement neither advocates nor applauds the martyrs’ deaths. He
does see that, like Christ’s death, theirs serve an epideictic purpose. And while he does
not make as clear a connection to Christ’s passion as did Tertullian and Origen, he does
understand the foreshadowing of Christ’s priesthood by Melchizedek. Here he is looking
at the incorporeal world behind the realities of the deaths of the martyrs, the priesthood of
Christ, and the Eucharist thereby spiritualising the interpretation of the sacrifices® of the

Old Testament as well as the sacrifice which for him constitutes the Eucharist.*

37 “My blood is true drink” John 6:55.

38«11 nous faut ici défendre notre enfance et de plus examiner la parole de I’apétre : « Je vous ai
donné du lait a boire comme a de petits enfants dans le Christ, non des aliments solides car vous n’auriez
pas pu les supporter ; et méme maintenant vous ne le pourriez pas » (1 Co 3, 1-2). A mon avis, il ne faut pas
interpréter cette expression dans la perspective d’Isra€l. J’en rapprocherai cet autre passage de I’Ecriture :
«Je vous conduirai vers la bonne terre ou coulent le lait et le miel » (Ex 3, 8 ; 3, 17).” (Clement of
Alexandria Le Pédagogue 1 34, 3). Clement of Alexandria, Le Pédagogue, 56. “« Mon sang, dit le Seigneur,
est vraiment un breuvage » (Jn 6, 55). Par cette parole « je vous ai donné a boire », I’apdtre ne désigne-t-il
pas la joie plénicre dans le Verbe figuré par le lait, la connaissance de la vérité ? Dans la suite de la phrase
«non une nourriture solide, car vous n’auriez pu encore la supporter » (1 Co 3, 2), la nourriture solide peut
désigner symboliquement la révélation fulgurante du siécle a venir ot nous contemplerons Dieu face a
face.” (Clement of Alexandria Le Pédagogue 1 36, 5). Clement of Alexandria, Le Pédagogue, 57-58.

Young, “Eucharist as Sacrifice,” 82.

O«AiviooeTat, olpat, TV &k TV Teoodpwyv kol e{koot oTotxe{wy Yuxfic yohoxkTddn
TGV TPodriv, ped” Hv {dn memmydg ydAa 1O Bpdpa, TeAeuTaiov 8¢ aipa duméAou Tod Adyou [Cf.
John 6:53-56] TOv « afBoma olvov », THv TeAetodoav Thg dywyfig eddppacivny, S1ddoket. Apdy 8¢ 6
ASyog 6 SpaaThplog, 6 &k katnxiocws Thg mPWTNg eig adEnatv vdpds, « eig pétpov RAkiag »,
EkdAéywv kal ékdpwTiCwv TOV dvBpwmov.” “Il désigne indirectement par 14, je crois, la premicre
nourriture de I’ame au moyen des vingt-quatre lettres, nourriture comparable au lait ; aprés elle il mentionne
le lait qui a déja caillé, la nourriture solide (Cf. Jn 6: 53-56); et pour finir il enseigne « le vin ardent », le
sang de la vigne du Logos, la joie de I’éducation qui rend parfait. Dréps est le Logos actif (drastérios), qui,
depuis la premiére catéchése, enflamme et illumine I’homme (anthropos) jusqu’a la croissance de 1’age
viril, « jusqu’a la mesure de la taille adulte ».” (Clement of Alexandria Stromateis V:1 48, 8-9) Clement of
Alexandria, Les Stromates V:1 (vol. 278 of Sources Chrétiennes; trans. Alain Le Boulluec; Paris: Cerf,
1981), 104-5; “Ei Toivuv T0 pév yéda 1Gv vnminv, 70 Bpdua 8¢ TOv TeAeinv Tpodr mpog 100
dmooTtélou elpnTat, ydAa pév 1) katixnotg otovel mpwitn Yuxfic Tpodr vondriceTal, Bpdpa 8¢ 1)
¢monTikn Bewpiar odpkeg adTar kal aipa T00 Adyou, TouTéoTL KaTdANY g Thg Beiog Suvduewg kat
ovoiag.” “Si donc I’ Apbtre a appelé « lait » I’aliment des « petits enfants », et « nourriture solide » celui
des « parfaits », on entendra par le « lait » la catéchése, qui est comme le premier aliment de I’ame, et par la
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Comparing Clement’s work with that of the other Alexandrian Fathers, Kelly
states that, through the use of allegory, Clement keeps the spiritual world behind the
physical phenomenon in view as he equates the eucharistic elements with the body and
blood* of Christ.*! Furthermore, for Clement the Eucharist is also the Christians’
sacrifice* (mpooapé) with Melchizedek’s offering as its type*.*?

For his part, Everett Ferguson raises a caution about using Clement of Alexandria

as a representative of the eucharistic thought of the time as Clement does not have any

«nourriture solide » la contemplation de la vision initiatique : voila les chairs et le sang du Logos, ¢’est-a-
dire la saisie de la puissance et de 1’essence divines.” (Clement of Alexandria Stromateis V:1 66, 2)
Clement of Alexandria, Les Stromates V:1, 134-35.

4l Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 213. “I am He who feeds thee, giving Myself as bread, of
which he who has tasted experiences death no more, and supplying day by day the drink of immortality. I
am teacher of supercelestial lessons. For thee I contended with Death, and paid thy death, which thou
owedst for thy former sins and thy unbelief towards God.”Quis div. 23, 4
(http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaft/anf02.html, accessed 6 March 2009).

42 “The action in accordance with the rational Word is brought to fulfillment in accord with God.
‘And nothing came into being without him,” says Scripture of the Word of God. Did the Lord not do
everything by his Word? Animals work when they are driven by pressure of fear. Are we not to say that the
so-called orthodox are drawn to good works without knowing what they are doing? (Clement of Alexandria
Stromateis 1, 45, 5-6) Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis: Books 1-3 (vol. 85 of The Fathers of the Church;
trans. John Ferguson; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1991), 56; “This is why the
Saviour took bread and began by speaking words of thanks [Matt 26:26; Mark 14:22; Luke 22:19; 1 Cor
11:24]. He then broke the bread and offered it for us to eat in the spirit of the Logos, and, in knowledge of
the Scriptures, to work out our citizenship in obedience.” (Clement of Alexandria Stromateis 1, 46, 1)
Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 56; “‘I offer an invitiation to those who lack intelligence’ (clearly those
attached to the heresies), says Wisdom. ‘Touch the mystic loaves in gladness, and delicious stolen water.’
[Prov 9:16-17] Scripture sets down bread and water in clear reference simply to the heresies that use bread
and water in their offertory contrary to the rules of the Church. There are some who actually celebrate the
Eucharist with plain water.” (Clement of Alexandria Stromateis 1, 96, 1) Clement of Alexandria,
Stromateis, 96; “AGTn 1| 7@ 8vTL Sikaroodvn, pi MAcovekTeLY &v BaTépw, SAov 8¢ elvan fylaopévov
vewv 100 kupiov. Atkatoabvn obv ¢oTty eiprvn Biou kal edoTddeta, 2¢° fiv 6 kGprog dméAve
Mywv: « "Amede elg elpfvnv: » ZoAnp ydp EpunvedeTal elpivn, NG 6 owThp HUAY dvaypddeTal
BaoiAels, Sv dnot Mwuofic, « Medxioedék BaoiAedg ZoArp 6 iepedg 100 B0l To0 OYiaTou », O
TOV olvov kal TOvV dpTov TV fytaopévny 81800¢ Tpodnv eig TUmov edxapioTiag. Kol &1
gpunvedeTal 6 Medy1oedék BaoiAedg dikalog, ouvwvupia 8¢ 0Tt Sikatoobvng kal eiprjvng.” “La
justice est donc la paix de la vie et la stabilité¢ de ’ame, pour laquelle le Sauveur renvoyait absous en disant
« Va-t-en en paix ». Salem s’interpréte « paix », dont notre Sauveur est décrit comme le roi, ainsi que le dit
Moise : « Melchisédec roi de Salem, le prétre du Dieu trés haut », qui donnait dans le vin et le pain la
nourriture consacrée comme symbole de I’Eucharistie. Et Melchisédec se traduit par « roi juste » : le nom
est donc synonyme de justice et de paix. (Clement of Alexandria Stromate IV 161, 2-3) Clement of
Alexandria, Les Stromates IV (vol. 463 of Sources Chrétiennes; trans. Claude Mondésert; Paris: Cerf,
2001), 324-25; see also De virg. vel. 9 Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 214.
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writing which has the Eucharist as its primary focus. However, Clement does allude to
the Eucharist and views the Bread of Life Discourse of John 6 as the most important

2 <6

eucharistic* text with its “take,” “give thanks,” and “break” terminology. Furthermore,
for Clement eating and drinking is an image evoking the acquisition of divine
knowledge*.*

Maurice F. Wiles points out that the earliest exegesis on the multiplication of the
loaves in John 6:1-21 did not have the eucharistic interpretation which is so familiar to
modern ears. Clement does speak “of the eating of Christ’s flesh and the drinking of his
blood commanded in this chapter [John 6] as the assimilation by faith of Christ the
Word.”** And elsewhere “he suggests that the passage contains an allusion to the
Eucharist or (and he seems to regard this as the more valuable line of interpretation) to
Christ’s body, the Church.[*]”%

In summary, Clement presents the Eucharist as the entry into salvation in the
Protreptikos and as the pattern of the Christian life in the Paidagogos. In the Stromateis,
he presents the Eucharist with a dual interpretation as it touches the recipient both
corporeally and spiritually. He leads the way for later authors’ understanding of the
Eucharist as the atoning sacrifice*, and as a participation in the all-sufficient sacrifice of
Christ replacing the sacrifices of the old covenant and opposing pagan sacrifices. The
Eucharist is also seen as transparent to that which it communicates* .

There is only one extant homily from Clement of Alexandria, the Excerpta ex

Theodoto, on the rich young man (Mark 10:17-31). In a difficult section, Clement sees

4 Everett Ferguson, “A Response to Robin Darling Young on The Eucharist According to
Clement of Alexandria,” in Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations (ed. Roch A. Kereszty;
New York: Paulist Press, 2003), 109.

4 Maurice F. Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel: The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel in the Early
Church (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960), 52-3. See Paidagogos, 1, 6, 38-47.

4 Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel, 52-3. See Excerpta ex Theodoto, 13.

46 Young, “Eucharist as Sacrifice,” 89.
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this pericope as allusive of the Eucharist* or to Christ’s body, the church*.*’ Clement
uses this homily to discuss the Incarnation and its effects on Christian society*.** In a
work entitled “The Rich Man’s Salvation,” Clement points out that effort is required by

the individual for salvation.*’

4T«0870¢ 20TLV « “ApTog » émoupdviog kal mvevpaTikn Tpoodr| Cwiig TOPEKTIKY KOTA TRV
Bpday xal yvdaty, « 10 Ddg Tdv &vBpdmwy », TAg “ExkAnaiog SnAovéTi. O1 pév o8 « Tov
odpadviov dpTov » « paydvTeg améBavov » -+ 0 8¢ « TOV dAnBivov “ApTov » 100 TlvedpaTog £oBiwv
o0 TebviEeTat. "0 « Ldv “ApTog » 6 « umd ToD IMatpdg dobeig » 6 Yidg &0t Tolg €0bietv
BouAopévolg. « ‘O 8¢ &pTog Ev 2yw 8w », dnalv, «j odpE pos EaTiy », fTol § TpédeTan 1) odpE
S1a Tfig EdxaproTtiag, <>, Smep xal pdAiov, 1| 0dpg 10 odpa adTod E0TLY, « 8TEp E0TLV 1)
"ExkAnoia », « dpTog 00pdviog », ouvaywyn edAoynuévn. Tdxa 8¢ wg &k Thg adTfig obaiag TGOV
EKAEKTAY KaTA TO OTOKE(pEVOV Yyevopévwy, kal g ToD adTod Tédoug TevEopévuy.” “C’est Lui « le
Pain » supra-céleste (¢movpdviog) et I’Aliment spirituel (mvevpatikn) qui procure la Vie sur le plan de la
nourriture et de la Connaissance (yv@o1¢), Lui, « la Lumiére des Hommes », — de I'Eglise, évidemment.
Ainsi, ceux qui « ont mangé le pain du ciel » [matériel] (00pdviog) « sont morts » : mais celui qui mange
«le Pain véritable » de I’Esprit (ITvedpa) « ne mourra pas ». Le « Pain vivant », celui « que le Pére a
donné », c’est le FILS, pour ceux qui veulent le manger. « Et le pain que je donnerai », dit-il, « ¢ ’est ma
chair » : soit que cette chair soit celle qu’il donne, par I’Eucharistie, a celui qu’il nourrit ; soit, mieux
encore, que cette chair soit « son corps, qui est I’Eglise » « Pain céleste », Assemblée bénie, — sans doute en
tant que les « élus » sont issus de la méme substance (o0oia) selon leur situation de sujets (katd T0
Omokeipevov) et qu’ils atteindront la méme fin.” (Clement of Alexandria, Extraits de Théodote 13)
Clement of Alexandria, Extraits de Théodote (vol. 23 of Sources Chrétiennes; trans. F. Sagnard; Paris:
Cerf, 1948), 84-85.

4 Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel, 52-3; Young, “Eucharist as Sacrifice,” 74.

49 Effort for salvation is necessary; “oUTwg Tig kai TNV &miyelov Tadtny meptPefAnuévog
meptBoAv prjiTe TV dpxNv EQUTOV TOV EOAwV TOD OwTRPOG EKKNPLOTETW, TOTSG YE WV KOt TO
HeyoAgiov ouvopdV Thg ToD 0200 dprAavBpwiag, piTe piv adBig dvdoknTog kKai dvaywvioTog
peivag dkoviTi kaviSpwTi TAV aTedpdvwy Thig ddbapaiag EATILETW peTAAABETYV: GAN aOTOV
OmoBoAéTw dépwv yopvooTh pEv TG Adyw, dywvoBéty 8¢ TG XploTd: Tpodr| 8¢ adTd kal moTOV
yevéabw TeTaypévov i kavr Stafrikn Tod kupiov, yupvdoia 8¢ ol évrodai, edaxnuoodvn 8¢ kal
k6opog al kahai S1béoeig, dydmn, mioTig, éAmig, yvdoig dinbeiag, < émeikela, > mpadTng,
edomayxvia, oepvdng, v, 6Tav < fj > EoxdTn odAmyg Omoonurivy < 16 TéAog> T00 Spdpou Kal
TV évTedBev EEodov kabdmep éx oTadiov ToD Blov, peT &yaBod To0 cuvelddTog TG dOA0BETT
mapaaTh Vikngopog, wpooynuévog Thg dvw matpidog dELog, elg fiv peTd oTEGAVLWV KOl
KNPLYHATWV dyyeAtk@v EmavépxeTat.” “In the same way let not one who is clothed with this earthly
covering proclaim himself barred at the start from the Saviour's prizes, if, that is, he is faithful and surveys
the magnificence of God’s love to men; nor, once again, let him hope, by remaining undisciplined and
unused to conflict, to partake of the crowns of incorruption without dust and sweat. But let him come and
subject himself to reason as trainer and to Christ as master of the contests. Let his appointed food and drink
be the Lord’s new covenant [See 1 Cor 11:25], his exercise the commandments, his grace and adornment
the fair virtues of love, faith, hope, knowledge of the truth, goodness, gentleness, compassion, gravity; in
order that, when the last trumpet signals the end of the race and his departure from the present life as from a
course, he may with a good conscience stand before the judge a victor, admitted to be worthy of the
fatherland above, into which with angelic crowns and proclamations he now ascends.” (Clement of
Alexandria The Rich Man’s Salvation 3) Clement of Alexandria, The Exhortation to the Greeks, The Rich
Man’s Salvation, And the Fragment of an Address Entitled To the Newly Baptized, in Loeb Classical
Library (trans. G. W. Butterworth; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982), 276-79; “¢yd oou
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2.3. Summary of the Writings Regarding the Eucharist by Tertullian,
Hippolytus, Origen, and Cyprian

Following this detailed look at Clement of Alexandria’s work, this section
summarises the work of Tertullian (ca. 155/160 — ca. 240/250), Hippolytus (d. 235),
Origen (ca. 185-253/254), and Cyprian of Carthage (d. 258). As with the earlier writers
mentioned above, they did not explicitly address the Eucharist. Rather, they made
references to the Eucharist while dealing with other subjects. As with all the writings,
care must be taken to read them in their proper context, that is with those works written
prior to or contemporary with the given text.

First, according to Kelly, the body and blood language used by Tertullian may, in
spite of its realism, be symbolical. Tertullian refers to the bread as “a figure” (figura) of
Christ’s body, and says that it is the bread “by which He represents (repraesentat) His

very body.”*° However, at the time of Tertullian’s writing, “‘a mysterious relationship

Tpodedg dpTov EpouTdV 81800¢, 00 yeuoduevog 008eig €Tt meElpay BavdTou AdapBdvet, kai méua ko
> fluépav &vd1800¢g dbavaaiac ” “I am your nurse, giving Myself for bread, which none who taste have any

longer trial of death [See John 6:50-51], and giving day by day drink of immortality.” (Clement of

Alexandria The Rich Man’s Salvation 23) Clement of Alexandria, Rich Man'’s Salvation, 318—19.

30 “Mais seul le nouveau roi des siécles nouveaux, le Christ Jésus, a porté sur son épaule la
puissance et la sublimité de sa gloire nouvelle, c’est-a-dire la croix, pour permettre au Seigneur, d’aprés la
prophétie précédente, de régner a partir du bois. Ce bois t’est encore indiqué par Jérémie dans sa prophétie
aux juifs qui diraient : « Venez, jetons du bois sur son pain » : comprenons sur son corps. Car dans votre
évangile aussi, le Seigneur a bien révélé cette interprétation quand il appelle pain son corps, pour faire
comprendre par la aussi qu’il avait déja donné au pain la figure de son corps, lui dont jadis le prophéte avait
représenté le corps sous la figure du pain, le Seigneur lui-méme devant plus tard nous expliquer ce mystére”
(Tertullian Contre Marcion III 19, 3-4). Tertullian, Contre Marcion Livre III (vol. 399 of Sources
Chrétiennes; trans. René Braun; Paris: Cerf, 1994), 167. Citing Moses’s declaration of the Lord’s Passover,
Tertullian states, “C’est pourquoi il a montré aussi son sentiment en disant : « J ' ai désiré d’'un grand désir
manger la pdque avec vous avant de souffrir ma passion. » O le destructeur de la Loi, lui qui avait désiré
méme conserver la paque ! Pas de doute que la viande de mouton des juifs devait faire ses délices ! Ou alors
n’était-il pas précisément celui qui, ayant a étre mené au sacrifice comme une brebis et étant destiné a ne
pas ourvrir la bouche ainsi qu’une brebis devant le tondeur, désirait accomplir la figure de son sang porteur
du salut” (Tertullian Contre Marcion IV 40, 1-2). Tertullian, Contre Marcion Livre IV (vol. 456 of Sources
Chrétiennes; trans. René Braun; Paris: Cerf, 2001), 495-97. “C’est ainsi que, aprés avoir professé qu’il
avait désiré d’un grand désir manger la paque parce que sienne — car il efit été indigne de Dieu de désirer
quelque chose qui lui fit étranger —, ayant pris le pain et I’ayant distribué a ses disciple, il en fit son corps
en disant : « Ceci est mon corps » — ¢’est-a-dire la figure de mon corps. Il n’y aurait pas eu de figure s’il n’y
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existed between the thing symbolized and its symbol, figure or type; the symbol in some
sense was the thing symbolized.”! So, the verb repraesentare would mean “to make
present.” He equates the bread and the wine with Christ’s body and blood* knowing that

there is a difference between the sacrament and Christ’s body.*? For Tertullian, the bread

avait pas eu un corps de toute vérité. D’ailleurs la chose inconsistante qu’est un fantdme ne pourrait pas
prendre de figure. Ou alors s’il a feint de prendre le pain pour son corps a cause précisément qu’il était
privé de la vérité du corps, eh bien donc c¢’est du pain qu’il aurait da livrer pour nous. Voila qui allait bien
dans le sens de I’inanité de Marcion, qu’un pain flt crucifié ! Mais pouquoi le Christ appelle-t-il son corps
pain, et non pas plutdt pastéque — celle que Marcion a eue a la place du cceur puisqu’il n’a pas compris que
c’était la une ancienne figure du corps du Christ, quand celui-ci dit par Jérémie : « Ils ont eu une pensée
contre moi, en disant : “Venez, jetons ensemble le bois sur son pain” », évidemment la croix sur son corps
? C’est pourqoi la signification qu’a voulu alors donner a « pain » I’illuminateur des réalités anciennes a été
rendu suffisamment claire quand il appelle pain son corps. De méme aussi, dans la mention de la coupe,
quand il établit une alliance scellée de son sang, il a confirmé la réalité substantielle de son corps. Il ne peut
en effet y avoir sang d’aucun corps, sinon d’un corps de chair. Car méme si 1’on doit nous opposer quelque
qualité de corps non charnelle, ce qui est sfir, c’est ceci : n’aura de sang qu’un corps charnel. Ainsi la
preuve du corps s’établira par le témoignage de la chair, la preuve de la chair par celui du sang. D’autre
part, pour que tu reconnaisses aussi dans le vin une ancienne figure du sang, Isaie sera a ta disposition : «
Qui est, dit-il, celui qui arrive d’Edom, le rouge de ses vétments est de Bosor ? Il est beau ainsi dans sa
robe de violence accompagnée de force ? Pourquoi rouges sont tes vétements et tes habits, comme au
sortir de l’espace du pressoir, plein de ce qui a été foulé aux pieds ? » Car I’Esprit prophétique comme s’il
contemplait déja le Seigneur venant a sa passion, vétu évidemment de sa chair puisque c’est en elle qu’il a
souffert cette passion, désigne dans la rougeur des vétements son habit sanglant de chair, de cette chair qui a
¢été foulée aux pieds et pressurée par la violence de la passion comme dans I’espace du pressoir, parce que
c’est de 12 aussi que les hommes descendent comme ensanglantés du rouge du vin. Avec bien plus de clarté
encore, la Genese, dans la bénédiction de Juda dont la tribu devait procurer 1’origine de la chair du Christ,
dessinait déja alors le Christ en parlant de Juda : « Il lavera sa robe dans le vin, et dans le sang de la
grappe son manteau » — montrant que robe et manteau, c’est la chair, et que le vin c’est le sang. Et c’est
ainsi que maintenant il a consacré son sang dans le vin, lui qui alors a figuré le vin dans le sang” (Tertullian
Contre Marcion IV 40, 3-6). Tertullian, Contre Marcion Livre IV, 499-503. “Mais ton dieu (sic) en tout
cas, lui, jusqu’a maintenant, n’a réprouvé du Créateur ni I’eau dont il baptise les siens, ni 1’huile dont il oint
les siens, ni le mélange de miel et de lait dont il nourrit les siens a leur renaissance, ni le pain grace auquel il
rend présent son corps mé€me; il a besoin méme dans ses propres sacrements, des aumdnes du Créateur!
Mais toi, s’il est vrai que, disciple au-dessus de ton maitre et esclave au-dessous de ton seigneur, tu as une
sagesse plus sublime que lui, détruisant ce dont il sent le besoin” (Tertullian Contre Marcion I 14, 3-4).
Tertullian, Contre Marcion Livre I (vol. 365 of Sources Chrétiennes, trans. René Braun; Paris: Cerf,

1990), 165-67.

31 Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 212.

32 Tertullian, in Against Marcion (4, 22) uses repraesentare this way. And we see his
understanding of the reality of Christ’s presence in: “who would not be concerned when she spends the
whole night away from the house during the Paschal solemnities. Who, without feeling some suspicion,
would let her go to assist at the Lord’s Supper, when such vile rumors are spread about it?” (Tertullian 7o
his Wife, 4). Tertullian, Treatises on Marriage and Remarriage: To His Wife; An Exhortation to Chastity;
Monogamy (vol. 13 of Ancient Christian Writers; trans. William P. Le Saint; Westminster, Md.: Newman
Press, 1951), 29. “Will not your husband know what it is you take in secret before eating any other food? If



26

is the Lord’s body>* and he defines the priestly function as one of “offering” (offerre).
However, “What the sacrifice consists in, he does not specify. No doubt he views it
primarily as an offering of prayer and worship, but worship in the context of the Saviour’s

passion[*] and of the elements which ‘represent’ His sacrificed body and blood.”*

he recognizes it as bread, will he not believe it to be what it is rumored to be? Even if he has not heard these
rumors, will he be so ingenuous as to accept the explanation which you give, without protest, without
wondering whether it is really bread and not some magic charm?” (Tertullian To his Wife, 5). Tertullian,
Treatises on Marriage and Remarriage, 30. “How shall we ever be able adequately to describe the
happiness of that marriage which the Church arranges, the Sacrifice strengthens, . . . Side by side they . . .
partake of God’s Banquet . . . they attend the Sacrifice without difficulty” (Tertullian To His Wife, 8).
Tertullian, Treatises on Marriage and Remarriage, 35. In discussing chastity and second marriages: “You
offer the annual Sacrifice for her. Do you wish, then, to stand before the Lord with as many wives as you
remember in your prayers? Will you offer the Sacrifice for two wives and have recommendation made of
both through the ministry of a priest whose monogamy is a necessary condition for his ordination, or who is
consecrated for his office in a special way by reason of his virginity, and who stands at the altar surrounded
by widows who were married only once? Will you feel no shame as your sacrifice ascends before the Lord?
Will you dare ask chastity for yourself and for your wife, among the other spiritual gifts you pray for?”
(Tertullian An Exhortation to Chastity, 11). Tertullian, Treatises on Marriage and Remarriage, 59-60. A
widow prays for her husband after his death: “To be sure, she prays for his soul. She asks that, during the
interval, he may find rest and that he may share in the first resurrection. She offers the Sacrifice each year
on the anniversary of his falling asleep. If she fails to do this, she has indeed divorced him as far as it lies in
her power to do so” (Tertullian Monogamy, 10). Tertullian, Treatises on Marriage and Remarriage, 92.

Talking about the Parable of the Prodigal Son: “Then, for the first time, he also receives a ring,
and, after he has been questioned, this seals the pact of faith; and so, thereafter, he feeds upon the richness
of the body of the Lord, I mean the Eucharist” (Tertullian On Purity, 9). Tertullian, Treatises on Penance:
On Penitence; On Purity (vol. 28 of Ancient Christian Writers; trans. William P. Le Saint; Westminster,
Md.: Newman Press, 1959), 78. In reference to refusing pardon to adultery: “Accordingly, the Apostle also,
deriving his doctrine from this source, says: I wrote to you in a letter not to associate with fornicators. [
meant not, of course, the fornicators of this world etc., else it would be necessary to depart from the world.
But now I write to you that if anyone called a brother among you should be a fornicator or an idolater (for
what else is so intimately bound up with it?) or a deceiver (for what else is so closely joined with it?) etc.,
with such a one you should not even take food —to say nothing of the Eucharist” (Tertullian On Purity, 18).
Tertullian, Treatises on Penance, 107. “The flesh feeds on the body and blood of Christ, that the soul also
may be fed from God” (Tertullian Concerning the Resurrection of the Flesh 8). Tertullian, Concerning the
Resurrection of the Flesh (trans. A. Souter; New York: Macmillan, 1922), 21.

>4 Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 214. “(1) For, in our case, we pray for the welfare of the

emperors to the eternal God, the true God, the living God, whom even the emperors themselves prefer to
have propitious to them before all other gods. They know who has given them power; they know—for they
are men—who has given them life; they feel that He is the only God in whose power alone they are. . . . (5)
Such petitions I cannot ask from any other save from Him, and I know that I shall obtain them from Him,
since He is the only One who supplies them and I am one who ought to obtain my request. For, I am His
servant; I alone worship Him; for His teaching I am put to death; I offer Him the rich—and better—sacrifice
which He Himself has commanded, the prayer sent up from a chaste body, an innocent heart, and a spirit
that is holy; not grains of incense worth a mere penny, or tears of the Arabic tree, or two drops of wine, or
the blood of a worthless ox that is longing for death, and, in addition to all this filth, a polluted conscience—
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Secondly, for Hippolytus, Christ’s body and blood* save the church*. He also
points to the prophecy of Malachi saying that in the Eucharist the bread and wine are

offered only after the Last Supper* and Christ’s passion* are remembered.>

so that I wonder when, among you, victims are examined by the most vicious of priests, why it is the hearts
of the slain animals are examined rather than those of the priests themselves. So, then, as we kneel with
arms extended to God, let the hooks dig into us, let the crosses suspend us, the fires lick us, the swords cut
out throats, and the wild beasts leap upon us: the very posture of a Christian in prayer makes him ready for
every punishment. Carry on, good officials, torture the soul which is beseeching God on behalf of the
emperor! Here will lie the crime, where there reigns truth and devotion to God!” (Tertullian, Apology 30 1,
5-7). Tertullian, Apologetical Works And Minucius Felix Octavius (vol. 10 of Fathers of the Church; trans.
Rudolph Arbesmann, et al.; New York: Fathers of the Church Press, 1950), 85-87. “This is why we also
offer sacrifice for the welfare of the emperor, but to God, who is our God and his—and in the way God
commanded us, with pure prayer. God, the Maker of the universe, does not need any odor or blood. These
are the food of demons. And the demons we not only reject, but convict; we daily expose them, and cast
them out of men, as is well know to many. Therefore, we pray in a better way for the welfare of the
emperor, asking it from Him who is able to give it. Surely, it can be sufficiently clear to you that we act
according to the teachings of godly patience, when, as such a great multitude of men—almost the majority in
every city—we live in silence and loyalty, known, perhaps, more as individuals than as a group, and
knowable in no other way than by the reformation of our former vices. For far be it from us to take it ill that
we suffer things for which we long, or to plot of ourselves any vengeance which we await from God”
(Tertullian, To Scapula 2). Tertullian, Apologetical Works And Octavius, 153—-54. “For this is the spiritual
victim which has abolished the pristine sacrifices. “To what purpose,” saith He, “(bring ye) me the
multitude of your sacrifices? I am full of holocausts of rams, and I desire not the fat of rams, and the blood
of bulls and of goats. For who hath required these from your hands?” What, then, God has required the
Gospel teaches. “An hour will come,” saith He, “when the true adorers shall adore the Father in spirit and
truth. For God is a Spirit, and accordingly requires His adorers to be such.” We are the true adorers and the
true priests, who, praying in spirit, sacrifice, in spirit, prayer,—a victim proper and acceptable to God,
which assuredly He has required, which He has looked forward to for Himself! This victim, devoted from
the whole heart, fed on faith, tended by truth, entire in innocence, pure in chastity, garlanded with love, we
ought to escort with the pomp of good works, amid psalms and hymns, unto God’s altar, to obtain for us all
things from God” (Tertullian On Prayer 28). From http://www.tertullian.org/anf/anf03/anf03-
51.htm#P12023 3351970, translated by S. Thelwall, accessed March 22, 2010.

33400 mapayevopévou « dpBrioeTat Buoia kail amovdn » 1 vOv kaTd mavTa Témov Vo TAV
E0vaV TG 0ed mpoodepopévr.” “Quand celui-ci aura fait son apparition, seront supprimés le sacrifice et
I"oblation offerts aujourd’hui a Dieu en tout lieu par les nations” (Hippolytus, Commentaire sur Daniel 4,
35). Hippolytus, Commentaire sur Daniel (vol. 14 of Sources Chrétiennes; trans. Maurice Lefévre; Paris:
Cerf, 1947), 334, 335. Also In Cant. 3, 4 and in Gen. 38, 19. “When he has been made bishop, . . . And let
the deacons offer to him the oblations, and let him, . . . say, giving thanks: “We render thanks to you, God,
through your beloved Child Jesus Christ, whom in the last times you sent to us as saviour and redeemer . . . .
who fufilling your will and gaining for you a holy people, stretched out [his] hands when he was suffering,
that he might release from suffering those who believed in you; who when he was being handed over to
voluntary suffering, that he might destroy death and break the bonds of the devil, and tread down hell and
illuminate the righteous, and fix a limit and manifest the resurrection, taking bread [and] giving thanks to
you, he said: “Take, eat, this is my body that will be broken for you.” Likewise also the cup, saying: “This is
my blood that is shed for you. When you do this, you do my remembrance.” Remembering therefore his
death and resurrection, we offer to you the bread and cup, giving thanks to you because you have held us
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Thirdly, Origen, in his commentary on the Gospel of Matthew, first accepts that
the eucharistic species consist of both corruptible matter which merely passes through the

recipient and incorruptible reality which sanctifies the recipient.’® More important for

worthy to stand before you and minister to you. And we ask that you would send your Holy Spirit in the
oblation of [your] holy church, [that] gathering [them] into one you will give to all who partake of the holy
things [to partake] in the fullness of the Holy Spirit, for the strengthening of faith in truth, that we may
praise and glorify you through your Child Jesus Christ, through whom [be] glory and honour to you, Father
and Son with the Holy Spirit, in your holy church, both now and to the ages of ages. Amen’” (Hippolytus,
The Apostolic Tradition 4). Paul Bradshaw, et al., The Apostolic Tradition: A Commentary (Minneapolis,
Minn.: Fortress Press, 2002), 38—40.

3 In contrast to Celsus’s “R TOV &l To10de MapeAddvTa eig TOV Blov daipoot Toig T& &mi
yAg eiAnxdotv edxopromTéov kal amopxdg kai e0xdg dmodoTéov, éwg Gv CAUEV, WG Gv
drdavBpdmwy adTdV TUyxAvotpev.” “il faut rendre grdce aux démons qui ont regu en partage les choses
de la terre, leur offrir des prémices et des prieres toute sa vie, afin d obtenir leur bienvellance,” Origen
states, “Kol BlwTéov o0v fiuiv, kol kard Tov Adyov To0 000 BlwTéov, Soov oldv Te kol S{SoTat
ka1 adTov Brodv: 8idoTat 8¢ kal §te, eiT Zabiopev eiTe mivopev, « mévTa eig SEav 000 »
motoOpev.” “Certes il faut vivre, et vivre selon la parole de Dieu autant qu’il est possible et qu’il est donné
de vivre selon elle. Or cela nous est donné méme quand nous mangeons et quand nous buvons en faisant
tout pour glorifier Dieu.” “fjueig 8¢ 7@ T00 MaAVTOG dNULoLPYD £0XOPLOTOOVTEG KOl TOUG HET
evxoproTiag kal edxfig ThAg &ml Tolg 80Ociol mpooayopévoug dpToug EoBiopev, oBua yEVOPEVOUS
81L& v 0NV dytdv TL kAl &ytdCov Tovg peTd Oy1o0g mpoBéoews adTy xpwpévous.” “Pour nous,
qui rendons grace au Créateur de I’'univers, nous mangeons les pains offerts avec action de grace et priére
sur les oblats, pains devenus par la priére un corps saint et qui sanctifie ceux qui en usent avec une intention
droite” (Origen, Contre Celse 8, 33). Origen, Contre Celse (vol. 150 of Sources Chrétiennes; trans. Marcel
Borret; Paris: Cerf, 1969), 246—47. “Now some one when dealing with the passage might say, that just as
‘not that which entereth into the mouth defileth the man,’ of even though it may be thought by the Jews to
be defiled, so not that which entereth into the mouth sanctifieth the man, even though what is called the
bread of the Lord may be thought by the simpler disciples to sanctify. And the saying is I think, not to be
despised, and on this account, demands clear exposition, which seems to me to be thus; as it is not the meat
but the conscience of him who eats with doubt which defiles him that eateth, for ‘he that doubteth is
condemned if he eat, because he eateth not of faith,” and as nothing is pure to him who is defiled and
unbelieving, not in itself, but because of his defilement and unbelief, so that which is sanctified through the
word of God and prayer does not, in its own nature, sanctify him who uses it, for, if this were so, it would
sanctify even him who eats unworthily of the bread of the Lord, and no one on account of this food would
become weak or sickly or asleep for something of this kind Paul represented in saying, ‘For this cause many
among you are weak and sickly and not a few sleep.” And in the case of the bread of the Lord, accordingly,
there is advantage to him who uses it, when with undefiled mind and pure conscience he partakes of the
bread. And so neither by not eating, I mean by the very fact that we do not eat of the bread which has been
sanctified by the word of God and prayer, are we deprived of any good thing, nor by eating are we the better
by any good thing; for the cause of our lacking is wickedness and sins, and the cause of our abounding is
righteousness and right actions; so that such is the meaning of what is said by Paul, ‘For neither if we eat are
we the better, nor if we eat not are we the worse.” Now, if ‘everything that entereth into the mouth goes into
the belly and is cast out into the drought,” even the meat which has been sanctified through the word of God
and prayer, in accordance with the fact that it is material, goes into the belly and is cast out into the draught,
but in respect of the prayer which comes upon it, according to the proportion of the faith, becomes a benefit
and is a means of clear vision to the mind which looks to that which is beneficial, and it is not the material
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Origen is the way in which Christ’s body and blood* signify Christ’s teaching*>’. The

of the bread but the word which is said over it which is of advantage to him who eats it not unworthily of
the Lord. And these things indeed are said of the typical and symbolical body. But many things might be
said about the Word Himself who became flesh, and true meat of which he that eateth shall assuredly live
for ever, no worthless person being able to eat it; for if it were possible for one who continues worthless to
eat of Him who became flesh, who was the Word and the living bread, it would not have been written, that
‘every one who eats of this bread shall live for ever’” (Origen, Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew 11,
14). Origen, Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew (trans. John Patrick; 2010),
Http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/fathers/origen/matthew-commentary.asp?pg=74 and pg=75 ,
accessed March 26, 2010.

37«Our Lord and Saviour says, ‘Unless you eat my flesh and drink my blood, you will not have life
in you. For my flesh is true food and my blood is true drink. [John 6:53, 55]” Therefore, since Jesus is
totally clean, all his ‘flesh is food’ and all his ‘blood is drink’ because his every deed is holy and his every
word is true. For this reason, therefore, his ‘flesh is true food and’ his ‘blood is true drink.” For from the
flesh and blood of his word, as from pure food and drink, he give drink and refreshment to every kind of
person” (Origen, Homilies on Leviticus 7, 5, 3). Origen, Homilies on Leviticus 1-16 (vol. 83 of The Fathers
of the Church; trans. Gary Wayne Barkley; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press,
1990), 145—46; “For even in the Gospels, it is ‘the letter’ that ‘kills.” . . . that one who does not spiritually
perceive what is said. For if you follow according to the letter that which is said, ‘Unless you eat my flesh
and drink my blood, [John 6:53]’ this ‘letter kills.” . . . But if you take it spiritually, it does not kill, but there
is in it ‘a spirit that gives life.” For this reason, receive spiritually what is said either in the Law or in the
Gospels because ‘the spiritual one judges all things but that one is not judged by anyone’” (Origen,
Homilies on Leviticus 7, 5, 5). Origen, Homilies on Leviticus 1—16, 146—47. “« Il ne s 'endormira pas qu’il
ne mange sa proie et ne boive le sang des blessés [Num 23:24] ». — Ici, a ces mots, quel est le défenseur
opiniatre du récit historique ou plutdt quel est le sauvage qui, en entendant la teneur littérale de ces mots, ne
serait pas horrifié et ne se sentirait pas obligé de sa réfugier dans la douceur de ’allégorie ? Car comment
ce peuple si honorable, si généreux, pour lequel la parole de Dieu ne compte plus les éloges, en viendra-t-il
a « boire le sang des blessés » ? On sait que I’interdiction divine de se nourrir de sang a été signifiée par des
préceptes tellement contraignants que nous aussi, les appelés des nations, nous avons ’ordre strict de nous
abstenir de sang, tout comme nous le faisons des viandes immolées. Mais il est dit que « nous buvons le
sang du Christ », non pas seulement quand nous le recevons selon le rite des mystéres, mais aussi quand
nous recevons ses paroles ou réside la vie, comme il dit lui-méme : « Les paroles que j’ai dites sont esprit et
vie ». Il est lui-méme le « blessé », dont nous « buvons le sang », ¢’est-a-dire dont nous recevons la
doctrine. Mais n’en sont pas moins aussi des blessés ceux qui nous ont préché sa parole. Et quand nous
lisons leurs écrits, c’est-a-dire ceux de ses Apdtres, et que nous suivons la vie qu’ils enseignent, c’est le
sang des blessés que nous buvons” (Origen, Hom Num 16, 9, 1-2) Origen, Homilélies sur les Nombres 2:
Homélies 11 — 19 (vol. 442 of Sources Chrétiennes; Louis Doutreleau; Paris: Cerf, 1999), 261, 263. “En
quatriéme lieu, parmi les fétes de Dieu, se place la solennité de la Paque. En cette féte, on immole un
agneau. Quant a toi, regarde I’ Agneau véritable, « I’Agneau de Dieu, celui qui 6te le péché du monde [cf.
John 1:26] », et dis : « Le Christ, notre Paque, a été immolé [1 Cor 5:7] ». Les Juifs absorbent
matériellement la chair de ’agneau ; mais nous, c’est la chair du Verbe de Dieu que nous devons manger,
car il a dit lui-méme : « Si vous ne mangez pas ma chair, vous n’aurez pas la vie en vous [John 6:52] ». Ces
paroles que nous pronongons en ce moment sont la chair du Verbe de Dieu, a condition toutefois que nous
ne les proposions pas commes des l[égumes pour les faibles [cf. Rom 14:2], ou comme du lait pour les
enfants [cf. Heb 5:12]. Si nos paroles sont élevées, solides, vigoureuses [cf. Heb 5:14], ce sont les chairs du
Verbe de Dieu que nous vous donnons a manger. Quand on parle de réalitiés mystiques, — quand on
s’exprime dogmatiquement en un exposé solide, empli de foi trinitaire, — quand on déploie apres avoir
écarté « le voile de la lettre [cf. 2 Cor 3:16] » les mystéres de la loi spirituelle dans le siécle a venir, — quand
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surface rite is for the simple, the deeper meaning for the more advanced.>® In his writings

on détache 1’ame de ses espoirs terrestres et qu’on les projette dans les cieux en les plagant en des biens que
«I’ceil n’a pas vus ni I’oreille entendus et qui ne sont pas montés au cceur de I’homme [cf. 1 Cor 2:9] », — en
tout cela ce sont les chairs du Verbe de Dieu qui sont offertes & manger. Celui qui, avec une intelligence
parfaite et un cceur purifi¢, peut s’en nourrir, celui-la immole véritablement le sacrifice festif de la Paque et
célebre le jour de féte avec Dieu et ses anges” (Origen, Hom Num 23, 6) Origen, Homilélies sur les
Nombres 3: Homélies 20 — 28 (vol. 461 of Sources Chrétiennes; trans. Louis Doutreleau; Paris: Cerf,
2001), 131. “Give us this day our supersubstantial bread—or as Luke has it: Give us each day our
supersubstantial bread. Since some understand from this that we are commanded to pray for material bread,
it will be well to refute their error here, and to establish the truth about the supersubstantial bread. . . . For
the bread that is given to our flesh is neither heavenly, for is the request for it a great request. . . . In the
Gospel according to John He [Jesus] says to those who had come to Capharnaum seeking Him: Amen,
amen, I say to you, you seek <me>, not because you have seen miracles, but because you did eat of the
loaves and were filled. He who has eaten of the bread blessed by Jesus is filled with it, tries all the more to
understand the Son of God more perfectly, and hastens to Him. . . . This is the work of God, that you believe
in Him whom He hath sent. Now God hath sent His Word, and healed them—obviously the sick—as it it
written in the Psalms. Those who believe in the Word do the works of God which are meat that endureth
unto life everlasting. And my Father, He says, giveth you the true bread from heaven. For the bread of God
is that which cometh down from heaven and giveth life to the world. The ‘true bread’ is that which
nourishes the true man, the man created after the image of God, and through which he who is nourished by
it is made fo the image of Him that created him. What is more nourishing for the soul than the Word? And
what is more precious for the mind of him that understands it than the wisdom of God? And what is in better
accord with rational nature than truth?” (Origen, Prayer 27, 1-2). Origen, Prayer and Exhortation to
Martyrdom (vol. 19 of Ancient Christian Writers; trans. John J. O’Meara; Westminster, Md.: Newman
Press, 1954), 92-93; “in the Gospel according to John also He sometimes speaks of bread as being
something other than Himself [John 6:32], and sometimes as being Himself. . . . But to those who say to
Him: Give us always this bread, He says regarding Himself: I am the bread of life. He that cometh to me
shall not hunger; and he that believeth in me shall never thirst; [John 6:34-35] and shortly afterwards: 7 am
the <living> bread which came down from heaven. If any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever; and
the bread that I will give is my flesh which I will give for the life of the world. [John 6:51-52] Further, since
every form of nourishment is called ‘bread’ in the Scriptures, . . . and since the word that nourishes is
manifold and varied, for not everyone can receive the solid and strong nourishment of God’s teachings:
therefore, wishing to give an athlete’s nourishment suitable to the more perfect, He says: The bread that I
will give is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world. [John 6:52] And a little later: Except you eat
the flesh of the Son of man and drink His blood, you shall not have life in you. He that eateth my flesh and
drinketh my blood hath everlasting life, and I will raise him up on the last day. For my flesh is meat indeed,
and my blood is drink indeed. He that eatheth my flesh and drinketh my blood abideth in me, and I in him.
As the living Father hath sent me and I live by the Father, so he that eateth me, the same also shall live by
me. [John 6:54-57] This is the true meat, the flesh of Christ, which, being Word became flesh according to
what is written: And the Word was made flesh. When we, <eat and >drink Him, then He dwells among us.
When He is distributed, then is the text fulfilled, We saw His glory. This is the bread that came down from
heaven. Not as your father did eat and are dead. He that eateth this bread shall live forever. [John 6:59]
Paul, speaking to the Corinthians as unto little ones and such as walked according to man, says: I gave you
milk to drink, not meat; for you were not able as yet. But neither indeed are you now able; for you are yet
carnal. [1 Cor 3: 1, 3, 2] And in the Epistle to the Hebrews: And you are become such as have need of milk,
and not of strong meat. For everyone that is a partaker of milk is unskilful in the word of justice; for he is a
little child. But strong meat is for the perfect, for them who by custom have their senses exercised to the
discerning of good and evil. [Heb 5:12-14] It is my opinion that the words: One believeth that he may eat
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Origen accepts the Eucharist as the sacrifice* which replaces the earlier propitiatory
sacrifices of Israel.’® Using typology*, Origen shows that Israel’s shew-bread was a type
of Christ and of the bread.®® As with Clement of Alexandria, Origen uses John 6:53, 55 to

show that believers receive the eucharistic elements both physically and spiritually and

all things, but he that is weak eats herbs, [Rom 14:2] are not primarily spoken of bodily nourishment, but
rather of the words of God which nourish the soul. [Cf. Matt 4:4 (Deut 8:3)] The true believer and the truly
perfect can eat everything, as shown in the passage, One believeth that he may eat all things. But he that is
weak and imperfect contents himself with teachings that are simple and not strong enough to make him full
of vigour. Paul has him in mind when he says, But he that is weak eats herbs (Origen, Prayer 27, 3-5).
Origen, Prayer, 93-95.

38 «About Judas, did he eat the morsel? “Consequently, it might be said in relation to this passage,
and not without persuasion, that just as he who eats the bread of the Lord or drinks his cup unworthily eats
and drinks to judgment, the one supernatural power in the bread and in the cup producing what is better
when the underlying disposition is better, but producing judgment when it is worse, so the morsel from
Jesus was of the same kind with that which was also given the rest of the apostles with the statement, ‘Take,
eat.” To the others it was for salvation, but to Judas it was for judgment, because Satan entered him after the
morsel. Let the simple understand the bread and the cup according to the more common interpretation
concerning the Eucharist, but let those who have learned to hear in a deeper way understand them in
accordance with the promise that is more excellent and concerns the nourishing word of truth. It is as if I
had said, as an example, that the bread that is most nourishing in the physical sense will increase the
underlying fever, but on the other hand, it restores one to health and vigor” (Origen, John 32, 309-310).
Origen, Commentary on the Gospel According to John Books 13—32 (vol. 89 of The Fathers of the Church;
trans. Ronald E. Heine; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1993), 399—400.

%9 See (Origen, John 32, 309-310) and (Origen, Contra Celsus 8, 33), above; “Indeed, how the rite
of atonement for men, which was done to God, should be celebrated was taught among the ancients. But
you who came to Christ, the true high priest, who made atonement for you to God by his blood and
reconciled you to the Father, do not hold fast to the blood of the flesh. Learn rather the blood of the Word
and hear him saying to you, ‘This is my blood which will be poured out for you for the forgiveness of sins.
[Matt 26:28]’He who is inspired by the mysteries knows both the flesh and the blood of the Word of God
Therefore, let us not remain in these which are known to the wise and cannot be laid open to the ignorant”
(Origen, Homilies on Leviticus 9, 10, 1). Origen, Homilies on Leviticus 1-16, 199.

60 «But if these things are referred to the greatness of the mystery, you will find this ‘remembrance’
to have the effect of a great propitiation. If you return to that ‘loaf which descends from heaven and gives
life to this world, [John 6:33] that shew bread ‘who God set forth as a propitiation through faith in his
blood [Rom 3:25]” and if you turn your attention to that ‘remembrance’ about which the Lord says, ‘Do this
in remembrance of me, [1 Cor 11:25]” you will find that this is the only ‘remembrance’ which makes God
gracious to men. Therefore, if you recall more intently the ecclesiastical mysteries, you will find the image
of the future truth anticipated in these things which the Law writes. Every word of God is a loaf but there is
a difference in loaves. For there is a certain word which can be delivered in the common hearing and which
can teach the people about the works of mercy and of all kindness; and this is a loaf which will appear
common. But there is another which contains secrets and speaks about the faith in God or the knowledge of
things. That loaf is made from ‘fine wheat flour.” . . . I will show you from Scriptures how among diverse
persons a different loaf is served to each one according to his merit” (Origen, Homilies on Leviticus 13, 3,
3-4). Origen, Homilies on Leviticus 1-16, 237.
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require pure intentions even towards other believers.®!
Finally, according to Kelly, Cyprian of Carthage takes a similar position to that of

Hippolytus and of Tertullian.%? He also believes that Christ is truly present* in the

0l gee Origen, Hom. Num 16, 9, above. “No one understands in heart unless his heart is
untrammeled, unless he be open-minded and totally intent. Unless one be watchful in heart he cannot
understand in heart and offer gifts to God. But even if we have been neglectful thus far let us immediately,
starting now, be more attentive and give attention carefully, that we can understand in mind. And again how
shameful, how miserable it will be if the Lord, when he comes to inquire about the building of the
tabernacle, should find no gift from you in it; if he should perceive nothing offered by you. Have you lived
so irreligiously, so unfaithfully that you have desire to have no memorial of your own in God’s tabernacle?
... You who are accustomed to take part in divine mysteries know, when you receive the body of the Lord,
how you protect it with all caution and veneration lest any small part fall from it, lest anything of the
consecrated gift be lost. For you believe, and correctly, that you are answerable if anything falls from there
by neglect. But if you are so careful to preserve his body, and rightly so, how do you think that there is less
guilt to have neglected God’s word than to have neglected his body?” (Origen, Homilies on Exodus 13, 3-
4). Origen, Homilies on Genesis and Exodus (vol. 71 of The Fathers of the Church; trans. Ronald E. Heine;
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1981), 379; “« Ceux donc qui me voulaient du
mal ont tenu de vains propos, et tout le jour, ils méditaient une fourberie. » Vois celui qui tend des piéges au
juste ! Car je ’appelle déja « juste » celui qui se fait d’abord son propre accusateur, comme I’indique la
parole de I’Ecriture. En effet, ’Ecriture nomme « sage » celui qui, lorsqu’il est repris, ne hait pas celui qui
le reprend, mais, de plus, I’aime; de méme aussi, est dit « juste » celui qui, apres une faute, ne demeure pas
dans ses fautes et n’attend pas que le diable se fasse son accusateur, ni qu’il étale devant tous ses péchés,
mais s’accusera lui-méme, se dénoncera lui-méme et par son aveu, est délivré de la mort. En effet « ceux
qui me voulaient du mal ont tenu de vains propos, et tout le jour, ils méditaient une fourberie. Mais moi, tel
un sourd, je n’écoutais pas. » Rien ne se peut trouver de plus spendide, rien de plus excellent que cette force
d’un homme qui, entendant ceux qui le maudissent et le calomnient dire du mal de lui, le déchirer, le
dénigrer, le mettre en cause, détourne lui-méme son oreille comme s’il n’entendait pas, écarte son regard
comme s’il ne voyait pas, pour ne pas étre exaspéré par I’emportement et ne pas courir a la vengeance, pour
ne pas chercher a réclamer ceil pour ceil, parole pour parole, injure pour injure, mensonge pour mensonge,
outrage pour outrage. Tel est donc le juste. Car déja, comme je 1’ai dit, j’appelle « juste » celui qui, par son
aveu de ses péchés, vomira ses passions” (Origen Sur les Psaumes 37, 2, 2). Origen, Homélies sur les
Psaumes 36 a 38 (vol. 411 of Sources Chrétiennes; trans. Henri Crouzel and Luc Brésard; Paris: Cerf,
1995), 307. “« Car mon iniquité, je la déclare ». Nous avons parlé trés souvent de la déclaration de
I’iniquité, ¢’est-a-dire de la confession du péché. Vois donc ce que nous enseigne I’Ecriture divine : il ne
faut pas cacher un péché au-dedans de soi. Peut-étre en est-il en effet comme de ceux qui ont, renfermée au-
dedans d’eux-mémes, une nouriture indigeste ou une stagnation d’humeur ou de glaire accablante et pénible
sur I’estomac; s’ils vomissent, les voila soulagés! Ainsi en est-il aussi de ceux qui ont péché : s’ils cachent
et gardent en eux leur péché, ils sont oppressés au-dedans d’eux-mémes et quasiment étouffés par la glaire
ou I’humeur du péché. Mais si le pécheur lui-méme se fait son propre accusateur, quand il s’accuse lui-
méme et avoue, en méme temps il vomit aussi son méfait, et dissout toute cause de maladie” (Origen, Sur
les Psaumes 37, 2, 6). Origen, Homélies sur Psaume 37,317, 319.

62 As with Hippolytus and Tertullian, Cyprian believed that the taking of communion without
doing penance was a sin against the Lord more grievous than the sins committed by their words of denial
against Christ while lapsed. De Laps. 16. “But now I learn with the greatest sorrow of mind that, .... in
which you ask to have your desires examined and peace given to certain lapsed persons when, after
persecution is over, we begin to assemble together and to be gathered with the clergy, there against the law
of the Gospel, against your honorable petition also, before penance has been done, before the confession of
a very serious and low crime has been made, before hands have been imposed by bishop and priest in
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eucharistic species and seems to be approaching an understanding of the sacrificial nature
of the Eucharist.%® This is evident most fully in Letter 63 which takes the Aquarians to
task for their use of water rather than wine in the celebration of the Eucharist. He held
that the celebration of the Eucharist should remain faithful to what Jesus said and did at
the Last Supper.** His understanding of the real presence* of Christ in the eucharistic
elements is evidenced in his later writings where he speaks of the dangers of profanation

of the Eucharist.®

penance, they dare to offer the Holy Sacrifice for them and to give them the Eucharist, that is, to profane the
Holy Body of the Lord although it is written: “Who eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily,
will be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord [cf., 1 Cor 11:27]” Epistle 15, 1. Cyprian, Letters (1-81)
(vol. 51 of The Fathers of the Church; trans. Rose Bernard Donna; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University
of America Press, 1964), 44.

63 Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 215.

64 “[K]eep the order of evangelical truth and of the tradition of the Lord and do not depart by
human and novel institution from that which Christ, the Master, both taught and did, yet since certain ones,
either through ignorance or through simplicity, in consecrating the Chalice of the Lord and in ministering to
the people, do not do what Jesus Christ, our Lord and God, the Author and Teacher of this Sacrifice, did
and taught” Epistle 63, 1. Cyprian, Letters (1-81), 203. “But know that we have been warned in offering the
Chalice that the tradition of the Lord must be observed and that nothing should be done otherwise by us
than what the Lord first did for us, that the Chalice which is offered in His Commemoration should be
offered mixed with wine. For when Christ says: ‘I am the true vine [John 15:1],” the Blood of Christ is,
indeed, not water, but wine. Nor can His Blood, by which we are redeemed and vivified, which is foretold
by the testimony and pledge of all the Scriptures, be seen to be in the Chalice when wine, wherein the Blood
of Christ is shown, is wanting to the Chalice” Epistle 63, 2. Cyprian, Letters (1-81), 203. “For, because
Christ, who bore our sins, also bore us all, we see that people are signified in the water, but in the wine the
Blood of Christ is shown. . . . But thus, in consecrating of the Chalice of the Lord, water alone cannot be
offered, nor can wine alone. For, if anyone offers wine alone, the Blood of Christ begins to be without us.
If, in truth, the water is alone, the people begin to be without Christ. But when both are mixed and, in union,
are joined to each other and mingled together, then the spiritual and heavenly Sacrament is completed.
Thus, in truth, the Chalice of the Lord is not water alone, or wine alone, unless both are mixed together, just
as flour alone or water alone cannot be the Body of the Lord unless both have been united and joined and
made solid in the structure of one bread. By this Sacrament itself, our people are shown to be united; just as
many grains collected in one and united and mixed form one bread, so in Christ, who is the heavenly Bread,
we may know is one Body, to which our number is joined and united” Epistle 63, 13. Cyprian, Letters (I—
81),211.

1 chapters 25 and 26 of his treatise The Lapsed, Cyprian recounts several instances of
individuals who should not be receiving the Eucharist through their own sin or through events perpetrated
upon them. In each case, the eucharistic species are “protected” from profanation. Cyprian ends one report:
“The Eucharist could not remain in a body or a mouth that was defiled; the drink which had been sanctified
by Our Lord’s blood returned from the polluted stomach. So great is the power of the Lord, so sacred His
majesty; under His light the hidden corners of darkness were laid bare, even secret crimes did not escape the
priest of God” De Laps 25. Cyprian, St. Cyprian: The Lapsed and The Unity of the Catholic Church
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For Cyprian, due to the fact that Christ offered himself in the passion, Christ’s
passion* must remain a part of the eucharistic sacrificial offering. The priest re-presents
the passion of Christ to the Father as Christ himself once did. And, the fact that Cyprian

spoke of offering* it on behalf of those in need®® and of the dead®” shows that he

(vol. 25 of Ancient Christian Writers; trans. Maurice Bévenot; New York: Newman Press, 1956), 32-33.
The reports continue in De Laps 26. Cyprian, The Lapsed and The Unity, 33—34. This understanding that
Christ is truly present in the eucharistic species is also seen in his treatise The Lord’s Prayer, “As the prayer
proceeds, we ask and say: ‘Give us this day our daily bread.” This can be understood both spiritually and
simply, because either understanding is of profit in divine usefulness for salvation. For Christ is the bread of
life and the bread here is of all, but is ours. And as we say ‘Our Father,” because He is the Father of those
who understand and believe, so too we say ‘our Bread,” because Christ is the bread of those of us who attain
to His body. Moreover, we ask that this bread be given daily, lest we, who are in Christ and receive the
Eucharist daily as food of salvation, with the intervention of some more grievous sin, while we are shut off
and as non-communicants are kept from the heavenly bread, be separated from the body of Christ as He
Himself declares, saying: ‘I am the bread of life which came down from heaven. If any man eat of my bread
he shall live forever. Moreover, the bread that I shall give is my flesh for the life of the world.” [Cf. John
6:51, 52, 58] Since then He says that, if anyone eats of His bread, he lives forever, as it is manifest that they
live how attain to His body and receive the Eucharist by right of communion, so on the other hand we must
fear and pray lest anyone, while he is cut off and separated from the body of Christ, remain apart from
salvation, as He Himself threatens, saying: ‘Unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink His blood,
you shall not have life in you.” [John 6:54] And so we petition that our bread, that is Christ be given us
daily, so that we, who abide and live in Christ, may not withdraw from His sanctification and body” De
Orat. dom. 18. Cyprian, Saint Cyprian: Treatises (translated and edited by Roy J. Deferrari; vol. 36 of The
Fathers of the Church; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1958), 142—43. Finally,
the same is seen in Epistle 57, “But now, in truth, peace is necessary, not for the sick, but for the strong; nor
is Communion to be given by us to the dying but to the living that we should not leave unarmed and naked
those whom we stir up and exhort to the battle, but should fortify them with the protection of the Blood and
of the Body of Christ. And, since the Eucharist is appointed for this that it may be a safeguard for those
receiving, let us arm with the protection of Divine Food those whom we wish to be safe against the
adversary. For how do we teach or incite them to shed their blood for the confession of His Name if we
deny the Blood of Christ to those who are about to fight? Or how do we make them fit for the chalice of
martyrdom if we do not first admit them to drink the Chalice of the Lord in the Church by the right of
Communion” Epistle 57, 2. Cyprian, Letters (1-81), 159.

66 See (Cyprian, Epistle, 15, 1), above; “Yet I hear that some of the priests, not mindful of the
Gospel, not considering what the martyrs have written to us, not reserving for the bishop the honour of his
priesthood and of his see, have already begun to be in communion with the lapsed and to offer for them the
Holy Sacrifice and to give them the Eucharist although they should attain to these things in order. For since
in minor offenses which are not committed directly against God penance is done for a just time and
confession is made when the life of the one who does penance has been investigated and since no one can
come to Communion unless, first, hands have been imposed upon him by the bishop and the clergy, how
much more in these exceedingly grievous and extreme sins ought all things to be observed cautiously and
moderately according to the discipline of the Lord! . . . Priests and deacons, indeed, ought to have warned
our people about this that they might protect the sheep entrusted to them and, with the divine teaching,
instruct them in the way of obtaining salvation. I have known equally the calmness and the fear of our
people; they would watch for the satisfaction and impetration of God if certain priests, attempting to oblige
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understood the efficacy of the eucharistic sacrifice*.5®

them, had not deceived them” Epistle 17, 2. Cyprian, Letters (I-81), 50.

1 Epistle 1, Epistle 12, and Epistle 39: “The bishops, our predecessors, conscientiously
considering this and wisely providing, decreed that no dying brother should name a cleric for guardianship
or for trusteeship and, if anyone had done this, prayers should not be offered for him and the Sacrifice
should not be celebrated for the repose of his soul. For he who has wished bishops and priests to be
distracted from the altar does not deserve to be named at the altar of God in the prayer of the bishops. . . .
[The concern was that an example be set]. . . lest anyone call away to secular pursuits bishops and ministers
of God devoted to His altar and Church” Epistle 1, 2. Cyprian, Letters (1-81), 4. “And of these finally, take
note of the days on which they die that we may be able to celebrate their commemoration among the
memorials of the martyrs although Tertullus, our very faithful and very devoted brother, who does not fail
in that matter regarding the care of bodies, among other things which, in his solicitude and care, he bestows
upon the brethren in every duty of service, has written and is writing and indicating to me the days on which
our blessed brethren in prison pass through the exit door of a glorious death to immortality. And for their
commemorations, let there be celebrated here by us Oblations and Sacrifices which, with protection of the
Lord, we shall celebrate soon with you. As I have already often written, let not your care and diligence,
moreover, fail the poor, those particularly who, standing in faith and fighting valiantly with us, have not left
the camp of Christ. We must now show greater love and care, indeed, to them because, neither dejected by
poverty nor prostrated by the storm of persecution while they are serving the Lord faithfully, they have also
offered an example of faith to the other poor” Epistle 12, 2. Cyprian, Letters (1-81), 35-36. “Nor is this
title of glories strange and new in our dearly beloved Celerinus. He is following the footprints of his
kindred; he rivals his parents and relatives with a similar distinction of divine condescension. His
grandmother, Celerina, was long ago crowned with martyrdom. His paternal and his maternal uncles,
likewise, Laurentine and Egnatius, themselves also formerly fighting in the worldly camp, but true and
spiritual soldiers of God, while they cast down the devil by the confession of Christ, deserved the palms and
crowns of the Lord by their glorious passion. We offer Sacrifices for them always, as you remember, as
often as we celebrate the passions and days of the martyrs with an annual commemoration. He, therefore,
who thus the dignity and generous nobility of his family stirred up by domestic examples of courage and
faith, could be neither inferior to his ancestors nor less great. Now if it is a mark of praise and esteem in a
worldly family to be a patrician, of how much greater praise and honour is it to become eminent in heavenly
praise? I do not know whom I should rather call more blessed, whether it should be those of so famous a
posterity or him from a glorious origin. The divine condescension so equally recurs and comes among them
that the dignity of the offspring embellishes their crown and the sublimity of his birth illumines his glory”
Epistle 39, 3. Cyprian, Letters (1-81), 100-101.

“And since we make mention of His Passion in all Sacrifices, for the Passion of the Lord is,
indeed, the Sacrifice which we offer, we ought to do nothing other than what He did. For Scripture says
that, as often as we offer the Chalice in the commemoration of the lord and of his Passion [cf., 1 Cor 11:26],
we should do that which it is certain the Lord did. And, dearly beloved Brother, let him look to it, if anyone
of our predecessors either through ignorance or through simplicity did not observe this and did not keep that
which the Lord taught us to do by His example and by His teaching. Pardon from the mercy of the Lord
may be given to his simplicity. It cannot, in truth, be forgiven in us, who now are admonished and instructed
by the Lord to offer the Chalice of the Lord mixed with wine, according to what the Lord offered, and to
direct letters to our colleagues concerning this matter also, that everywhere the evangelical law and the
tradition of the Lord should be kept and that there should be no departure from what Christ both taught and
did” Epistle 63, 17. Cyprian, Letters (1-81), 213—14.
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The identification of the eucharistic bread and wine with Christ’s body and blood*
continued in the third century with differences between Eastern and Western thought on
the eucharistic sacrifice*. In the West, represented by Tertullian, Hippolytus, and
Cyprian, the consecrated elements are Jesus’ body and blood in a sacramental way. As
seen above, Hippolytus sees the church saved through Christ’s body and blood; Tertullian
refers to the bread as “the Lord’s body”; and Cyprian was the first to express the idea of
the eucharistic sacrifice.%’ In the East, represented by Clement of Alexandria and Origen,
the realism of the eucharistic sacrifice drew attention to the spiritual world behind the
physical one. As seen above, Clement of Alexandria equated the elements to Christ’s
body and blood, and Origen developed the thought that consuming the eucharistic
elements is a way of apprehending the divine power. Origen sees both the material and
the spiritual aspects of the sacrament with different levels of meaning intended for
different levels of Christians. For him, the eucharistic elements also point to Christ’s
teaching.”

As a summary of how these writers viewed the Eucharist as sacrifice: Tertullian
echoes Clement’s view of the Eucharist as a sacrifice npocpopd with Melchizedek’s
offering as its type; he says that offering the sacrifice is the priest’s function and points
out that the Eucharist is offered for the dead and as the new sacrifice which was foretold
by Malachi. He also links it to a commemoration of the Last Supper and Christ’s passion.
Origen presupposes the sacrifice of first-fruits and prayers to the Creator replacing the
propitiatory sacrifices of Israel with the shew-bread as a type of Christ and eucharistic

bread; on a deeper level, sacrifice signifies the surrender of one’s heart to God.”!

69 Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 211-16.

70 Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 213—14.

"1 While Tertullian is the first to mention the offering of the Eucharist for the dead, he presents it
as an already established tradition (De cor. 3; de monog 10; de exhort. cast. 11). That it is foretold by
Malachi in In Cant. 3, 4; in Dan. 4, 35. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 214—15.
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It is only in the fourth century that scholars begin to reveal their interest in the way
the change* to the eucharistic elements takes place. The Fathers used various words to
express what they believed was happening at the Eucharist and had different
understandings of how the change takes place.”” We now turn to the work of Cyril of
Jerusalem who, beginning with the thought of the earlier writers, continued the
development of the church’s understanding of the Eucharist.

2.4. Cyril of Jerusalem (ca. 315-386)

Cyril of Jerusalem’s main work on the Eucharist is found in his Five
Mpystagogical Catecheses.” He held that the “invocation of the adorable Trinity”
changed* the bread and wine into the body and blood* of Christ (Mystagogic 1, 7).”* He

reminds the neophytes of this reality again (Mystagogic 3, 3).”

72 A number of words are used to indicate the change to the elements: “Cyril of Jerusalem speaks
of a metabole, John Chrysostom prefers metarruthmizo, Gregory of Nyssa metastoikeo or again (with
Chrysostom) metaskeuazo; Cyril of Alexandria suggests methistemi, and in the west, Ambrose proposes
convertere, mutare, fieri or transfigurare.” Similarly, how the change happens is understood differently: for
Cyril of Jerusalem, God acts through the Spirit; for Sarapion of Thmuis God acts through the Word; and for
Gregory of Nyssa, it is in response to the prayer of the celebrant. Halliburton, “The Patristic Theology of
the Eucharist,” 250.

73 These Mpystagogical Catecheses are the last five of Cyril’s 24 Catechetical Lectures. Clark,
Catholics and the Eucharist, 231.

T4 AN kad T 2V elSwAloLg kol mavnydpeot kpepvapeva, €08 §te kpéa, i dpToL, 1
&M ToradTa plavhévTa TH TV mappidpwy EmkAoet dopdvwy, dykataiexBein &v TH 100
StaBdrou moprf. “Qomep ydp 6 dpTog kai 6 oivog Thg edxopLoTiag, mpod Thg dylag EmkAfocws
Thig mpookuvnTig Tptddog, dpTog Av kai oivog AtTég, EmkArioewg 8¢ yevopévng, 6 piv dpTog
yiveTan oGpa XpoTod, 6 8¢ olvog alpa XptoTtod: Tov adTov 81 Tpdmov, T& TotadTa BpdpaTta Thg
moprfig T00 Zatovd, T id{a pboet Autd SvTa, T émkAfoel TGV Stapdvwv BERnAa yivetar.” “Mais
encore ce qu’on suspend dans les temples d’idoles et dans les fétes, par exemple, viandes, pains ou autres
aliments de ce genre, souillés par I’invocation des démons infames, peut tre inscrit dans la pompe du
diable. De méme, en effet, que le pain et le vin de I’Eucharistie, avant la sainte épiclése de I’adorable
Trinité, étaient du pain et du vin ordinaires, mais qu’apres 1’épiclése le pain devient corps du Christ et le vin
sang du Christ, de semblable maniére les aliments de cette espéce qui constituent la pompe de Satan, de leur
propre nature communs, par 1’invocation des démons deviennent impurs” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catéchéses
Mystagogiques 1, 7). Cyril of Jerusalem, Catécheses mystagogiques (vol. 126 bis of Sources Chrétiennes;
2d rev; trans. Auguste Piédegnel; Paris: Cerf, 2004), 94-95.

ST AN Spa pun vmovorong Exelvo TO pdpov PLAov elvar. “Qomep ydp 6 dpTog Thg
edxaploTiag, peta TV émikAnoty 100 &yiou INvedpartog, odk €Tt dpTog AtTdg, GANG odpa XpLoTol,
0§Tw kol TO dytov To0TO Pipov 0Vk ETL PLAGY, 008 W Av elToL TG KOLVOV HET EMKAOEWG, GAAG
XproTod xdpiopa, kai [Mvedpatog aylov mapouaiog Tfig adTod 0e6TNTOG EVEPYNTLKOV YLIVOHEVOV.

“Omep oLUBOALKGG £ peTWTOL KOl TOV EAAwWY cou xpleTal aiodnTeiwy. Kal 7§ uév darvopévey
pdpw 1O odpa xpletar, T 8¢ dylw kot Cwomold IvépaTt 1) Yuxr &ytdCeTar.” “Mais veille & ne pas
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In Mystagogic 4, Cyril begins with 1 Cor 11:23-26, and then paraphrases by
combining this text from Paul with Matt 26:26-277¢ in order to expound further on the
reality of what has taken place. Pointing to the miracle at Cana where Jesus changed
water into wine, Cyril demonstrates the believability of the wine of the Eucharist
becoming Jesus’ blood. Christ is truly present* in the eucharistic species.”’

In this same Mystagogic Catechesis, Cyril branches out to other Scripture

passages: first he speaks of John 6:54 (Mystagogic 4, 4),”® and then he makes a link to

t’imaginer qu’il y ait 1a simple parfum. De méme en effet que le pain de I’Eucharistie, apres 1’épiclése de
I’Esprit-Saint, n’est plus du simple pain, mais corps du Christ, de méme aussi ce saint parfum n’est plus
avec I’épiclese, un parfum pur et simple, ou pourrait-on dire commun, il est don du Christ, devenu par la
présence de I’Esprit-Saint efficace de sa divinité. C’est ce parfum dont symboliquement on te chrisme le
front et les autres sens. De ce parfum visible le corps est chrismé, mais du saint et vivifiant Esprit ’ame est
sanctifiée” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catécheéses Mystagogiques 3, 3). Cyril of Jerusalem, Catécheses
mystagog;'gues, 124-25.

Jurgens, Faith Volume 1,369, n. 95. See also, Cyril of Jerusalem, The Catechetical Lectures of
S. Cyril, Archbishop of Jerusalem (vol. 2 of A Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church; trans.
Members of the English Church; Oxford: J. H. Parker, 1842), 270.

7 After citing 1 Cor 11:23-25 and Matt 26:26 Cyril continues, “A0T0o0 o0v &modnvouévou kol
eimévTog mepl To0 dpTou: « ToOTS POl 0Tl TO OBUA », Tig ToAurjoel dudiBdAiety Aotmdv; Kal
adT00 StaBeBatwoopévou kol eipnkdTog: « TodTS pod EaTt TO aipa », T{g Zvdotdoet moTE Aéywv pn
glvar adTo0 atpe;” “Quand donc lui-méme a déclaré et dit du pain : « Ceci est mon corps », qui osera
hésiter désormais? Et quand lui-méme affirme catégoriquement et dit : « Ceci est mon sang », qui doutera
jamais et dira que ce n’est pas son sang?” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 4, 1) Cyril of
Jerusalem, Catécheéses mystagogiques, 134-35. Given that Christ changed water into wine at Cana, could he
not change wine into blood? (Cyril of Jerusalem Catéchéses Mystagogiques 4, 2) Cyril of Jerusalem,
Catéchéses mystagogiques, 136-37. “QaTe petd mdong mAnpodopiag tg owpatog kol alpaTtog
peTodappdvopev Xptotod. “Ev tdmy yap dpTtou didoTal oot 10 odpa, kai év Tomw oivou didoTal
oot 70 atpa, {va yévn, petaddBuv odpatog kol atpatog XptoTod, oboowpog kol abvoupog
Xp10700. OGTw Ydp Kol XpLoToddpol yivéueda, Tod odpatog adTod kol Tod alpatog eig T&
fuéTepa dvadidopévou pédn. OGTw kata Tov pokdptov IéTpov Beiag « kotvwvol yiviueda
dVoewg ».” “C’est donc avec une assurance absolue que nous participons d’une certaine maniére au corps et
au sang du Christ. Car sous la figure du pain t’est donné le corps et sous la figure du vin t’est donné le sang,
afin que tu deviennes, en ayant participé au corps et au sang du Christ, un seul corps et un seul sang avec le
Christ. Ainsi devenons-nous des « porte-Christ », son corps et son sang se répandant en nos membres. De
cette fagon, selon le bienheureux Pierre, nous devenons « participants de la nature divine ».” (Cyril of
Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 4, 3) Cyril of Jerusalem, Catécheses mystagogiques, 136-37.

8 Cyril cites John 6: 53, 60, 66: “TloT¢é Xp1oT10g T01¢ “loudaiolg dtadeyduevog EAeyev: «

"Edqv ) ¢dynTé pou Thv odpka kol minTé pou 1O alpa, odk ExeTe Cwnv &v EauTolg. » Ekelvor, pn
AKNKOOTEG TVEVHOTIKGG TAV Aeyopévwy, okaveodabévTteg amfiAbov eig Ta dmiow, vopifovTeg TOV
TwThpa ém copkagayiav adToug mpoTpémeabar.” “Jadis le Christ, s’entretenant avec les Juifs, disait :
« Si vous ne mangez ma chair et si vous ne buvez mon sang, vous n’avez pas la vie en vous. » Ceux-la
n’entendirent pas spirituellement ses paroles et, scandalisés, ils se retirérent, s’imaginant que le Sauveur les
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Ps 78:247° and Ps 116:12% and the shew-bread (Mystagogic 4, 5).2! Before continuing

)82

(Mystagogic 4, 6)° and reasserting the change, he quotes Ps 104:14-15 “You bring bread

from the earth, and wine to gladden our hearts, oil to make our faces gleam, food to build
up our strength” (Mystagogic 4, 9).3
In his last Mystagogic Catechesis, Cyril reminds his hearers of the change* from

mere bread and wine to the body and blood* of Christ (Mystagogic 5, 7)%* and then

invitait a une manducation charnelle” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 4, 4). Cyril of
Jerusalem, Catéchéses mystagogiques, 138-39.

7 “And he rained down upon them manna to eat, and gave them the grain of heaven” Ps 78:24.

Although the side-bar notation mentions v. 12, the text St. Cyril quotes is v. 13 (in both the MT
and in the LXX) “I will lift up the cup of salvation and call on the name of the LORD” PS 116:13.

!In a reference to Lev 24:5-9 Cyril states, “ "Hoav kai &v maAaid dtadrikn dpTot mpobéoewg:
SAX Exelvol modaidg EvTeg StoBnkng Tédog eidrjdaoty. *Ev 8¢ T kauvi d1a0nkn dpTog ovpdviog
kol moTriplov owTnpiov, Yuxnyv kai odua dytdbovta. “Qomep yap 6 dpTog TG OWHATL KATAAATAOG,
oUTw kai 6 Adyog Tfj Yuxf dppddrog.” “Ily avait aussi dans I’ Ancien Testament des pains de
propitiation; mais ces pains, appartenant au testament ancien, ont pris fin. Dans le testament nouveau, il est
un pain céleste et un calice de salut, qui sanctifient I’ame et le corps. Car comme le pain est fait pour le
corps, ainsi le Logos s’accorde bien avec I’ame” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catéchéses Mystagogiques 4, 5). Cyril
of Jerusalem, Catéchéses mystagogiques, 138-39 and Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechetical Lectures of
Cyril, 271.

“Mr| mpdaexe o0v &g P1Aoig TG EpTw kal TG ofvy: adpa ydp kol alpa koTd TV
deomoTikTv TuyXdvel dmépactv. Ei ydp kai 1y aiobnoic oot ToGTo OMOBAAAeL, GAAG 1y mioTig o€
BeBarodTw. Mnj &mo Tfig yeboews kpivng 10 mpdyua, GAX &mo Tfig mioTewg mAnpodopod
&vevdoldoTug, oupatog kai aipatog XptoTod kata&wdeic.” “Ne t’attache donc pas comme & des
¢léments naturels au pain et au vin, car ils sont, selon la déclaration du Maitre, corps et sang. C’est, il est
vrai, ce que te suggerent les sens; mais que la foi te rassure. Ne juge pas en ce domaine d’apres le goft,
mais d’apres la foi aie pleine assurance, toi qui as été jugé digne du corps et du sang du Christ” (Cyril of
Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 4, 6). Cyril of Jerusalem, Catécheses mystagogiques 138-39.

8 “Todta paewv kol mAnpodopnBeic, wg 0 <|>ozwopsvog dpTOg 0VK O(pTOg gaTuv, €l kal
To100TG €0Tt T yeboet, GAAG owpa Xp1oTo0, kAt O q)alvopevog olvog o0k olvog &oTuy, €l xai 7
ye0dotg 10070 BovAeTar, BAAG alpa XptoTod, kai 8Tt mepl TodTou ¥Aeye YdMAwy TdAar & AoBid:

« Kal dpTog kapdiav avOpdmouv atnpilet, To0 1Aapdval mpdowtov &v Aaiw: » atnpifou TV
kapdiav, peTahopfavwy adTod g TveupaTikoD, kal 1Adpuvou T0 Thg Yuxfg Tpdowmov.” “Tu as
recu I’enseignement et tu as pleine certitude : ce qui parait du pain n’est pas du pain, bien qu’il soit tel pour
le gotit, mais le corps du Christ; et ce qui parait vin n’est pas du vin, bien que le gotit le veuille ainsi, mais le
sang du Christ. Et tu sais aussi que David chantait a ce sujet jadis : « Et le pain fortifie le cceur de I’homme,
pour que par I’huile sa face brille joyeusement. » Fortifie donc ton cceur, prenant ce pain comme un pain
spirituel, et réjouis le visage de ton &me” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catéchéses Mystagogiques 4, 9). Cyril of
Jerusalem, Catéchéses mystagogiques, 144—45.

8 «Elra ayldoavTeg £auToUG S1A TGV TVELHATIKAY TOVTwWV BUvwv, TOPOoKOAODHEY TOV
dLAGVOpwoV Oedv 10 dylov [vedua éEamoaTeiAan émi T& mpokeipeva, (va motrjon 1OV pév dpTov
odpa XploTod, Tov 8¢ oivov alpa XplaTtod: mavTog yop 00 &v édpddpnTar 70 dytov [Tvedpa, ToOTO
nylaoTon kai peToBéPAnTar.” “Puis une fois sanctifiés nous-mémes par ces hymnes spirituels, nous
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moves to a discussion of the efficacy of the sacrifice* of Christ rendered in a bloodless

way on the altar of the churches (Mystagogic 5, 8).%° He also tells the neophytes that their

prayers for the dead are efficacious because of Christ’s sacrifice* ( Mystagogic 5, 10).%
Finally, Cyril reminds his readers yet again that they need to exercise faith on

reception of the bread and wine as they are receiving the antitype* (Mystagogic 5, 20)*’

supplions le Dieu philanthrope d’envoyer 1’Esprit-Saint sur les dons ici déposés, pour faire le pain corps du
Christ, et le vin sang du Christ; car, tout ce que touche I’Esprit-Saint, cela devient sanctifié et transformé”
(Cyril of Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 5, 7). Cyril of Jerusalem, Catécheses mystagogiques, 154—
55.

85 “Elra HETA TO &mapTLoBRval TV mvevpaTikry Buaiav, Tv dvaipoktov AaTtpeiav, &ml
Thig Buoiag éxeivng To0 1Aaopod, mapokaAoOpey TOV Oedv OTEP KOLVIG TAV EKKANOLAY giprivng,
Omep Tfig T0O kdopouv edaTabeiag, OMEp BaoiAiéwy, OTMEP OTPATOTESWY KAl CLHUAXWY, OTIEP TAV &V
dabeveiaig, OTMEP TOV KATATOVOLPEVWY, Kal GmaEamAdg OTEP TAvTwy TAV Bonbeiag Scopévwv
Sedpevol 8¢ mavTeg Muelg TadTnV Mpoddépopev TRy Buciav.” “Ensuite, aprés qu’a été accompli le
sacrifice spirituel, le culte non-sanglant, sur cette victime de propitiation, nous invoquons Dieu pour la paix
commune des Eglises, pour le bon équilibre du monde, pour les empereurs, pour les armées et les alliés,
pour les malades, pour les affligés et en un mot, pour tous ceux qui ont besoin de secours, nous prions tous
nous aussi et offrons ce sacrifice” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 5, 8). Cyril of Jerusalem,
Catécheses mystagogiques, 156-57.

Cyril defends the offering of the sacrifice for others with an analogy of relatives beseeching the
king on behalf of someone he has banished. “ Tov adTov Tpdmov kai AUELG, OTEP TOV KEKOIUNUEVWY
adTh TOg derjoelg mpoadépovTe, K&v duapTwlol Botv, ob aTépavov TAékopev, GAAY XptoTov
¢odayraopévov OTEP TAV MUETEPWY QAP TNHATWY TPOTOEPOPEY, EELAEOUpEVOL UTTEP adTAV TE Kal
UGV TOV d1AdvBpwtov Oedv.” “De la méme maniére nous aussi, en présentant a Dieu nos supplications
pour ceux qui se sont endormis, fussent-ils pécheurs, nous ne tressons pas de couronne, mais nous
présentons le Christ immolé pour nos péchés, rendant propice pour eux et pour nous, le Dieu philanthrope”
(Cyril of Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 5, 10). Cyril of Jerusalem, Catéchéses mystagogiques, 158—
61.

87 “Mera TadTa dK0UETE TOD YdAAovTOG peTd péAoug Oeiov mpoTpemopévou OPdg cig TRV
kowvwviav TGV aylwv puotnpiwy kai AéyovTog: « F'eboaobe kal 1deTe, 6TL xpnoTog 6 Kpiog. »
M1 7@ Adpuyyt TG CwHATIKG EMTPEMNTE TO KPLTIKGV, GAAG THj dvevdoirdoTw mioTel yeudpevot yap
oUk dpTou kai ofvou yebeabe, GAG GvTiTdmou oWpaTog Kol aipaTog XptoTod.” “Apres cela vous
entendez le chantre qui vous invite sur une mélodie divine a la communion des saints mysteres ; il dit :

« Gotitez et voyez que le Seigneur est bon. » Ne confiez pas la sentence a votre gosier corporel, mais a la
foi indubitable. Car en gotitant, ce n’est pas du pain et du vin que vous gotitez, mais le corps et le sang du
Christ qu’ils signifient” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 5, 20). Cyril of Jerusalem,
Catécheses mystagogiques, 168—71.

Jurgens explains the type/antitype terminology as follows: “Let the reader remember that an
antitype is the thing itself which is prefigured by a #ype. For example, the bread and wine of Melchisedech
is a type of the Eucharist, while in the same figure the Body and Blood of Christ is the antitype.” Jurgens,
Faith Volume 1,371, n. 142.
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and that they should receive the Eucharist with reverence (Mystagogic 5, 21).%® Leaving
Cyril’s contribution behind, we move to a writer of the late fourth century: Ambrose of
Milan.

2.5. Ambrose of Milan (ca. 333-397)

The main eucharistic texts of Ambrose of Milan are On the Mysteries and On the
Sacraments, both of which were written in 390—-391.%°

In On the Mysteries Ambrose discusses the fact that the blessing has changed* the
bread into the body* of Christ in order to assure people that they do receive the body of

Christ.”® In the same chapter he talks about the spiritual food* and drink with reference to

88 “TTpootwv obv un TeTapévolg Tolg TOV XELPDV KaPTOig mPoaépyou, undé Sinpnuévolg
TO1G dakTUAOLG ™ GAAG TNV dpLaTepdy Bpovov motrjoag Ti 8e€1d, g peAdobon Baoiéa
Omodéxeabar, kal kolAdvag TRV TaAdunv §éxou 1O a@pa To0 Xp1oTol, EmMAéywv « ~Apfv ». MeT
dodadeiag 0dv &ytdoog Todg d¢pOoApoOs TH Emadf Tod Gylov owpaTog peToAduBave, TPOoéxwv un
mapamoAéong TL €k TodTou" dmep yop Eav dmoAéong, To0To WG &mo oikelov ECnuiwdng péAoug.
Eim¢ ydp pot, €l tig oot &dwke Priyparta xpuoiou, o0k &v petd mdong dopareiag ékpdTelg,
dLAATTSPEVOG P TL AdTAY TapamoAéong kol Enuiav OmoaThg; OV mOAAD 00V pdArov GoPoAEaTEPOV
700 Ypuoiou kai A{Bwv Tipiwv THlwTépov dtaokomioelg OTEp ToO PN Yixa éxkmeoelv;” “Quand donc
tu t’approches, ne t’avance pas les paumes des mains étendues, ni les doigts disjoints; mais fais de ta main
gauche un trone pour ta main droite, puis-que celle-ci doit recevoir le Roi, et, dans le creux de ta main,
recois le corps du Christ, disant : « Amen ». Avec soin alors sanctifie tes yeux par le contact du saint corps,
puis prend-le et veille a n’en rien perdre. Car ce que tu perdrais, c’est comme si tu étais privé de 1’un de tes
membres. Dis-moi en effet, si I’on t’avait donné des paillettes d’or, ne les retiendrais-tu pas avec le plus
grand soin, prenant garde d’en rien perdre et d’en subir dommage? Ne veilleras-tu donc pas avec beaucoup
plus le soin sur un objet plus précieux que 1’or et que les pierres précicuses, afin de n’en pas perdre une
miette?” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catéchéses Mystagogiques 5, 21). Cyril of Jerusalem, Catécheses
mystagogiques, 170-73. “ElTa petd 70 kotvwviical o To0 odpaTog Tod Xp1aTod, mpocépyou kal TG
moTnpeiw Tod afpaTog, U dvateivwy Tag XE1Pag, GAAX KUTITwY, Kol TPOTW TPOOKLVHOEWG Kal
oefdopatog Aéywv T « " Aprv », &ytdCou kal ék 100 aipaTog peToAopBdvwy Xptotod. “ETi 8¢ Tig
voTidog &volong Toig xeideol xepoiv émadudpevog kai d000An0VG Kal pHETWTTOV KOl T& AoLTd
&ylote aiodntipro. Elta dvapeivag v e0xjv, edxopioTel 19 Oed 1¢ xaratidoavT( oc TGV
TnAtkoUTwY puoTnpiwv.” “Ensuite, aprés avoir communié au corps du Christ, approche-toi aussi du calice
de son sang. N’étends pas les mains, mais incliné, et dans un geste d’adoration et de vénération, disant
« Amen », sanctifie-toi en prenant aussi du sang du Christ. Et tandis que tes 1évres sont encore humides,
effleure-les de tes mains, et sanctifie tes yeux, ton front et tes autres sens. Puis, en attendant la priére, rends
graces a Dieu qui t’a jugé digne de si grands mysteres” (Cyril of Jerusalem Catécheses Mystagogiques 5,
22). Cyril of Jerusalem, Catéchéses mystagogiques, 172—73.

89 Clark, Catholics and the Eucharist, 231. Dates are taken from Jurgens, Faith Volume 2, 174-5.

90 «peut-étre pourrais-tu dire : Je vois autre chose. Comment affirmes-tu que je recois le corps du
Christ ? C’est ce qui nous reste a prouver. Comme ils sont donc grands les exemples dont nous nous servons
afin de prouver qu’il ne s’agit pas de ce que la nature a produit, mais de ce que la bénédiction a consacre,
que la puissance de la bénédiction est plus grande que celle de la nature, puisque la bénédiction change la
nature elle-méme” (Ambrose Des Mysteres 9, 50). Ambrose, Des sacrements, Des mystéres,; Explication du
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1 Cor 10:2-4.”"
In On the Sacraments Ambrose again mentions the change* brought about by the

consecration of the elements®? and later states that bread changes to the body* of Christ as

symbole (vol. 25 bis of Sources Chrétiennes; 2d rev; trans. Bernard Botte; Paris: Cerf, 2007), 185. After
citing OT examples of Moses’s and Elisha’s grace (benediction) changing nature Ambrose continues,
“Nous constatons donc que la grace a une plus grande puissance que la nature, et cependant nous mesurons
encore la grace de la bénédiction prophétique. Si la bénédiction d’un homme a eu une puissance assez
grande pour changer la nature, que dirons-nous de la consécration faite par Dieu méme, alors que ce sont les
paroles mémes du Sauveur qui agissent ? Car ce sacrement que tu regois est produit par la parole du Christ.
Si la parole d’Elie a eu tant de puissance qu’elle a fait descendre le feu du ciel, la parole du Christ n’aura-t-
elle pas la puissance de changer la nature des éléments ? Tu as lu, & propos des ceuvres de 1’univers entier :
« Il a dit et ce fut fait, il a ordonné et ce fut créé [Ps 32:9; 148:5]. » La parole du Christ, qui a pu faire de
rien ce qui n’était pas, ne peut-elle donc pas changer les choses qui sont en ce qu’elles n’étaient pas ? Car il
n’est pas moins difficile de donner aux choses une nouvelle nature que de changer cette nature” (Ambrose
Des Mysteres 9, 52). Ambrose, Des sacrements; Des mysteres, 187. Ambrose then uses the mystery of the
Incarnation to further his argument. “Pourquoi cherches-tu ici I’ordre de la nature dans le corps du Christ,
alors que le Seigneur Jésus lui-méme a été enfanté par une Vierge en dehors du cours de la nature ? C’est la
vraie chair du Christ qui a été crucifiée, qui a été ensevelie. C’est donc vraiment le sacrement de sa chair”
(Ambrose Des Mysteres 9, 53). Ambrose, Des sacrements, Des mysteres, 189. “Le Seigneur Jésus lui-méme
le proclame : « Ceci est mon corps. » Avant la bénédiction par les paroles célestes, on 1’appelle d’un autre
nom ; apres la consécration, c’est le corps qui est désigné. Lui-méme dit que c’est son sang. Avant la
consécration, on I’appelle autrement ; aprés la consécration, on I’appelle le sang. Et tu dis : « Amen »,
c’est-a-dire : « C’est vrai. » Ce que prononce la bouche, que I’esprit le reconnaisse. Ce qu’exprime la
parole, que le ceeur le ressente” (Ambrose Des Mysteres 9, 54). Ambrose, Des sacrements; Des

mystéres, 189. “C’est donc par ces sacrements que Le Christ nourrit son Eglise, par eux sont affermies les
ressources de 1’ame et c’est a bon droit que, voyant ses progrés constants dans la grace, il lui dit : « Que tes
seins sont beaux, ma sceur, mon épouse, qu’ils sont plus beaux que le vin, et comme I’odeur de tes
vétements dépasse celle de tous les parfums. Tes lévres font couler le miel. Il y a du miel et du lait sous ta
langue, et I’odeur de tes vétements est comme 1’odeur du Liban. Tu es un jardin clos, ma sceur, mon
épouse, un jardin clos, une fontaine scellée [Cant 4:10-12]. » 1l signifie par 1a que le mystere doit étre scellé
chez toi, qu’il ne soit pas violé par les ceuvres d’une vie mauvaise, ni par la perte de la chasteté, qu’il ne soit
pas divulgué a ceux a qui cela ne convient pas, qu’il ne soit pas répandu parmi les incroyants par un vain
bavardage. Tu dois bien garder ta foi, afin que demeurent inviolés ta vie et ton silence” (Ambrose Des
Mysteres 9, 55). Ambrose, Des sacrements; Des mysteres, 189.

91 «Le Christ est dans ce sacrement, parce que c’est le corps du Christ. Ce n’est donc pas une
nourriture corporelle, mais spirituelle. Aussi I’ Apotre a-t-il dit de son image : « Nos péres ont mangé une
nourriture spirituelle, ils ont bu une boisson spirituelle [1 Cor 10:3]. » Car le corps de Dieu est un corps
spirituel, le corps du Christ est le corps de I’Esprit divin, parce que le Christ est Esprit” (Ambrose Des
Mysteres 9, 58). Ambrose, Des sacrements; Des mysteres, 191.

92 «Ty dis peut-étre : C’est mon pain ordinaire. Mais ce pain est du pain avant les paroles
sacramentelles ; dés que survient la consécration, le pain se change en la chair du Christ. Prouvons donc
ceci. Comment ce qui est du pain peut-il étre le corps du Christ ? Par quels mots se fait donc la consécration
et de qui sont ces paroles ? Du Seigneur Jésus. En effet tout le reste qu’on dit avant est dit par le prétre : on
loue Dieu, on lui adresse la pricre, on prie pour le peuple, pour les rois, pour tous les autres. Dés qu’on en
vient a produire le vénérable sacrement, le prétre ne se sert plus de ses propres paroles, mais il se sert des
paroles du Christ. C’est donc la parole du Christ qui produit se sacrement. Quelle est cette parole du
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he reminds the reader of Christ’s invitation to partake* (Luke 22:19). He also points out
that the body and blood are redemptive*.”

Ambrose also speaks of the Eucharist in other documents. Earlier, in The Faith (4,
10, 124), Ambrose uses John 6:56,%* Luke 24:39, and 1 Cor 11:26°° to speak of the
transformation* of the elements of the Eucharist into Christ’s flesh and blood and to
indicate that this transformation is a proclamation of his death*.°” In his Commentaries

on Twelve of David’s Psalms, he speaks again of the sacrifice* of Christ which is offered

Christ ? Eh bien, c’est celle par laquelle tout a été fait. Le Seigneur a ordonné, le ciel a été fait. Le Seigneur
a ordonné, la terre a été fait. . . . Tu vois donc comme elle est efficace la parole du Christ. Si donc il y a
dans la parole du Seigneur Jésus une si grande force que ce qui n’était pas commengait a étre, combien est-
elle plus efficace pour faire que ce qui était existe et soit changé en autre chose. . . . Donc, pour te répondre,
avant la consécration ce n’était pas le corps du Christ ; mais apres la consécration je te dis que c’est
désormais le corps du Christ. Il a dit et ce fut fait, il a ordonné et ce fut créé. Tu existais toi-méme, mais tu
étais une vieille créature ; aprés que tu as été consacré, tu as commencé a étre une nouvelle créature. Tu
veux savoir combien elle est nouvelle cette créature ? « Quiconque est dans le Christ, dit-on, est une
nouvelle créature » (Ambrose Des Sacrements 4, 4, 14-16). Ambrose, Des sacrements,; Des mystéres, 109—
11.

93 gy remarque chaque détail. La veille, dit-on, de sa passion, il prit du pain dans ses mains
saintes. Avant qu’on le consacre, c’est du pain ; mais dés que surviennent les paroles du Christ, c’est le
corps du Christ. Ecoute-le dire alors : « Prenez et mangez tous de ceci, car ceci est mon corps. » Et avant les
paroles du Christ, le calice est rempli de vin et d’eau ; mais des que les paroles du Christ ont agi, cela
devient le sang qui a racheté le peuple. Voyez donc de quelles maniéres la parole du Christ est capable de
transformer tout. Puis, le Seigneur Jésus lui-méme nous a affirmé que nous recevons son corps et son sang.
Est-ce que nous devons douter de I’autorité de son témoignage ?”” (Ambrose Des Sacrements 4, 5, 23).
Ambrose, Des sacrements; Des mystéeres, 115. “Chaque fois donc que tu le regois, que te dit I’ Apdtre ?

« Chaque fois que nous le recevons, nous annongons la mort du Seigneur [1 Cor 11:26]. » Si (nous
annongons) la mort du Seigneur, nous annongons la rémission des péchés. Si, chaque fois que son sang est
répandu, il est répandu pour la rémission des péchés, je dois toujours le recevoir, pour que toujours il
remette mes péchés. Moi qui péche toujours, je dois avoir toujours un remeéde” (Ambrose Des Sacrements
4, 6, 28) Ambrose, Des sacrements; Des mysteres, 117-19.

4 “He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood abides in me, and I in him” John 6:56.

%3 «See my hands and my feet, that it is [ myself; handle me, and see; for a spirit has not flesh and
bones as gou see that [ have” Luke 24:39.

6 “For as often as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he
comes” 1 Cor 11:26.

97 Written between 378-380. Jurgens, Faith Volume 2, 151. “You hear Him speak of His flesh,
you hear Him speak of His blood, you know the sacred signs of the Lord’s death; and do you worry about
His divinity? . . . As often as we receive the sacramental elements which through the mystery of the sacred
prayer are transformed into the flesh and blood of the Lord, we proclaim the death of the Lord” as quoted in
Jurgens, Faith Volume 2, 153; see also John R. Willis, ed., The Teachings of the Church Fathers (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2002), 402.
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1.8 Finally, in a letter which is undateable, Ambrose uses 1 Pet 1:18-19% as he

for al
reminds Constantius (a bishop) of the redemptive* qualities of Christ’s blood*.!%

We now turn to a writer who picked up the work on the Eucharist through his own
mystagogical catecheses in the fifth century: Theodore of Mopsuestia.

2.6. Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. 428)

Before looking at Theodore of Mopsuestia’s words, it is important to keep in
mind the development of Patristic thought on the Eucharist. Those after Clement and
Origen assimilate the thought of these two Fathers and they “tend to speak of the
Eucharist and the other sacraments largely in typological[*] terms, as a ‘memorial’ of the
sacrifice[*] of Christ offered once on the cross and as a ‘kind of image of the heavenly

liturgy’ which Christ continues to offer on our behalf in heaven.”!”!

%8 Dated between 381-397. Jurgens, Faith Volume 2, 149 “We saw the Prince of Priests coming to
us, we saw and heard Him offering His blood for us. We follow, inasmuch as we are able, being priests; and
we offer the sacrifice on behalf of the people. And even if we are of but little merit, still, in the sacrifice, we
are honorable. For even if Christ is not now seen as the one who offers the sacrifice, nevertheless it is He
Himself that is offered in sacrifice here on earth when the Body of Christ is offered. Indeed, to offer
Himself He is made visible in us, He whose word makes holy the sacrifice that is offered” (Ambrose
Commentaries on Twelve of David’s Psalms 38, 25) as quoted in Jurgens, Faith Volume 2, 150.

9 «You know that you were ransomed from the futile ways inherited from your fathers, not with
perishable things such as silver or gold, but with the precious blood of Christ, like that of a lamb without
blemish or spot” 1 Pet 1:18-19.

100°1f we were redeemed not with perishable things—with silver and gold—but with the precious
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ [Cf. 1 Peter 1:18-19], surely the one who sold us had a right to our service in
the coin of a now sinful race. And undoubtedly, to release from slavery those whom he held bound he
demanded a price. The price of our freedom was the blood of the Lord Jesus, and it had to be paid
necessarily to the one to whom we had been sold by our sins. Until this price was paid for all men by the
shedding of the Lord’s blood for the forgiveness of all, blood was required of each man who, by the Law
and the customary rite, was following the holy precepts of religion. Since the price has been paid for all
after Christ the Lord suffered, there is no longer need for the blood of each individual to be shed by
circumcision, for in the blood of Christ the circumcision of all has been solemnized, and in His cross we
have all been crucified with Him, and buried together in His tomb, and planted together in the likeness of
His death that we may no longer be slaves of sin.” (Ambrose Letter to Constantius 72) Ambrose, Letters
(vol. 26 of The Fathers of the Church; trans. Mary Melchoir Beyenka; Washington, D.C.: Catholic
Universi%?f America Press, 1954), 93.

Brian Daley, “A Response to Robin Darling Young on The Eucharist According to Clement of
Alexandria,” in Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations (ed. Roch A. Kereszty; New York:
Paulist Press, 2003), 96. “« Voila ce qu’il faut savoir au premier chef : en absorbant cette nourriture c’est un
sacrifice que nous accomplissons. » Il est certain que, par cette nourriture et cette boisson, nous faisons
mémoire de la mort de notre Seigneur et nous croyons que ces éléments sont le souvenir de sa Passion,
puisqu’il a dit : « Ceci est mon corps brisé pour vous ; et ceci est mon sang répandu pour vous. » Il est clair,
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As stated in the introduction, Theodore of Mopsuestia wrote mystagogical
homilies treating the Eucharist which are known as Catecheses. While these Catecheses
are the most informative of his writings by which to understand his eucharistic
interpretation, he also wrote commentaries on the Gospels of Matthew and of John.'?
According to Halliburton, Theodore of Mopsuestia believed that the communicant
received a person not a thing and that this communion had both physical* and spiritual*
fruits.'®

Theodore of Mopsuestia used both Matt 26:26 and John 6:51'% to explain that the

eucharistic elements are changed* into the body and blood of Christ.!%> He also holds that

par ailleurs, qu’en cette liturgie nous accomplissons un certain sacrifice. En effet, « I’ceuvre du grand prétre
de la nouvelle Alliance consiste a offrir le sacrifice qui manifeste la nature de cette Alliance ». C’est donc
un sacrifice que le pontife offre ; non pas un nouveau sacrifice, ni non plus son sacrifice a lui, mais un
mémorial de la véritable immolation” (Theodore of Mopsuestia, Homélie 15, 15). Theodore of Mopsuestia,
Les Homélies catéchétiques (vol. 62—63 of Les Peres dans la Foi; trans. Muriel Debié, et al.; Paris: Migne,
1996), 250-51; and “Nous tous donc, en tout lieu, en tout temps et continuellement, nous célébrons le
mémorial de ce méme sacrifice : « Chaque fois que nous mangeons ce pain et que nous buvons cette coupe,
c’est la mort du Seigneur que nous commémorons jusqu’a ce qu’il vienne » (1 Co 11, 26). La célébration de
ce sacrifice redoutable est donc I’image des réalités célestes ; par le manger et le boire nous y prenons part
et touchons ainsi aux biens a venir. Chaque fois que ce sacrifice s’accomplit, nous devons nous représenter
intérieurement, par la pensée et I’imagination, que nous sommes au ciel. La foi nous permet de voir en notre
intelligence les réalités célestes et de considérer que le Christ, mort pour nous, ressuscité et monté au ciel,
est aujourd’hui encore immolé a travers ces symboles. Lors donc que nous considérons, de nos yeux, avec
foi, ce mémorial qui est célébré maintenant, nous sommes amenés a voir encore que le Christ meurt,
ressuscite et monte au ciel, comme il le fit jadis pour nous” (Theodore of Mopsuestia, Homélie 15, 20).
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Les Homélies catéchétiques, 254-55.

192 Clark, Catholics and the Eucharist, 231; Halliburton, “The Patristic Theology of the
Eucharist,” 250.

103 Halliburton, “The Patristic Theology of the Eucharist,” 250.

04 «Now as they were eating, Jesus took bread, and blessed, and broke it, and gave it to the
disciples and said, ‘Take, eat; this is my body’” Matt 26:26. “I am the living bread which came down from
heaven; if any one eats of this bread, he will live fore ever; and the bread which I shall give for the life of
the world is my flesh” John 6:51.

05 “Remarquons ce que le Seigneur dit sur le pain ; non pas : « Ceci est le symbole de mon
corps », mais : « Ceci est mon corps. » Et sur le calice, il ne dit pas non plus : « Ceci est le symbole de mon
sang », mais : « Ceci est mon sang. » Il voulait en effet que nous regardions ces éléments, une fois qu’ils ont
recu la grace et que I’Esprit les a touchés, non comme des maticres ordinaires, mais comme son corps et son
sang. Il en est comme de son corps naturel : celui-ci n’a pas obtenu I’immortalité et le pouvoir de la donner
aux autres en vertu de son étre propre, mais par le don de I’Esprit Saint. De méme, c’est par la résurrection
d’entre les morts que notre Seigneur a regu en sa nature humaine la participation a la gloire de la nature
divine, qu’il est devenu immortel et principe d’immortalité pour les autres. . . . nous ne devons plus regarder
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all of Christ is present even in the smallest portion.!°® For him the epiclesis marks the
moment of change.!?” He also linked elements of the liturgy with people or with the
events in the Passion narratives; for example, Christ’s burial was represented by the
bringing of the gifts to the altar.!® Unfortunately, Theodore of Mopsuestia’s Commentary
on the Gospel of John does not treat vv. 51-59 of the Bread of Life Discourse. He does,
however, in referring to vv. 49-50 and v. 63 speak of the life-giving nature of “this bread”
in contrast to the manna in the desert and points out that the life which comes from “this
bread” can come only from the “divine and incorporeal nature” from the only-begotten.'%
Having summarised the relevant work of Theodore of Mopsuestia’s writings, we

now turn to a scholar who was writing in the late fourth- or early fifth-century: Augustine

désormais ce pain et ce vin comme des substances ordinaires. Mais nous devons croire que par la venue du
Saint-Esprit sur les éléments, nous avons 1a le corps et le sang du Christ. . . . Et pour montrer ce qu’est ce
pain, il dit : « Le pain que, moi, je donnerai, ¢’est ma chair pour la vie du monde » (Jn 6, 51)” (Theodore of
Mopsuestia, Homélie 15, 10-11). Theodore of Mopsuestia, Les Homélies catéchétiques, 247—48.

106 «At the end all the bread is broken, so that all of us who are present may be able to receive
(communion). Each one of us takes a small portion, but we believe that we receive all of Him in that small
portion. It would, indeed, be very strange if the woman, who had an issue of blood, received Divine gift by
touching the border of His garment, which was not even part of His body but only of His garment, and we
did not believe that we receive all of Him in a part of His body” (Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentary on
the Lord’s Prayer, Baptism and the Eucharist 6). Theodore of Mopsuestia, “Commentary on the Lord’s
Prayer, Baptism, and the Eucharist” (trans. Alphonse Mingana; 1933), From
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/pearse/morefathers/files/theodore_of mopsuestia lordsprayer 02 text.htm,
accessed A]})ril 29, 2010.

107 <At first it is laid upon the altar as a mere bread and wine mixed with water, but by the coming
of the Holy Spirit it is transformed into body and blood, and thus it is changed into the power of a spiritual
and immortal nourishment” (Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer, Baptism and the
Eucharist 65)' Theodore of Mopsuestia, “Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer, Baptism, and the Eucharist”.

198 «Thjs is the reason why those deacons who spread linens on the altar represent the figure of the
linen clothes of the burial (of our Lord). Sometime after these have been spread, they stand up on both
sides, and agitate all the air above the holy body with fans, thus keeping it from any defiling object. They
make manifest by this ritual the greatness of the body which is lying there, as it is the habit, when the dead
body of the high personages of this world is carried on a bier, that some men should fan the air above it. It
is, therefore, with justice that the same thing is done here with the body which lies on the altar, and which is
holy, awe-inspiring and remote from all corruption; a body which will very shortly rise to an immortal
nature” (Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer, Baptism and the Eucharist 5).
Theodore of Mopsuestia, “Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer, Baptism, and the Eucharist”.

109 George Kalantzis, ed. and trans., Theodore of Mopsuestia: Commentary on the Gospel of John
(vol. 7 of Early Christian Studies; Strathfield, Australia: St. Pauls Publications, 2004), 62.
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of Hippo.

2.7. Augustine (354-430)

Augustine wrote many letters, treatises, biblical commentaries, catecheses, and
homilies. Near the end of his life he wrote Retractationes in which he summed up his
own writings.!!” He must be acknowledged as among the most influential writers of the
early church and his works among the most extensive. However, for this project, it
suffices to state that his references to the eucharistic pericopes appear in his writing on
other topics and so are too numerous to itemise.!!!

Augustine’s development of a theory of sacraments is similar to his interpretation
of the New Testament which involved studying the details.'!> Augustine has presented a
long and broad legacy which can be seen in the fact that medieval doctrines of the church
developed within “Augustinian parameters” and in the “sheer frequency of references to

Augustine by so many medieval theologians of such diverse orientations.”!!?

110 Jurgens, Faith Volume 3, 1-178.

i Augustine was “the most influential Christian theologian after St. Paul, [and whose writings]
mark the transition from the ancient world to the Latin Middle Ages, and set the Western theological tone
for more than a thousand years.” John Rist, “Augustine of Hippo,” in The Medieval Theologians (ed. G. R.
Evans; Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001), 3.

12 <7t was Augustine who first developed a theory of sacraments, in the context of his
interpretation of the New Testament in light of Neoplatonic philosophical thought. He placed the
sacramentum in the category of signa, visible signs that represent an invisible reality. A sacramentum is a
sacrum signum, that is, a sign designated by God to point to a divine reality (res divina) and containing that
reality within itself.” Herbert Vorgrimler, Sacramental Theology (trans. Linda M. Maloney; Collegeville,
Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1992), 45. Vorgrimler states that “the fundamental contribution to Eucharistic
theology in the first centuries resulted from the comparison of the biblical statements about the Eucharist
with Platonic thought. This did not involve simply ‘incorporating’ a whole philosophical system into
Christianity; rather, forms of thought and methods of expression that we tend to think of as ‘popular
philosophy’ were used to clarify what was already believed.” Vorgrimler, Sacramental Theology, 153.
Augustine “studied in the greatest detail the question of the presence of the archetypal divine reality in its
sacramental image, with special reference to the Eucharist. In addition, he presented a combined version of
sacramental and ecclesial theology of the body of Christ. In the Eucharist it is always the whole Christ who
is present and contained, both the individual body of Jesus and the mystical-universal body that is the
Church; it is the sacrament of the totus Christus caput et corpus; the Eucharist exists precisely in order that
one, holy Church may be created; this Church is therefore the inner reality of grace intended by God in the
Eucharist, it is the res of this sacrament.” Vorgrimler, Sacramental Theology, 156.

13 payl Rorem, “Augustine, the Medieval Theologians, and the Reformation,” in The Medieval
Theologians (ed. G. R. Evans; Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001), 365.
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This project does not explore Augustine in great depth since his writings were not
focussed specifically on the Eucharist although he referred to the Eucharist and its
biblical origins extensively in his argumentation on many topics. We now turn to another
writer of the early fifth-century: Cyril of Alexandria.

2.8. Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444)

The fifth century shows a general development towards a more specifically
eucharistic interpretation of John 6:51-59 which is seen in Cyril’s writings, particularly in
his Commentary on John. Cyril wrote his Commentary on John for practical reasons: to
maximise the impact of biblical teaching on the Christian life. He attempted “to reveal its
doctrinal and theological purpose and refute those who express erroneous opinions about
the nature of the second and third persons of the Trinity.”!!*

Cyril views Scripture (for him this includes both Testaments) as a whole and
appears to be using the reality of the Eucharist as a way to explain and defend Christian
teaching on the two natures of Christ. In particular, he understands the pericope John
6:51-58 to be particularly eucharistic.!'> We will begin our analysis of Cyril’s work with
this portion of his Commentary on John before looking at his other writings.

Cyril’s Commentary on John was most likely written between 425 and 428.!16 He
holds to the historical accuracy of the Gospel and to the fact that John places this teaching
at the synagogue at Capernaum (John 6:59). As Cyril notes, if John has made the point
about the location of the teaching (which his audience would have remembered), he

would also have reported accurately the teaching that took place there.!!” Based on this

"4 This is in contrast to Theodore’s philological angle. Norman Russell, trans., Cyril of
Alexandria (The Early Church Fathers; London: Routledge, 2000), 96-97.

13 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on the Gospel According to S. John (I) (vol. 43 of A Library
of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church; trans. Members of the English Church; Oxford: J. H. Parker,
1874), 408-32.

116 Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, 96.

17 gee Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 547, 14—18; Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel, 25.
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criteria for reliability, Cyril’s comments are worth examining verse by verse:

v. 51 Christ speaks openly; he no longer conceals anything. Cyril says he presents
himself as “a type [*] and a shadow and an image.”!'® Furthermore, he explains that the
Eucharist is life-giving to all who partake of it because Christ was the “life-giving Word
of God indwelt in the Flesh[*].”!!°

Looking at John 6:53-57, Cyril talks of the two natures united so that Christ’s very
flesh* is life-giving®. Not only is Christ able to give life through touch and his spoken
word, as with the raising of Jairus’s daughter in Luke 8:54 and of the son of the widow of
Nain in Luke 7:14-15,'2° but more importantly he gives life through his own body* and
blood in the Eucharist*.'?!

v. 53 Cyril supposes that the Lord’s words in Matt 26:26-28 refer to “his body*”
rather than to “his flesh*” in order that people’s understanding will come from their
faith.!22

v. 54 Cyril links Christ’s use of “flesh*” to John 1:14 (“and the word was made
flesh”) as he points out that it is in the nature of Christ to give life.!?*

v. 55 Cyril then recalls John 6:49-50'2* as he contrasts Christ’s flesh and blood*
to the manna in the desert; Christ here calls his disciples “to receive Him, as Bread from

Heaven, and the Giver of eternal life[*].”!?> Furthermore, the water from the rock which

they drank in the desert is contrasted to Christ’s blood* which, by its nature, gives life.

18 Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 408.

"9 cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 410.

120 gyt taking her by the hand he called, saying, ‘Child, arise’” Luke 8:54. “And he came and
touched the bier, and the bearers stood still. And he said, “Young man, I say to you, arise’” Luke 7:14-15.

121 Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 418-9; Cyril of Alexandria, Five Books Against
Nestorius and That Christ is One (vol. 47 of A Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church; trans.
Members of the English Church; Oxford: J. H. Parker, 1840-85), 148.

122 cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 417-8.

123 Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 420—1.

24 «Your fathers ate the manna in the wilderness, and they died. This is the bread which comes

down from heaven, that a man may eat of it and not die” John 6:49-50

125 Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 421-2.
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v. 56 In discussing this verse, Cyril shows how Christ unfolds the meaning on
several levels. Believers need insight to come to faith through repeated participation in
the Eucharist; using an analogy of wax pieces that are joined together and then are
indistinguishable, Cyril states that the recipient of the Eucharist experiences a
commingling and immingling with Christ; eating* and drinking Christ amounts to our
partaking in Christ. Cyril then speaks of Matthew’s image of the three measures of
leaven'?¢ and Paul’s reminder that only a little leaven is required,'?” to reiterate the deep
abiding in Christ which comes from receiving even the smallest portion of the
Eucharist.!?8

v. 57 In his explanation of this verse, Cyril concentrates on the Incarnation, and
how the nature of Christ comes from the Father.'*

v. 58 In this verse, Cyril sees “clear proof” that the Eucharist comes from heaven
and is for our eternal benefit unlike the manna which could benefit partakers only
physically.!3

v. 59 Christ was speaking in the synagogue openly and to all (as did the prophet
Isaiah!®') which Cyril takes as proof that the Bread of Life discourse has been
remembered and recounted accurately.'*?

Cyril wrote many letters, dialogues, commentaries, homilies, scholia, memorials,
and defences which covered a wide range of concerns. In true patristic fashion of using

Scripture to explain Scripture, he quotes John 6:56 in his exegesis of John 15:1:

126 “He told them another parable. ‘The kingdom of heaven is like leaven which a woman took and

hid in three measures of meal, till it was all leavened’” Matt 13:33.
2T «Your boasting is not good. Do you not know that a little leaven leavens the whole lump?”

1 Cor 5:6.

128 Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, 118; Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 422-3.

129 Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 424-30.

130 Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 430—1.

1311 did not speak in secret, in a land of darkness; I did not say to the offspring of Jacob, ‘Seek
me in chaos.’ I the LORD speak the truth, I declare what is right” Isa 45:19.

132 Cyril of Alexandria, Library of the Fathers, 431-2.
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By this statement it is to be seen that Christ does not say He will be in us
only after the fashion of some relation that is solely intellectual, but also
through a participation truly according to nature. Just as if someone were
to entwine two pieces of wax together and melt them with a fire, so that
both are made one, so too through participation in the Body of Christ and
in His Precious Blood, He is united in us and we too in Him. In no other
way can that corruptible nature be vivified except by being united|*]
bodily to the Body of Him who is, by His very nature, life: that is, the
Only-begotten. '

We will now look at how he used the proto-eucharistic pericopes in his various
works. First, we will look at the Institution Narratives'** and then the portion of the Bread
of Life Discourse (John 6:51-59).

Cyril uses Paul’s letter to the Corinthians (1 Cor 11:22-26, 29-30) to show that
Christians must participate in the Eucharist worthily and often, and to remind them that
the Eucharist was foreshadowed* by the bloody sacrifices of the old covenant. In this, the
Eucharist surpasses them in mystery and in allowing participants to unite* themselves
with Christ’s life-giving sacrifice*. He sees Christ as the Good Shepherd, quoting both
John’s gospel and the prophet Ezekiel;'*> and uses the prophet Zechariah to remind his
readers that Christ’s sacrifice* was foreseen*.!3

In a letter to Pope Leo which is currently deemed spurious, Cyril uses
Matt 26:26-28, Luke 22:19, and 1 Cor 11:25 to show the continuity between the manna
and Jesus’ self-offering® and the need to be mindful of his call to do this in memory* of

him 137

133 Commentary on John 10, 2. Jurgens, Faith Volume 3, 223-4.

13% Matt 26:26-30; Luke 22:14-23; and 1 Cor 11:23-26; Cyril does not use Mark 14:22-26.

13547 am the good shepherd. The good shepherd lays down his life for the sheep” John 10:11 and
“I will seek the lost, and I will bring back the strayed, and I will bind up the crippled, and I will strengthen
the weak, and the fat and the strong I will watch over; I will feed them in justice” Ez 34:16. Russell, Cyril of
Alexandria, 119; Cyril of Alexandria, Five Books Against Nestorius and That Christ is One, 146.

136 «And T will pour out on the house of David and the inhabitants of Jerusalem a spirit of
compassion and supplication, so that, when they look on him whom they have pierced, they shall mourn for
him, as one mourns for an only child, and weep bitterly over him, as one weeps over a first-born” Zech
12:10. Cyril of Alexandria, Five Books Against Nestorius and That Christ is One, 148-9.

“However, our Lord Jesus Christ joined on one day the lamb of the Jews and the true Manna,
when he blessed bread and wine saying, ‘This is my body, and my blood,” [Cf. Matt 26:26-28] in the moon
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As mentioned above, Cyril posits that the use of “body” rather than “flesh”
reflects a desire for the participant to come to understanding through faith and without
investigation. In this argument he uses Matt 26:26-28 while he also refers to John 6:53.!38
He reiterates that the references to “my body” and “my blood” are not to be seen as
figures; they are to be taken as pointers to the true sacrifice* of Christ through which
participants “receive the life-giving and sanctifying power of Christ.”!*

Cyril also brings in the Institution Narrative of Luke’s gospel to reiterate the
reality of Christ’s sacrifice*.!*’ As well, in Sermon 142, he shows the necessity to receive
the Eucharist. Here he links Luke’s Institution Narrative and the Bread of Life Discourse
of John’s gospel to remind his hearers that Jesus is the bread of life which they need to
receive in the Eucharist*.!*! For him, the bread and wine are given for believers in order
that believers not be terrified by seeing the real flesh and blood on the altar. The Saviour
cannot lie and he has stated: “This is my body,” and “This is my blood.”!*?

As seen above, Cyril uses portions of the Bread of Life Discourse in various
arguments. He uses John 6:51 to argue the reality of the change* to the eucharistic

elements and that this change to Christ’s flesh makes the Eucharist* life-giving (That

Christ is One: By Way of Dispute with Hermias).!#?

of the first month at the beginning of the year. Therefore, let us commemorate and let us be mindful to offer
what Jesus offered for us in the first month. For the Lord Jesus said, ‘As often as you will do these things,
you shall do them in remembrance and memory of me’ [Cf. Luke 22:19 and 1 Cor 11:25]” (Letter 86, 5).
Cyril of Alexandria, St. Cyril of Alexandria: Letters 51—110 (vol. 77 of The Fathers of the Church; trans.
John I. McEnnerney; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1985), 119.

138 Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, 114-5, 117.

139 Jurgens, Faith Volume 3, 220.

140 Cyril of Alexandria, Five Books Against Nestorius and That Christ is One, 153—4.

141 Cyril of Alexandria, A Commentary Upon the Gospel According to St. Luke (trans. R. Pay
Smith; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1895), 664-5, 667-8.

142 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on Luke, 668.

143 Cyril of Alexandria, Five Books Against Nestorius and That Christ is One, 317-8.
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Cyril regularly uses the Eucharist in his anti-Nestorian polemic.'** He uses
John 6: 53, 56 to argue against Nestorius stating that Christ’s command to eat his flesh is
not about cannibalism. Cyril also argues against the separation of the divinity and the
humanity of Christ.!** In other writings, he reiterates these arguments using the same two
verses, 146

In a letter “To Anastasius, Alexander, Martinian, John, Paregorius, the priest;
Maximus the deacon and other orthodox fathers of monks,” Cyril uses John 6:54 to argue
that Christ’s suffering in his humanity while remaining impassible in his divinity
conquers death and provides people a way to eternal life through the Eucharist.'#” From

*148

this, he held that receiving the eucharistic elements was life-giving and the change™ to

144 Cyril of Alexandria, Select Letters (translated and edited by Lionel R. Wickham; Oxford:
Clarendon Press 1983), n. 14, p. 23.

Russell Cyrzl of Alexandria, 169-73 “(;wn yap AV kaTd pboLy wg esog, ETrELSr] yeyov&v &v
npog ‘rnv £€auToD ooszoz Cwonmov dmédpnvev adThv, WoTe KAV Aeyn npog r]pozg ozpr]v Aéyw Oplv,
&av pn <|>ayr]'r£ 'rr]v oapka TOU 0100 To0 dvBpwTou Kai Tl'lT]TE adTo0d 1O aipa, o0y wg avepwnou TRV
ka® fudg £vog kol adTv elvat Aoylobpeda [mdg ydp 1) dvBpdmou adpé Cwomoldg #oTal kaTd
VoL TV EaUTAG;l, AN g 18i{av dAnBdg yevopgvny 100 8 fubg kal Lol dvBpuToL yeyoviTog
Te xal xpnuoTicovtog.” “As God he is by nature Life and because he has become one with his own flesh
he rendered it vitalizing; and so, though he tells us “verily I say unto you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son
of Man and drink his blood”’, we must not suppose it belongs to one of us men (how could man’s flesh be
vitalizing by its own nature?) but that it was made the truly personal possession of him who for us has
become and was called ‘Son of Man’” (Third Letter to Nestorius, 7). Cyr11 of Alexandria, Select Letters, 23

46 He uses John 6:53 in “From On the Creed (28)” “errmov o0v dpa TO dylov odpa kai oupa
Xp1oT00. odpa ydp, wg &onv, EaTiv 00k dvOpdmou Tivog peTéxou Cuwfig, 1dtov 8¢ ndAdov Tfig kaTa
$pvoLv Cufig, 8fjAov 8¢ 6Tt ToD povoyevolg.” “Surely then Christ’s holy body and blood are life-giving.
For the body, as I said, does not belong to some human participant in Life but is personally owned by Life
himself, that is the Only-begotten.” Cyril of Alexandria, Select Letters, 128-29; and in his letter “To
Rabbula of Edessa”: “Even the body[*] of the Son of God which he took from human nature, we hold to be
life-giving, because it was mingled with the living God according to the word of our Lord which he spoke in
the Gospel, ‘Unless you eat my body and drink my blood, you do not have eternal life’” (Letter 101, 8).
Cyril of Alexandria, Letters 51—110, 162. In “An explanation of the Twelve Chapters,” he uses John 6:57.
Russell, Cyrll of Alexandria, 188.

47 «We are baptized in the death of him who suffered in his humanity in his own flesh, but who
has remained impassible in his divinity and lives forever. He is life from the life of God the Father. Thus
death was conquered, which dared to assault the body of life, and thus corruption even in us is nullified and
the strength of death itself is weakened, and accordingly Christ said, ‘Amen, amen, I say to you, unless you
eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you do not have life in you’”(Letter 55, 38). Cyril of
Alexandria, Letters 51-110, 33.

148 (Letter 55, 39). Cyril of Alexandria, Letters 51—110, 33.
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the eucharistic elements was permanent.'#’

After this detailed exploration of Cyril of Alexandria’s work, we turn to Leo the
Great to highlight two of his homilies in which he spoke of the eucharistic elements.

2.9. Leo the Great (Pope Leo I (papal reign 440-461))

We turn now to our last Father of the church: Pope Leo the Great. The fact that
Leo had a classical education is discernible by the vocabulary and the style of his
writings. His time as pope (440-461) was a time of upheaval and transition while the
Roman Empire continued its disintegration in waves alternating between periods of
relative calm and those of great horror. Leo was a “clear and logical thinker, the
authoritative and courageous leader, as well as the humble and prayerful shepherd of
Christ’s flock.”!>° He counselled bishops through numerous letters; he sought unity in
faith; he disciplined or encouraged as the situation warranted; and he courageously
withstood the heretics of the day. His writings attest to his brilliance, clear thinking, and
tenacious defence of church doctrines received from the Fathers. His sermons are replete
with biblical quotations and allusions and reveal his compassion for his flock. While he
wrote numerous letters to bishops, our interest lies in two of his sermons: Sermon 63 and
Sermon 91.13!

Through the waters of Baptism, the person is reborn in a transformation brought
about by God. This transformation involves the person’s body becoming the flesh of the
Crucified*. After this, the person:

receives food and drink from the Lord himself. This partaking in the body

and blood of Christ[*] means nothing else than that we should pass over
into what we have taken in.[*] Since we have died with him and are buried

149 T hear that they are saying that the mystical blessing does not avail unto sanctification, if some
of [the Eucharistic species] be left over to another day. They are utterly mad who say these things; for
Christ is not made different, nor is His holy body changed, but the power of the blessing and the life-giving
grace is uninterrupted in Him” (From Letter to Kalosyrius) as quoted in Jurgens, Faith Volume 3, 235-6.

1507 e0 the Great, Sermons (vol. 93 of The Fathers of the Church; trans. Jane Patricia Freeland
and Agnes Josephine Conway; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1996), 5.

51T eo the Great, Sermons, 3—6.
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with him and are risen with him, let us bear him through all things both in
spirit[*] and in flesh[*], as the Apostle says: “You have died and your life
is hidden with Christ in God. When Christ your life appears, however, you
too will appear with him in glory [cf. Col 1:13],” who lives and reigns
with the Father and the Holy Spirit forever and ever. Amen.!>?

In other words, the participant in the Eucharist becomes what he consumes*.

In Sermon 92, Leo quotes John 6:53-54 when he says, “Since the Lord said, ‘If
you do not eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you will not have life in
you,” [John 6:53-54] you ought to participate in the holy table in such a way that you do
not doubt henceforth of the truth of the body and blood of Christ[*]. Faith[*] believes in
what the mouth is receiving. In vain do they respond ‘Amen’ who argue against what they
receive.”!%?

With these two examples, Leo reveals his belief that a transformation is necessary
and that after this, the Christian receives the body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist in
order to remain transformed into the person who has been consumed.

2.10. The Fathers of the Church: Conclusion

The findings above are summarised in three appendices: Appendix II: Themes
Apparent in Relevant Texts (as mentioned above), Appendix III: Scripture References /
Allusions in Relevant Texts, and Appendix IV: Use of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes in
Relevant Texts. From the table in Appendix 11, it is evident that the first two themes'>*
are seen in the vast majority of the documents reviewed. The next most-used theme is the
fourth one: ecclesial aspect; union with Christ. The three remaining themes are seen less
consistently but their presence reveals development in the church’s understanding of the

complexities of the Eucharist. From the table in Appendix III, the depth of the writers’

knowledge of Scripture is evident in the vast number of citations noted in these

1521 &0 the Great Sermon 63, 7. Leo the Great, Sermons, 277.

133 1 &0 the Great Sermon 91 , 3. Leo the Great, Sermons, 384—85.

5% Theme 1: body and blood; elements change; food and spiritual nourishment. Theme 2:
sacrificial aspect.
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documents. It is evident that the writers used Scripture as a whole in their writings about
the Eucharist. Appendix IV presents a summary of the use of the proto-eucharistic
pericopes by these writers. This table reveals that the pericopes most commonly
referenced in these early writings were John 6:51-59 and 1 Cor 11:23-26.

Having demonstrated the development of specific themes and the wide array of
Scripture passages used when speaking of the Eucharist, we now turn to medieval
scholars.

3. MEDIEVAL SCHOLARS

The eucharistic controversies of the medieval period centred on the understanding
of the Sacraments and on the meaning of the “real presence” of Christ in the Eucharist.
Before exploring specific scholars, we look at an overview of these controversies.
According to Aidan Nichols, there were two fundamental issues: 1) the mode of Christ’s
presence* in the Eucharist'>® and 2) the “salvific rationale of the Eucharist. As the
Cappadocians had already realised, the real presence cannot be left as a bare metaphysical
fact. It must possess its own ‘finality’, its own intrinsic purpose within the economy of
salvation.”!® In this latter controversy, two views existed, the first of which focussed on
the mystical aspect of the spiritual union* between the recipient and Christ and the
second which focussed on the ecclesial* dimension wherein Christ’s presence is to bring
about unity through charity. Later, Thomas Aquinas shows that these two are the
“vertical” and the “horizontal” dimensions which are not in competition but are

complementary understandings.'>’

135 “Here we shall find maximalists and minimalists, or, if you will, literalists and symbolists, in
debate sometimes enlightening, sometimes merely, alas, acrimonious, until, with the emergence of the
concept of transubstantiation, a satisfactory resolution is achieved.” Aidan Nichols, The Holy Eucharist:
From the New Testament to Pope John Paul II (Oscott Series; Dublin: Veritas, 1991), 58.

156 Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 58.

157 Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 58.
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158 then we will look at Berengar,

We will begin with Paschasius Radbertus,
Lanfranc (who wrote On the Body and Blood of Christ in the 1060s), William of St.
Thierry (who wrote On the Sacrament of the Altar), Peter Lombard, Bonaventure, and
Thomas Aquinas.

3.1. Radbertus (790-865) and Ratramnus (d. ca. 868)

159 these two theologians

In what was the first major eucharistic controversy,
debated the meaning of the real presence* of Christ in the consecrated elements of the
Eucharist. Their arguments respected the words of Christ found in the Institution
Narratives and in John’s Bread of Life discourse, employing only brief quotes before
concentrating on Patristic writers.!*® Their treatises were written in direct opposition to
each other and while they agreed on the “real presence*” of Christ in the consecrated
elements, they disagreed on what the phrase meant.!é! Paschasius Radbertus wrote a
comprehensive exposition on the Eucharist for his Benedictine monks. In it, using

patristic sources in a meditative and spiritual way rather than in what would be

considered today a scholarly way, he concluded that Christ’s bodily* presence in the

158 Radbertus wrote De corpore et sanguine Domini ca. 830 and Ratramnus wrote using the same
title shortly afterwards. Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 59; Willemien Otten, “Carolingian Theology,” in The
Medieval Theologians (ed. G. R. Evans; Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001), 73-76.

159p, Gnaninathan, The Doctrine of the Real Presence in the “De Corpore et Sanguina Domini’
of St Paschasius Radbert (Kumbakonam, India: St Joseph’s Press, 1942), 35.

160 Radbertus explains his method clearly in his Prologue: “He does not pretend to offer his
readers anything new on the subject. On the contrary he is proud to confirm his doctrine by the teaching that
the Fathers and the other Ecclesiastical writers, worthy of the name, had handed down to the succeeding
ages. The extracts he has taken from ancient Fathers serve him to strengthen his propositions.” He uses texts
from Cyprian, Ambrose, Hillary, Augustine, John Chrysostom, Gregory, Isidore, and Bede. Gnaninathan,
Doctrine of Real Presence, 29, 39, 49; Henri Peltier, Pascase Radbert: Abbé de Corbie: Contribution a
’étude de la vie monastique et de la pensée chrétienne aux temps carolingiens (Amiens: Duthoit,

1938), 254. For him, Augustine represents le “magister sententiarum” with Jesus, himself the
“benignissimus Magister sententiarum.” He reviews texts with a “keen eye” employing variants in Greek
and Hebrew and preferring a literal explanation over an allegorical one. He demonstrates a preference for
the word “flesh” over the word “body” when speaking of the real presence of Christ in the eucharistic
elements. His writing has a realism which modern readers would find shocking. Peltier, Pascase
Radbert, 123, 126, 128, 259.

161 John Francis Fahey, The Eucharistic Teaching of Ratramn of Corbie (Mundelein, I1l.: St Mary
of the Lake Seminary, 1951), 165.

s
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Eucharist was identical to his historical, biological bodily presence.'®? He argued this by
focussing on the problems which arise from taking the contrary position: “Had Christ
waited until after the Resurrection to give himself in the Eucharist in bodily form ‘the
heretics would have said that Christ is now incorruptible and located in heaven and that
therefore his flesh[*] cannot be eaten on earth by the faithful.”!63

The debate about the Eucharist took place within the framework of the
interrelation between Christology and ecclesiology and in a political climate, with King
Charles the Bald favouring Ratramnus over Radbertus, as the former had supported him
for the throne. In early 843 the king asked Ratramnus “whether the body and blood of
Christ[*], which the faithful at church receive in their mouth, are present there in mystery
or in truth” resulting in Ratramnus writing De corpore et sanguine Domini which caused
Radbertus to revise his own book to send to King Charles. !¢

Ratramnus wrote with particular attention to separating his interpretations from
his scriptural and patristic sources. He recognised the ultimate source of inspiration in his
use of patristic writings as the Bible and, most especially the Gospels.'®> His reply to
King Charles centred on two questions: 1) do communicants receive the body and blood
of Christ* in a mystery or in truth? and 2) is this body the one borne by Mary? Using this
contrast, Ratramnus concluded that the Eucharist is a mystery which he defined as “an
action which exhibits one thing outwardly to the human senses and proclaims another
thing inwardly to the minds of the faithful.”!® In summary: “he believed the Eucharist to

be in the order of practical reality what a metaphor is in the order of language — the

162 Otten, “Carolingian Theology,” 74.

163 Radbertus De corpore et sanguine domini 18. Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 59.

164 Otten, “Carolingian Theology,” 73.

165 Otten, “Carolingian Theology,” 75 Ratramnus used Scripture, Patristic writings, liturgy, and
reason in his argumentation. His most used Father was Augustine; he also used Ambrose, Jerome,
Fulgentius, and Isidore. Gnaninathan, Doctrine of Real Presence, 35; Fahey, Eucharistic Teaching of
Ratramn, 54, 55.

166 Ratramnus De corpore et sanguine Domini 5, 9, 10. Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 60.



59

expression of one reality by reference to another reality quite distinct from it.”!¢” So, there
is some relationship (through the spiritual reality of the glorified Christ) between the
consecrated elements and the historical body of Jesus which allows the elements to be
referred to as the body and blood of Christ*. All the while, there is a distinct autonomy of
the two realities concerned and, for Ratramnus, the consecrated elements should be
understood to be an enacted metaphor. He stated that no change takes place with the
eucharistic consecration but he may have been pointing out that the change® was one that
could not be perceived by our senses.'®®

The debate between these two theologians may be characterised by the differences
between Ambrose’s realistic understanding of the eucharistic change* (used by
Radbertus) versus Augustine’s spiritual* understanding (used by Ratramnus).'®

Having seen the debate between Radbertus and Ratramnus who picked up the
thoughts of earlier scholars, we now turn to Berengar who continued their debate.

3.2. Berengar (999-1088), Lanfranc (ca. 1005-1089),
William of St. Thierry (ca. 1075-1148), and Peter Lombard (ca. 1100-1160)

Berengar sides with Ratramnus in focussing on the spiritual® interpretation of the
real presence of Christ in the eucharistic elements. Again, it is evident that he used
patristic sources and biblical texts although he did not quote them to modern standards.
Scholars maintain he denied the “dogma” of transubstantiation but are divided as to his
denial of the real presence of Christ, partially due to the fact that much of Berengar’s

work was destroyed.!”°

167 Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 60—1.

168 Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 61.

169 Teresa Whalen, The Authentic Doctrine of the Eucharist (Kansas City, Mo.: Sheed & Ward,
1993), 2.

170 Whalen, Authentic Doctrine, 2-5.
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Lanfranc followed in Berengar’s footsteps. He was more concerned about what
one received rather than Zow one received the Eucharist. He insisted on maintaining the
mystery and objected to the “grossly physical terms” such as the bread “ground by the
teeth” in the oath he was forced to sign in 1079.!"!

On a broad note, William of St. Thierry’s main contribution was his exacting
work of compiling patristic work on various themes in a way which honoured their
diverse views while allowing theology to advance in order to deal more effectively with
the issues of his day.!”? As one modern theologian puts it, William of St. Thierry did not
place patristic writing on the same level as Scripture and he was not afraid of the apparent
contradictions in their eucharistic writings.!”® He maintained that the “doctrine on the
sacrament of the altar” had not been disputed, that the Fathers had not had to defend what
nobody had denied and that their writings could not give clear answers to current
objections. His work represents the first patristic study and criticism.!™ His main
contribution to the eucharistic debates of his day took the form of a tract On the
Sacrament of the Altar in which he used John 6 and 1 Corinthians 11 in discussing the
ideas of Christ’s presence in heaven and in the elements of the Eucharist at the same time,
as well as the two-fold eating of these elements (spiritual and physical) by the
participants.!”® In his other writings he encouraged meditation on the presence of Christ
in the Eucharist using the feeding miracle pericopes, 1 Cor 11:25, Luke 22:19, and

John 6:33 as his scriptural references.!’® His approach to patristic texts influenced Peter

171 Whalen, Authentic Doctrine, 9.

172 Jean Marie Déchanet, William of St. Thierry: The Man and His Work (vol. 10 of Cistercian
Studies Series; trans. Richard Strachan; Spencer, Mass.: Cistercian Publications, 1972), 139—40.

173 Déchanet, William of St. Thierry, 146.

174 Déchanet, William of St. Thierry, 34-35.

175 Déchanet, William of St. Thierry, 34.

176 Meditations 8:5, 10:9, 12:8, 13:7. William of St. Thierry, The Works of William of St. Thierry:
Volume One: Contemplating God. Prayer. Meditations (vol. 3 of Cistercian Fathers Series; trans. Sister
Penelope; Spencer, Mass.: Cistercian Publications, 1971), 142, 154-55, 171, 189. Golden Epistle I:115,
116, 118. William of St. Thierry, The Works of William of St. Thierry: Volume Four: The Golden Epistle: A
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Lombard.

The eucharistic debates in Peter Lombard’s day centred on the real presence* of
Christ in the Eucharist. First he unequivocally answered the question as to “which body —
the resurrected body or His historical body — did Christ give His disciples at the Last
Supper”: that it is Christ’s historical body*. He then explained “the how” of the change
using Aristotelian language of substance and accidents. In his Sentences Book 4, Peter
Lombard quoted Matt 26:26, 28 and John 6:56, 58 in speaking about the institution of the
Eucharist. He held that Christ gave the sacrament at the Last Supper. He saw the res of
the Eucharist as containing and signifying the flesh* Christ received from Mary and the
blood* he shed on the cross*. The Eucharist also signified but could not contain “the
unity[*] of the Church in those who are predestined, called, justified and glorified.”.!”’
For Lombard, the sacrament alone was the bread and the wine which sustain the physical
body of the participant®; the sacrament and the res was the flesh and blood of Christ
which sustain the spirit of the participant®; the res and not the sacrament is the mystical
body, the church. The unity of the body* is signified in the bread which is made of many
grains of wheat and in the wine which is made of many grapes. The Eucharist makes the
church a unity of the many participants.!”® Peter believed that unbelievers receive the
Eucharist to their own condemnation. In this way, they cannot profit from the Eucharist.
At the same time, however, he held that recipients cannot change the Eucharist’s
objective content for, if they could, they “would be able to frustrate God’s gracious

ordinance with respect to the sacrament.”!”

Letter to the Brethren at Mont Dieu (vol. 12 of Cistercian Fathers Series; trans. Theodore Berkeley;
Spencer, Mass.: Cistercian Publications, 1971), 50-51.
177 Sentences Book 4 Distinctions 8, 7. Elizabeth Frances Rogers, Peter Lombard and the
Sacramental System (Merrick, N.Y.: Richwood, 1976), 122.
Sentences Book 4 Distinctions 8, 7. Rogers, Sacramental System, 123.
179 Marcia L. Colish, “Peter Lombard,” in The Medieval Theologians (ed. G. R. Evans; Malden,
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3.3. Thomas Aquinas (ca. 1225-1274)

Once the celebration of the Eucharist was standardised, scholarly attention shifted
to doctrinal matters with debate centring on the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist: at
what point, how, and for how long did this presence occur? Another point of discussion
was the idea of sacrifice in the Mass.!8" The Scholastic period (13th and 14th centuries)
marked the high point of the definition and clarification of these doctrines. Thomas
Aquinas dealt with the questions of consecrated wine or bread being consumed by flies or
mice and stated that “whenever the species are found to be entire, they must be reverently
kept or consumed, because so long as they be entire the body of Christ is there [Summa
Theologiae. 111, 83,6].”'8! He speaks first of the Eucharist “as food[*] (q. 73) and then as
memoriale Dominicae passionis[*] (q. 74).”'®? He recognises the myriad of theories
about how Christ’s body and blood* come to be in place of the bread and wine (qq. 75,
76) holding that the accidents remain after the consecration (q. 77).'%?

Thomas Aquinas holds that Christ instituted the Eucharist at the Last Supper (S7,
3a, 73, 5, reply)'®* as a memorial for us once he had accomplished his Passion* (ST, 3a,
73,5, 2). Jesus “left it to the end” so “that it might be more deeply impressed in their
hearts” (S7, 3a, 83, 2, 3) as the final words of friends and loved ones long remain in

hearers’ thoughts (S7, 3a, 73, 5, reply). The only valid substance is grape wine as Jesus

Mass.: Blackwell, 2001), 179.

180 Whalen, Authentic Doctrine, viii.

181 Whalen, Authentic Doctrine, ix.

182 Fergus Kerr, “Thomas Aquinas,” in The Medieval Theologians (ed. G. R. Evans; Malden,
Mass.: Blackwell, 2001), 219.

183 «“Most of the remaining questions deal with issues that are more practical or in the realm of
canon law, while the discussion concludes with a skimpy treatment of the eucharistic rite — which indicates
how differently a modern theologian might approach the whole subject.” Kerr, “Thomas Aquinas,” 219.

1% Thomas Aquinas, 3a 73—-78 (vol. 58 of Summa Theologica: Latin Text and English
Translation, Introductions, Notes, Appendices and Glossaries; trans. William Barden; London: Blackfriars
in conjunction with Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1965), 19. Hereafter references are parenthetical (S7, part,
question, article, reply)
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told His disciples he would drink of the “fruit of the vine” (Luke 22:18) (S7, 3a, 74, 5,
reply) and its consecration requires “the due form of words of consecration” (S7, 3a, 83,
2,2; ST, 3a, 83, 4, 1). For Thomas, “the reality of this sacrament which demands that the
very body* of Christ exist in it” (S7, 3a, 75, 2, reply) contains the whole of Christ present
in each of the elements (S7, 3a, 76, 2, reply; ST, 3a, 76, 1, 2). While Christ accomplished
our salvation* through His one-time action, the believer is to celebrate the Sacrament
daily to receive its fruits (ST, 3a, 83, 2, 2).'*> And, for Thomas, “the Eucharist is the
sacrament of unity for the entire Church[*]” (ST, 3a, 83, 4, 3).

Thomas Aquinas asks whether Christ’s body is in the sacrament “really and
truly*” or only “in a figurative way”? He chooses the former because, for him, the ideas
of Christian perfection and the new covenant make this “real presence” more appropriate
(ST Illa., q.75. a.1.). He points to the ritual sacrifices of the Old Testament and states that
Christ instituted something more, that is, Christ himself in reality not in token.
Furthermore, this reality continues the reality of the Incarnation wherein Christ took on a
human body for our sake. And, finally, Thomas Aquinas saw that the believer’s faith rests
on Christ’s divinity (the Word) and his humanity. '8¢

We now turn to the Commentary on the Gospel of John by Thomas Aquinas for a
look at his understanding of John 6:51-59. He dealt with John 6 in eight lectures; the
section which has been identified as the Johannine proto-eucharistic pericope is dealt with
in Lectures 6 and 7. Throughout his argumentation he uses many Scripture citations, as

noted in the following discussion.

185 Thomas Aquinas, 3a 79-83 (vol. 59 of Summa Theologica: Latin Text and English
Translation, Introductions, Notes, Appendices and Glossaries; trans. Thomas Gilby; London: Blackfriars in
conjunction with Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1975), 139. Hereafter references are parenthetical (S7, part,
question, article, reply)

186 Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 68.
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For Thomas, the statement by Jesus, “I am the living bread” indicates that the
material bread has been changed; the bread does not have life in itself and therefore
cannot give life. He makes a link to John 3:13'%” which he had discussed earlier in his
Commentary. The Word came down meaning that Christ was not a mere man. Rather he
has the power to give eternal life to the one who eats this bread spiritually. The one who
eats spiritually knows through faith and believes; that one will not die (John 11:26).!%8

Thomas Aquinas makes no differentiation between body and flesh when he says
that Jesus speaks of his body in these words: “The bread which I will give is my flesh”
(John 6:51). For Thomas, Jesus’ flesh is life-giving* because it is the instrument of his
divinity. Given that the instrument (his body) acts by virtue of the agent (his divinity),
Jesus’ flesh gives life due to its unity with the Word. Verse 51 began with Jesus saying, “I
am the living bread,” in reference to his divinity as the Word, and then refers to the
sharing of his body (flesh) through the sacrament of the Eucharist.'®’

Thomas Aquinas continues by considering four things about the Eucharist: its
species, the authority of the one who instituted it, its truth*, and its usefulness. The
species is bread as noted in v. 50, “This is the bread” which echoes Prov 9:5. For
Thomas, the Eucharist is the sacrament of the body of Christ, which is also the church
formed by believers in unity*. As Paul says in Romans “We are one body” (Rom 12:15).
For Thomas, bread is a fitting species for the Eucharist because just as bread is made

from many grains, so too, the church is made of many people.'*°

187 «No one has gone up to heaven except the one who has come down from heaven, the Son of
Man” John 3:13.
8 “Jesus said to her, ‘T am the resurrection and the life; he who believes in me, though he die, yet
shall he live, and whoever lives and believes in me shall never die. Do you believe this?’” John 11:25-26
(Aquinas Commentary on John 957-958). Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John: Part
1 (trans. James A. Weisheipl; ed. Fabian R. Larcher; Aquinas Scripture Series 4; Albany, N.Y.: Magi
Books, 1980), 380.
189 (Aquinas Commentary on John 959) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 380-81.
0 “Come and eat my bread” Prov 9:5. (Aquinas Commentary on John 960) Thomas Aquinas,
Commentary on John, 381.
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The sacrament was instituted by Christ and the priest consecrates the bread in the
person of Christ using the words of Christ. Christ, by his own will, gave his body to death
and now, by his own will, he gives himself as food* in the Eucharist. Thomas quotes
Matt 26:26 then continues, stating that John 6:51: “the bread which I will give” is in the
future tense because he had not yet instituted the Eucharist.'”!

Using Job 31:31, Thomas Aquinas goes on to point out that the flesh is truly
given. Jesus did not say, “This signifies my flesh”; he said “is my flesh.” Although the
statement indicates the bread “is my flesh,” the sacrament contains the whole Christ. His
body is present through the conversion while his soul and divinity are present by virtue of
the fact that Christ’s divinity and his body cannot be separated. For Thomas, because the
Eucharist is a commemoration of Christ’s passion as Paul tells the Corinthians
(1 Cor 11:26) and his passion depended upon his weakness (2 Cor 13:4), Christ now says
“is my flesh” to remind his hearers that he died through weakness.'*?

Thomas Aquinas viewed the sacrament as greatly useful universally. Its greatness
comes from its ability to produce spiritual life* in the present, and the eternal life* in the
future. As the sacrament of the Lord’s passion*, it contains the Christ who suffered which
means it also has the same effect as did his passion. Because Christ could not continue to
be present to believers, he gave his sacramental presence. That his death conquered death
and his resurrection restored life means that the Eucharist, as sacrament, conquers death
and restores life for those who receive.'”

Its universal usefulness stems from the fact it gives not just life to one person but

also life to the entire world. Christ’s death was fully sufficient: “He is offering for our

191

12 (Aquinas Commentary on John 961) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 381.

“Who will give us his flesh so that we may be satisfied?” Job 31:31; “For as often as you eat
this bread and drink the cup, you announce the death of the Lord until he comes” 1 Cor 11:26; “He was
crucified through weakness” (2 Cor 13:4). (Aquinas Commentary on John 962) Thomas Aquinas,
Commenta? on John, 381-82.

19 (Aquinas Commentary on John 963) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 382.
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sins; and not for ours only, but also for those of the entire world” (1 John 2:2). The
Eucharist differs from other sacraments in that it transcends individual effects.!**

Just as Jesus earlier stopped the grumbling about the origin of this food, he now
(in vv. 53-59) stops their grumbling about eating it. Thomas uses Augustine, Isa 58:4, and
1 Cor 3:3 to demonstrate that the evangelist speaks of the dispute to highlight the fact that
this food is for unity*. The argument of the Jews centres on their interpretation that he is
expecting them to eat his flesh as material food* and, like their fathers in Num 21:5, they
object. In order to refute the argument, Jesus first talks of the power which comes from
this food by speaking of the necessity of eating it, its usefulness, and its truth*
(Vv. 54-55).19°

The eating is necessary in order for the believer to have spiritual life. Thomas
Aquinas points out that just as material eating is necessary for physical life, so too is
spiritual* eating necessary for the spiritual life, using Lam 1:11, Ps 104:15, and
Deut 8:3.1%

Verse 54 may be understood either spiritually or sacramentally. Eating spiritually
is accomplished through charity which allows the person to share in the unity of the

church. Otherwise, one is outside the church, living without love.'*’

194 «“But in the immolation of this sacrament, the effect is universal: because it affects not just the
priest, but also those for whom he prays, as well as the entire Church, of the living and of the dead. The
reason for this is that it contains the universal cause of all the sacraments, Christ. Nevertheless, when a lay
person receives this sacrament it does not benefit others ex opere operato [by its own power] considered as
a receiving. However, due to the intention of the person who is acting and receiving, it can be
communicated to all those to whom he directs his intention.”(Aquinas Commentary on John 964) Thomas
Aquinas, Commentary on John, 382.

195 “Behold, you fast only to quarrel and to fight and to hit with wicked fist” Is 58:4; “For while
there is jealousy and strife among you, are you not of the flesh, and behaving like ordinary men?” 1 Cor 3:3;
“We loathe this worthless food” Num 21:5. (Aquinas Commentary on John 965-967) Thomas Aquinas,
Commenta;éy on John, 383—-84.

19 “They trade their treasures for food to revive their strength” Lam 1:11; “bread to strengthen
man’s heart” Ps 104:15; “Man does not live by bread alone, but that man lives by everything that proceeds
out of the mouth of the LORD” Deut 8:3. (Aquinas Commentary on John 968) Thomas Aquinas,
Commenta;;y on John, 384.

197 «“He who does not love, remains in death” 1 John 3:14. (Aquinas Commentary on John 969)
Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 384.
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For Thomas Aquinas, a difficulty arises when this eating is viewed sacramentally.
He points to John 3:5 which is framed in the same form as v. 53: “Unless you . ...” In
this earlier unless statement, Baptism is presented as a necessary sacrament; here the
Eucharist is given the same necessity. While the Eastern Church (he called them the
“Greeks”) gave newly baptised infants the Eucharist because it was equally necessary,
Thomas believed that reception of the Eucharist required a disposition of reverence which
infants (and the insane) cannot have. So, for him, the Eucharist was a necessary
sacrament for adults only.!*8

Because some churches restricted the reception of the blood (out of fear of
spillage) to the priest alone, Thomas Aquinas raises the issue of reception of communion
under only one kind. This practice does not go against Jesus’ command because the
person receiving only the bread receives both body and blood. Thomas’s focus is on the
necessity of receiving spiritual food.'”®

As to the usefulness of this spiritual food, Thomas Aquinas sees it first for the
spirit or soul and secondarily for body which will be raised up on the last day. This food
gives eternal life, as Jesus states in v. 54: “The one who eats my flesh and drinks my
blood has eternal life and I will raise him up on the last day.” Thomas points out the
parallel requirement of physical food for physical life and spiritual food for spiritual life.
Spiritual food, unlike material food, gives the one who eats and drinks a share in eternal

life; here he uses Prov 3:18, Sir 15:3, and 1 John 5:20%% to support his point. For him

198 «Unless one is born anew, he cannot see the kingdom of God” John 3:5. (Aquinas Commentary
on John 969) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 384-85.

9 «“Whoever receives Christ’s body receives his blood also, since the entire Christ is present
under each species, even his body and blood. But under the species of bread, Christ’s body is present in
virtue of the conversion, and his blood is present by natural concomitance; while under the species of wine,
his blood is present in virtue of the conversion, and his body by natural concomitance.” (Aquinas
Commenta;(’)y on John 970) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 385.

200 «Qhe is a tree of life to those who lay hold of her” Prov 3:18; “She will feed him with the bread
of understanding” Sir 15:3; “And we know that the Son of God has come and has given us understanding, to
know him who is true; and we are in him who is true, in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God and
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sacramental and spiritual eating and drinking are required. By sacramental, he means
simply receiving the sacrament while understanding its reality. The reality of the
sacrament has two aspects: first, the whole Christ is contained in the bread and in the
wine; and secondly, the signified, but not contained, reality of the mystical body of
Christ. Receiving the sacrament spiritually means being united* with Christ, in both the
contained and the signified sense. Such reception transforms and divinizes the receiver as
Augustine noted: “I am the food of the robust. Grow and you will eat me. Yet you will
not change me into yourself, but you will be transformed into me.” If one shares in the
unity of the church*, one joins the mystical body* of Christ and has eternal life as seen in
Eph 4:4; 1:14. So, not only does the bread give eternal life to the soul but it also gives
eternal life to the body.?’!

Using Rom 8:11, Thomas Aquinas points out that the spiritual eating gains one a
share in the Holy Spirit, which unites one to Christ in faith and love resulting in
membership* in the church. That this sacrament raises one up to glory and not to
condemnation is fitting: Thomas quotes Augustine in reminding his hearers that “it is the
Word who raises up souls, and it is the Word made flesh who gives life to bodies. Now in
this sacrament, the Word is present not only in his divinity, but also in the reality of his

flesh; and so is the cause of the resurrection not just of souls, but of bodies as well” and

he also quotes 1 Cor 15:21.2%2

eternal life” 1 John 5:20.

201 «Ope body, one Spirit . . . the guarantee of our inheritance” Eph 4:4; 1:14.“The mystical body
of Christ, which is in the predestined, the called, and the justified.” (Aquinas Commentary on John 971-
972) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 385—86.

202 “He who raised Christ Jesus from the dead will give life to your mortal bodies also through his
Spirit who dwells in you” Rom 8:11; “For as by a man came death, so the resurrection of the dead has come
through a man” 1 Cor 15:21. (Aquinas Commentary on John 973) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on
John, 386-87.
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Thomas Aquinas reiterates that Matt 26:26 was neither an enigma nor a parable.
In John 6:55 Jesus states that his flesh and blood are truly food and drink* and Thomas
quotes John Chrysostom, Ps 23:2, Augustine, and Rev 7:16 as he restates that this food
and drink, the flesh and blood of Christ, are most especially for the soul which will be led
by him to share glory where there is neither hunger nor thirst.?%

For Thomas Aquinas, Jesus proves that this spiritual food gives eternal life. The
logic is as follows: first, the major premise: eating Jesus’ flesh and drinking his blood
unites* the person to Christ; secondly, the minor premise: those united to Christ have
eternal life* which he proves using John 6:57; and finally, his conclusion: the one who
eats the flesh and drinks the blood of Christ has eternal life.?**

If the major premise is interpreted in a mystical way, there is no difficulty. The
incorporation into the mystical body comes through union of faith and love. As seen in
1 John 4:16 and 1 John 4:13, God is in man and man is in God. Viewing them as referring
to a sacramental reception, anyone who eats his flesh and drinks his blood abides in God.
Thomas Aquinas again references Augustine to point out that the eating is not just
sacramental but is also real eating. Furthermore, one who approaches the sacrament

without the sincerity due it, does not become united with Christ and therefore does not

abide in him.2%

203 Thomas quotes Matt 26:26 with the word “new”: “This is my body . . . this is my blood of the
new covenant.” “Food and drink are taken for man’s refreshment. Now there are two parts in man: the chief
part is the soul, and the second is the body. It is the soul which makes man to be man, and not the body; and
so that truly is the food of man which is the food of the soul” John Chrysostom; “He leads me beside still
waters; he restores my soul” Ps 23:2; “A thing is truly said to be such and such a thing if it produces the
effect of that thing. Now the effect of food is to fill or satisfy. Therefore, that which truly produces fulness
is truly food and drink. But this is produced by the flesh and blood of Christ, who leads us to the state of
glory, where there is neither hunger nor thirst” Augustine; “They shall hunger no more, neither thirst any
more” Rev 7:16. (Aquinas Commentary on John 974) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 387.

04 (Aquinas Commentary on John 975) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 388.

205 «g we know and believe the love God has for us. God is love, and he who abides in love
abides in God, and God abides in him” 1 Jn 4:16; “By this we know that we abide in him and he in us,
because he has given us of his own Spirit” 1 Jn 4:13. “That person eats in a spiritual way, in reference to
what is signified only, who is incorporated into the mystical body through a union of faith and love.
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Expanding further on his minor premise, Thomas Aquinas states that one who is
united to Christ has life which is received from him just as Christ receives life from the
Father through being united to the Father (see John 6:57). These words apply to Christ’s
human nature and to his divine nature. Just as the Father sent Christ, so too he will grant
life to those who eat his flesh and drink his blood. Thomas quotes Gal 4:4 to highlight the
fact that this similarity does not create equality between the one who receives and Christ
because Christ as man is fully united to the Word through the Incarnation.?%

Finally, Thomas Aquinas presents the two conclusions apparent in John 6:58 as
follows: first, the origin of this spiritual food and secondly, its power to give eternal life
to the one who receives it. He finishes the argument by addressing the two issues raised in
the beginning. For the first conclusion, he reminds his hearers that the objections of the
Jews began with Jesus’ statement that he is the living bread* which came down from
heaven (v. 51) and concludes that the Son has his origin in heaven and lives because of
the Father and therefore Christ is the one who has come down from heaven. He is the
bread come down in relation to his divinity in becoming man and in relation to his body
because the Holy Spirit, in heaven, formed it. Thus anyone who eats this bread will not
die as did the ones who ate the manna in the desert. The manna*, after all, was neither
from heaven nor living. 2"’

His second conclusion, apparent in v. 58, centres on the power of this flesh and

blood to give eternal life. For Thomas Aquinas, this follows from Jesus’ statement: “The

Through love, God is in man, and man is in God.” (Aquinas Commentary on John 976) Thomas Aquinas,
Commenta;éy on John, 388.

206 «Byt when the time had fully come, God sent forth his Son, born of a woman, born under the
law” Gal 4:4. (Aquinas Commentary on John 977) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 388—89.

207 (Aquinas Commentary on John 979-980) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 389-90.
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one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood abides in me, and I in him” (v. 56). Given
that Jesus is eternal life, the one who eats will also have eternal life.?%

Thomas Aquinas concludes Lecture 7 by quoting Ps 39:10 in his assertion that
Jesus taught in the temple and in the synagogues (this discourse took place in the
synagogue at Capernaum) in order that many might hear and at least some might benefit
from hearing.?"

As well, Thomas Aquinas, in his Catena aurea compiled patristic sources to
explain each verse of the Gospels.?!? Having discussed representative patristic works
earlier in this chapter, and having seen Thomas Aquinas’s writing about the Eucharist in
his Summa, as well as taking a detailed look at the relevant portion of his Commentary on
John, we now turn to Bonaventure who used the Fathers’ and Thomas Aquinas’s writings
in his work.

3.4. Bonaventure (1221-1274)

In the 13th century, Bonaventure’s writings include the Breviloquium (in which he
discusses principal questions of theology), the tractate titled Tractatus de praeparatione
ad missam (in which he highlights the important role of the friars in promoting
eucharistic piety), and a Commentary on the Gospel of Luke. Throughout his writings
Bonaventure weaves biblical quotations, images, and allusions; he believed that theology
had to begin with the study of the letter and the spirit of Scripture before looking to the

general councils and writings of the Fathers of the church and those of Thomas

Aquinas.?!!

208 (Aquinas Commentary on John 981) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 390.

209 have not concealed thy steadfast love and thy faithfulness from the great congregation”
Ps 39:10. gAquinas Commentary on John 981) Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 390.

210 Kerr, “Thomas Aquinas,” 205 The format of his Catena aurea is a translation of a Gospel with
side-bar notations to Patristic works which referenced (or alluded to) those verses. There is no need to
investigate these references here as the significant works are discussed earlier in this chapter.

2 Michael Robson, “Saint Bonaventure,” in The Medieval Theologians (ed. G. R. Evans;
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001), 187—-89.
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First, in the Breviloquium Bonaventure uses the words of consecration to assert
that one sacrament, consisting of Christ’s true body and blood*, is contained under the
two species of bread and wine. For him, the words of the priest change the species, not
sensibly*, but sacramentally*. It is important for the recipient to approach the sacrament
worthily.?!? In his opinion, the Eucharist as sacrament was given as a sacrificial* offering
to nourish and strengthen Christians on their journey through life. As the victim offered in
the sacrifice needed to be pure, the only possible victim was the true body and blood of
Christ actually present in the sacrament.?!?

The realism of the presence of Christ is not a crude realism of tearing the flesh of

Christ by the communicants’ teeth; the body and blood of Christ are veiled in the bread

and the wine which are, for Bonaventure, the most fitting symbol.?'* Christ is present

212 «Dans ce sacrement, le vrai corps et le vrai sang du Christ ne sont pas seulement signifiés, mais
aussi contenus vraiment sous les deux espéces, a savoir celles du pain et du vin, comme sous un seul et non
sous un double sacrement. Il en est ainsi aprés la consécration sacerdotale qui se fait en pronongant la
formule vocale instituée par le Seigneur sur le pain : ceci est mon corps ; sur le vin : ceci est le calice de
mon sang. Par ces paroles, prononcées par le prétre avec 1’intention de confectionner le sacrement, chaque
¢élément est changé, selon la substance, au corps et au sang de Jésus-Christ. Les espéces sensibles demeurent
et dans chacune d’elles est contenu tout le Christ, totalement, non de fagon circonscriptive mais
sacramentellement. Sous ces espéces, le Christ nous est encore proposé en nourriture. Celui qui la recoit
dignement, par une manducation non seulement sacramentelle, mais encore spirituelle, faite de foi et de
charité, est incorporé davantage au Corps Mystique du Christ, il se restaure et se purifie. Au contraire, celui
qui s’approche indignement, mange et boit sa propre condamnation, agissant sans discernement a 1’égard du
trés saint corps du Christ” (Bonaventure Breviloquium 6, 9, 1). Bonaventure, Les Remédes sacramentels
(vol. 6 of Breviloquium; trans. Luc Mathieu; Paris: Editions franciscaines, 1968), 97-99.

213 “Une oblation pure, agréable et plénicre ; et nulle autre n’est telle sinon celle qui fut offerte sur
la croix, & savoir le corps et le sang du Christ, de 1a vient qu’il faut nécessairement qu’en ce sacrement soit
contenu, non pas seulement de fagon figurative, mais aussi en vérité, le corps du Christ en tant qu’oblation
adaptée a ce temps” (Bonaventure Breviloquium 6, 9, 3). Bonaventure, Remédes sacramentels, 101. “Que le
vrai corps du Christ lui-méme, il y a nécessité pour ce corps d’étre contenu vraiment dans ce sacrement,
comme 1’exige la perfection du sacrifice propitiatoire, du sacrement unitif et du viatique de réfection,
conformément a ce qui doit étre au temps du Nouveau Testament, de la grace révélée et de la vérité du
Christ” (Bonaventure Breviloquium 6, 9, 4). Bonaventure, Remeédes sacramentels, 103.

214 Christ’s body and blood are, “Livrés sous les voiles de symboles trés saints et de similitudes
adaptées et expressives. Et comme aucune nourriture et aucun breuvage ne sont plus aptes a la réfection que
le pain et le vin, rien n’est plus capable non plus de signifier 'unité du corps du Christ, réel et mystique, que
le pain, fait de grains sans tache, et le vin, exprimé des grains de raisins trés purs réunis ensemble. I fallait
donc que ce fiit sous ces espéces plutot que sous d’autres que le sacrement flit présenté. Et comme le Christ
devait se trouver ces espéces, non selon un changement qui I’affectat lui-méme, mais plutot les especes,
¢’est pourquoi, au moment ou sont proférées les deux formules rapportées plus haut, qui insinuent la
présence du Christ sous ces especes, s’opere la conversion de chaque substance au corps et au sang, ne
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completely in any portion of each species because he is present sacramentally. It does not
refer to space and time and physical containment. Yet, the species retain their natural
properties and provide physical nourishment*. Approaching this sacrament worthily
involves partaking spiritually: to acknowledge with faith and receive with love; to allow
Christ to transform* the recipient into the mystical body.?'

In summary, Bonaventure expounds in the Breviloguium his vision of the
Eucharist as aiding the believer in maintaining love of God, neighbour, and self. His De
Praeparatione ad missam expanded upon these fruits of the Eucharist to help priests
appreciate the importance of their celebration of the Eucharist for themselves and for the
faithful 216

Secondly, in his Tractatus de praeparatione ad missam, Bonaventure gives both
the remote and the immediate preparation for the celebration of Mass required by the
priest. The first chapter of the treatise deals with the details of the remote preparation
which involves four steps: 1) a four-fold examination of self; 2) a check on personal
intentions and dispositions on approaching the altar; 3) a check on the depth of one’s love
and fervour on approaching the altar; and 4) a check on one’s motive for approaching the
altar. Each point in these steps is intended to highlight the importance of the Mass and of
the interior disposition of the priest celebrant.

For the first step, the four-fold examination of self, Bonaventure outlines several
processes. First, the priest should check the depth of his faith concerning the Eucharist. In

four sub-points he demonstrates the truth and essence of the presence of Christ in both the

demeurant que les seuls accidents comme signes qui contiennent le corps lui-méme et aussi qui 1’expriment”
(Bonaventure Breviloquium 6, 9, 4). Bonaventure, Remédes sacramentels, 103-5.
215 “Spirituellement , pour ainsi le macher par la réflexion de foi et se 1’assimiler par la ferveur de
I’amour. Par 14, il ne transforme pas le Christ en soi, mais c’est lui-méme plutot qui est comme projeté dans
son Corps Mystique” (Bonaventure Breviloquium 6, 9,5-6). Bonaventure, Remedes sacramentels, 105-7.
216 Robson, “Saint Bonaventure,” 193.
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bread and the wine.?!” Bonaventure considers bread and wine* as the most fitting objects
to contain Christ, not only for the individual participant, but also for the church as a
whole* 218

Bonaventure continues, exhorting the celebrant to exercise faith in God rather
than being of doubtful mind because the Eucharist was given by Christ and passed
through the generations. Furthermore, the Eucharist and the church are inextricably
united* even as Christ is given under a veil (Bonaventure Tractatus de praeparatione ad
missam, 1, 3).2"°

The second step in the remote preparation is a check on the priest’s intentions and

dispositions. Not only must the priest’s body and mind be pure and clean, but also the

217 <At the very instant when the bread ceases to be, the following truly exists beneath the
accidents, in a wondrous and ineffable way: —First, the most pure flesh of Christ and His sacred Body,
formed of the Holy Spirit, born from the glorious Virgin, suspended upon the cross, laid in the tomb, and
glorified in heaven. —Second, since flesh does not live without blood, there is present here by necessity that
precious Blood which fruitfully flowed on the cross for the salvation of the world. —Third, since man must
have a rational soul, there is present here that glorious Soul of Christ, exceeding in grace and splendor all
virtue, glory, and power, in which are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge [Col 2:3]. —
Fourth, since Christ is true Man and true God, it follows that God also is present here in all the glory of His
majesty. All these four, together and severally, are simultaneously and perfectly contained under the species
of bread and wine, not any the less in the Chalice; nor again is either one a complement of the other, but the
whole is found in each one by that great mystery of which we have much to say [Heb 5:11]. It is, however,
sufficient to accept that under both species is contained the true God and Man whom the angels assist in
great number, and the saints attend” (Bonaventure Tractatus de praeparatione ad missam, 1, 1).
Bonaventure, Opuscula Second Series (vol. 3 of The Works of Bonaventure; trans. José de Vinck; Paterson,
N. J.: St. Anthony Guild Press, 1966), 219-20.

218 «Consider how fitting it is that only these two species should hold Christ.—First, bread and wine
are the best nourishment for the whole man: bread sustains the flesh or body, and wine is absorbed in the
blood, which is the seat of the soul. —Second, bread and wine are the principal, most common, cleanest, and
simplest kinds of food and drink; hence, they best signify the purity of spiritual reflection. —Third, bread and
wine best signify the Body and Blood of Christ, for bread is a symbol of this Body, ground, kneaded, and
pounded during the passion, baked and parched by the fire of divine love on the hearth and altar of the
cross; and wine is a symbol of this Blood, extruded from the grapes, that is, Christ’s body, by the Jews who
trampled Him in the winepress of the cross. —Fourth, the species beautifully signify the Mystical Body of
Christ, the Church, made of a number of faithful predestined for life, like so many grains and grapes”
(Bonaventure Tractatus de praeparatione ad missam, 1, 2). Bonaventure, Opuscula Second Series, 220.

19 “For what merit of faith would you have, were Christ to appear before you as He is? You
would adore Him, certainly and necessarily. And how could the eyes of your body sustain such great glory?
What insanity to say that we could eat and drink raw flesh and human blood in their natural form!”

(Bonaventure Tractatus de praeparatione ad missam, 1, 3-4). Bonaventure, Opuscula Second Series, 220—
21.
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altar linens and holy vessels.??°

In the third step, a check on the depth of love and fervour with which the priest
approaches the altar, Bonaventure quotes Luke’s proto-eucharistic pericope.??!

The Eucharist gives nourishment in a manner fitting to people in the form of
actual bread and wine which highlights the fact that people need both spiritual and
physical nourishment*. In the Eucharist, one receives both.???

The fourth step is a check on personal motives for approaching the altar. Among
the sacred mysteries to which the priest is called to accede is a recognition that there is no
more effective supplication* for both the living and the dead.??*

Finally, in Bonaventure’s Commentary on the Gospel of Luke in the section on
Luke 22:14-23 entitled “the Consecration of the Sacrament of the Altar,” he demonstrates
very clearly his mastery of the interconnectedness of Scripture as he weaves quotes,

images, and allusions throughout his writing. He begins by quoting v. 14 (“And when the

hour had come”), links it to the previous section of preparation for the meal, and

220 Bonaventure Tractatus de praeparatione ad missam, 1, 5-7. Bonaventure, Opuscula Second
Series, 222-24.

21 “Everything done in the Mass, therefore, and all the ornaments and ceremonies represent
nothing but Christ’s passion; and the most important point in the Mass is the remembrance of Christ, as He
Himself explains: ‘Do this in remembrance of Me’; and as the Apostle writes: For as often as you shall eat
this Bread and drink the Cup, you proclaim the death of the Lord, until He comes [Luke 22:19; 1 Cor
11:26], meaning for the judgment” (Bonaventure Tractatus de praeparatione ad missam, 1, 8-10).
Bonaventure, Opuscula Second Series, 224-217.

22 «Because of the fitting relation between Bread and bread, and between spiritual and physical
sustainment. As Wisdom nourishes the angels, living spirits, with the uncreated Word, so also He deigns to
feed mortal men with the Incarnate Word received in the Sacrament. Therefore, it is said: The Bread of the
mighty was eaten by men [ Ps 77:25]; and also: ‘I am the living Bread that has come down from heaven’
[John 6:51].” Not only is the individual sustained through the Eucharist, so also is the Mystical Body, the
Church. “As the body cannot live without suitable food, so also there can be no spiritual life for the rational
soul unless it consume and absorb a suitable spiritual aliment. Hence, Christ says: ‘He who eats Me, he also
shall live because of Me’ [John 6:58].” Bonaventure acknowledges the difference between natural and
spiritual food: natural food is absorbed into the substance of the one who consumes it; however, “when
Christ is consumed, the consumer is incorporated with Him and passes into the union and love of Christ’s
spirit” (Bonaventure Tractatus de praeparatione ad missam, 1, 12-13). Bonaventure, Opuscula Second
Series, 229-30.

“For no supplication is more effective for the salvation of the living and the repose of the dead
than the Blood of Jesus Christ which is shed for the remission of sins[Cf. Matt 26:28]” (Bonaventure
Tractatus de praeparatione ad missam, 1, 14-15). Bonaventure, Opuscula Second Series, 231-32.
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identifies three distinct parts in this pericope: 1) vv. 14-18, the observance of the
Passover; 2) vv. 19-20, the institution of the Eucharist; and 3) vv. 21-23, the censure of
Judas for his ingratitude. For Bonaventure, the sections remind readers of the fulfilment
of the Law in the Eucharist and the need for gratitude* in order to receive fruitfully the
Sacrament.??*

Bonaventure makes three points in the first section (Luke 22:14-18): first, the fact
that the disciples and Jesus recline together reveals Christ’s intimacy with his disciples.
Bonaventure links this posture to Sir 32:1.2%° Not only is this a preparation for teaching*,
but it is also a posture of love, evoking John 13:34 and John 15:12.2%° In Luke 22:15, the
fact that Jesus desires to eat the Passover with his disciples indicates his desire for unity*,
for their incorporation into one body of love, thereby linking to Luke 12:49-50.%?7 In this,
Bonaventure points out that the evangelist is saying that the figure* must be set aside as
the true reality has come. He looks to John Chrysostom to link this idea to Sir 24:26,

Ps 145:7, and Ps 80:11.%%8
Secondly, in saying the lamb is the type*, Bonaventure quotes Luke 22:16 and

then speaks of Exod 12:14 as a reference to the signified rather than to the sign.??’ He

224« 4nd when the hour had come, etc. After he [the Evangelist] has depicted the preparation of
the paschal food, he here describes the consecration of the Sacrament of the Altar. And since this
Sacrament fulfills the Law and is unfruitful to the ungrateful, this part has three sections” (Bonaventure
Commentary on Luke 22, 19). Bonaventure, Commentary on the Gospel of Luke: Volume 8 Part 3, in
Works of St. Bonaventure (trans. Robert J. Karris; Saint Bonaventure, N. Y.: Franciscan Institute
Publications, 2004), 2043.

235 “Have they made you ruler? Be not lifted up. Be among them as one of them” Sir 32:1.
6 “A new commandment I give to you, that you love one another” John 13:34; “This is my
commandment that you love one another” John 15:12.

227« have come to cast fire on the earth, and what will I but that it be kindled? But I have a
baptism to be baptized with, and how distressed I am until it is accomplished” Luke 12:49-50.

228 «pags over to me, all you who desire me” Sir 24:26 [sic; actually Sir 24:19]; “He gives food to
the hungry” Ps 145:7; and “Open your mouth wide, and I will fill it” Ps 80:11 (Bonaventure Commentary
on Luke 22, 20-21). Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2043—45.

229 «you shall celebrate this day in your generations with an everlasting observance” Exod 12:14.
“For a figure is fulfilled when what it was prefiguring arrives. And then, when the reality arrives, it ceases,
just as the shadow ceases when the light appears” (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 22).
Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2045.
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also discusses links to 1 Cor 13:10, Hebrews 10:1, 11-12, 14, and Matt 3:15.23°

Thirdly, the drink is a figure* which has been terminated (Luke 22:17-18); the cup
belongs to the old Passover for which Jesus giving thanks* and in this, Bonaventure
makes a link to Lev 26:10.2*! By citing various scripture passages, Bonaventure interprets
the kingdom of God in Luke 22:18 as justice,>*? the understanding of the truth* >33 eternal
life,>** or grace.?*> For him, the passion* of Christ brings about the fulfilment of justice
and the destruction of iniquity.?*® As well, through the passion*, minds* are opened (as
with the disciples on the road to Emmaus).?*” In other words, the veil that covers the
minds of unbelievers has been torn. Grace, as in John 1:17, has been given and the door
to glory opened.?*® The kingdom of God comes immediately after this food and drink is
consumed and thus Jesus will not drink until the kingdom of God comes. This teaching
highlights the shift from the concrete to the spiritual in the sacraments.*
In the second section (Luke 22:19-20) Bonaventure looks at the institution of the

Eucharist and again sees three points: first, the consecration of the Lord’s body. Not only

is the Lord’s body consecrated but the form of consecrating is given in the words, “This is

230 «“When that which is perfect has come, that which is imperfect will be done away with”
1 Cor 13:10; “The Law, having a shadow of the good things to come, and not the exact image of the
objects, is never able . . . to perfect those who draw near . . . And every priest indeed stands daily
ministering, and often offering the same sacrifices, which can not take away sins. But he, having offered one
sacrifice for sins, sits forever at the right hand of God. . . . For by one offering he has perfected forever
those who have been consecrated” Heb 10:1, 11-12, 14; “I have come not to abolish the Law, but to fulfill
it” Matt 3:15 [sic; actually Matt 5:17]. (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 22). Bonaventure,
Commenta;iy on Luke, 2045-46.

23T «When the new things arrive, you shall cast away the old” Lev 26:10.

232 «The kingdom of God is not eating and drinking, but justice and peace and joy in the Holy
Spirit” Rom 14:17.

233 “Every scribe instructed in the kingdom of the heavens” Matt 13:52.

234 «Remember me, Lord, when you come in your kingdom” Luke 23:42.

233 «The kingdom of God is within you” Luke 17:21.

36«3 that transgression may be finished, and sin may have an end, and iniquity may be

abolished, and everlasting justice may be brought forth” Dan 9:24.

237 e opened their minds, so that they might understand the scriptures” Luke 24:45.

238 “Grace and truth were effected through Jesus Christ” John 1:17; “Today you will be with me
in paradise” Luke 23:47 [sic; quotation is actually Luke 23:43].

239 (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 23-24). Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2046—48.
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my body.” Bonaventure reports four opinions about this confection: 1) by God’s power
without any words, 2) that Jesus said the words secretly and then publicly, 3) that Jesus
spoke the words once before breaking the bread but after the confection, and 4) that Jesus
spoke the words once which coincided with the confecting and the institution, before he
broke the bread. This marks the change* of the sacrament from that of the lamb into that
of the more common bread. For Bonaventure, the ordinariness of bread expresses its
nutritive® value as well as its power to connect* the participant with the mystical body of
Christ. He then quotes several scripture passages to make his point, and identifies the
manna as prefiguring* the bread of the Eucharist, with its worthiness to be so used
prefigured* by Melchizedek: Gen 14:18-19; 49:20; Ps 77:25; 103:15; Wis 16:20; and
John 6:51.2*° Bonaventure concludes that, like Melchizedek, Christ blessed, but because
he is the eternal priest, Christ is confected by his spoken word alone.?*!

In further discussion on the statement: “This is my body,” Bonaventure quotes
Ambrose to show that the word spoken is an efficacious word: what is said comes to pass.
Then the rest of the verse “he took bread, gave thanks, broke, and gave,” is analysed: the
taking of the bread signifies the assumption of flesh;**? the thanksgiving* highlights the
way graces flow from the head to the entire church*;?** the breaking anticipates the

1,1>|<;244

suffering to come in Christ’s passio and the giving refers to the generous sharing*

of the sacrament.?*

240 “Melchizedek, . . . brought out bread and wine . . . blessed Abram” Gen 14:18-19; “Aser’s
produce is rich, and he shall furnish dainties for kings” Gen 49:20; “Men and women ate the bread of
angels” Ps 77:25; “Bread strengthens the human heart” Ps 103:15; “And you gave them ready made bread
from heaven” Wis 16:20; and “T am the living bread, which has come down from heaven” John 6:51.

241 (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 25). Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2048—49.

242 “My flesh is real food” John 6:56 [sic; source cites v. 56 but quotes John 6:55] and “The Word
became flesh” John 1:14.

3 “Of his fullness we have all received, grace upon grace” John 1:16.

244 “They have dug my hands and my feet. They have numbered all my bones” Ps 21:17-18.

245 «The bread, which I will give, is my flesh” John 6:52 [sic; source cites v. 52 but quotes John
6:51] and “Freely you have received, freely give” Matt 10:8. (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 25).
Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2050-51.
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Secondly, the conferral of authority™* is also revealed in v. 19 with the words: “Do
this in remembrance of me.” Christ has given the Apostles the authority to do what he has
done; he has made them priests. Again, Bonaventure cites other scripture passages to
highlight this conferral and the reasons for it.>*® The disciples are reminded of Christ’s
power**” and his love.?*8 For Bonaventure, the remembrance is not just about something
in the past but about the sign of something from the past made present; the statement:
“This is my body” is both the signified and the sanctifying,?*’ as well as the viaticum
which strengthens®° and the sacrifice which is acceptable to the Father.?*! It is necessary
that the sacrifice is the true body of Christ for it to be the acceptable sacrifice.>>

Thirdly, the consecration of the Lord’s blood follows in Luke 22:20. Bonaventure
notes the differences between the Institution Narratives>>® and points out that the church
uses yet another formula: “This is the cup of my blood, of the new and everlasting
covenant, the mystery of faith, which is being shed for you and for many for the

forgiveness of sins.” For Bonaventure, the accounts are not contradictory. Rather than

246 T have given you an example, so that, just as [ have done, so you also should do” John 13:15;
“As often as you shall eat this bread and drink this cup, you proclaim the death of the Lord, until he comes”
1 Cor 11:26; “The memory of Josiah is like the composition of a sweet smell made by the art of a perfumer”
Sir 49:1; “Remember my poverty and transgression, the wormwood and the gall. I will be mindful and
remember, and my soul will languish within me” Lam 3:19-20.

“He has made a remembrance of his wonderful works, being a merciful and gracious God”

Ps 110:4; “Your name, O Lord, is forever. Your remembrance, O Lord, unto all generations” Ps 134:13; “It
will be a sign in your hand and as a thing hung before your eyes, for a remembrance, because the Lord has
brought us forth out of Egypt by a strong hand” Exod 13:16.

2480 Lord, your name and your remembrance are the desire of the soul” Isa 26:8; “Put me as a
seal upon Xour heart, as seal upon your arm” Song 8:6.

249 «And obviously great is the sacrament of holiness, which was manifested in the flesh, was
justified in the Spirit” 1 Tim 3:16.

“The person who eats me, that person, too, will live because of me. This is the bread that has
come down from heaven, not as your fathers ate the manna and died. The person who eats this bread will
live forever” John 6:58-59 [sic; source cites vv. 58-59 but quotes John 6:57-58].

23ep holy priesthood, to offer spiritual sacrifices, acceptable to God through Jesus Christ”
1 Pet 2:5
252 (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 27). Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2051-52.
33 “This cup is the new covenant in my blood, which is being shed for you” Luke 22:20; “This is
my blood of the new covenant, which is being shed for many” Matt 26:28 and Mark 14:24; and “This cup is
the new covenant in my blood” 1 Cor 11:25.
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attempting to give a precise account of the words spoken by Jesus at the Last Supper, the
evangelists are composing history, and the church is engaged in the preservation of the
form for confecting the Eucharist by combining the words used by all of the evangelists.
Again, Bonaventure looks to other Scripture passages to delve deeper into this verse: the
cup is the same cup of which Christ asks the disciples: “Can you drink of the cup of
which I am to drink?”” (Matt 20:22). While none of the evangelists comment on the
addition of water to the wine, for Bonaventure there is no question as to this mixing. The
wine of the day was strong and it was customary to add water; Christ was temperate; and
the addition of the water to the wine evokes the mystery of the people uniting™* to Christ.
As John points out, from the side of Christ flowed blood and water (John 19:34); the
church offers the true blood of Christ in the mixture of wine and water confected into his
blood.?** This blood confirms a new covenant* as Bonaventure attests, citing Heb 9:18
and Exod 24:8.2%° In the new covenant*, the blood is no longer the blood of animals;*>
the old, temporary covenant has been replaced by the new covenant which was
inaugurated with Christ’s blood*?*” making him the mediator of that covenant (v. 15).

The redemption of the human race has come through Christ’s blood.?*® The sacrifice* of

his blood is the Sacrament of refreshment.>>°

234 «The cup of blessing, which we bless, is it not a sharing in the blood of Christ” 1 Cor 10:16.
(Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 28). Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2052—53.

33 “Not even the first covenant was inaugurated without blood” Heb 9:18; “He took the blood and
sprinkled it upon the people saying: This is the blood of the covenant which God has commanded for you”
Exod 24:8.

236 «por it is impossible that sins be taken away by the blood of bulls and goats” Heb 10:4.

257 «“When Christ appeared as high priest of the good things to come, he entered once for all
through the greater and more perfect tabernacle, not made by hands . . . nor by virtue of the blood of goats
and calves, but by virtue of his own blood, into the Holy of Holies” Heb 9:11-12.

258 «“Without the shedding of blood there is no forgiveness of sins” Heb 9:23 [actually v. 22]; “You
have redeemed us for God through your blood” Rev 5:9; “He loved us and washed us from our sins through
his blood” Rev 1:5.

259 «The eagle’s young suck up blood” Job 39:30; “Drink and become inebriated, dearly beloved”
Song 5:1; “They showed the elephants the blood of grapes and mulberries to provoke them to fight”

1 Macc 6:34; “They overcame him through the blood of the Lamb” Rev 12:11; “In the struggle against sin
you have not yet resisted unto blood” Heb 12:4. (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 29). Bonaventure,
Commentary on Luke, 2053-55.
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Bonaventure continues with the third section of this pericope: Luke 22:21-23, the
censure of Judas for his ingratitude. Again, he sees the verses in light of three points:
first, the ungrateful betrayer is perverse. The adversarial tone of Luke 22:21 stems from
the fact that the Judas’s ingratitude directly attacks the grace of the Eucharist which has
just been consecrated. However, the verse also highlights the graciousness* of Christ who
allowed his betrayer to be present and to have his feet washed along with the others, and
who welcomed his betrayer to share from the same dish.2° From this example comes the
ideal of loving your enemies and of tolerating evil people. At the same time, Christ does

261 which serves to intensify the ingratitude of the betrayer.?* Similarly,

not name Judas
anyone who approaches the eucharistic altar with impure heart betrays Christ as did
Judas. And those who receive the Eucharist and later sin are also betraying Christ.?
Secondly, God’s judgments are profound. In Luke 22:22: “Indeed, the Son of Man
goes his way, as it has been determined,” according to God’s plan as seen in Isa 53:6, 10;
Acts 3:18; Isa 53:7; Lam 4:20; Dan 9:26; and Zech 13:6.2°* Bonaventure saw Christ’s

passion as determined by, and acceptable to, God while the betrayer was displeasing to

God as noted in Luke 22:22, which continues, “Yet woe to that person by whom he will

260 <11 who dips his hand into the dish with me will betray me” Matt 26:23.

261 «you are clean, but not all. For he knew who it was who would betray him” John 13:10-11.

62 “The man with whom I was at peace, whom I trusted, who ate my food, has greatly supplanted
me” Ps 40:10; “If my enemy had cursed me, I would have truly borne it. . . .But you, a man of one mind
with me, mz guide and my bosom friend, who did take choice foods with me” Ps 54:13-15.

263 Like “a dog to its vomit” cf. Prov 26:11 (“As the dog returns to his vomit, so the fool repeats
his folly”’) and 2 Pet 2:22 (“What is expressed in the true proverb has happened to them, ‘The dog returns to
its own vomit,” and ‘A bathed sow returns to wallowing in the mire.””); “If we sin wilfully after receiving
the knowledge of the truth, there remains no longer a sacrifice for sin” Heb 10:26; “And they repaid me evil
for good, and hatred for my love” Ps 108:5. (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 30). Bonaventure,
Commentazy on Luke, 2055-57.

264 <Al of us like sheep have gone astray. Each one has turned aside into his own way, and the
Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all, . . . And the Lord was pleased to bruise him in infirmity”

Isa 53:6, 10; “In this way God fulfilled what he had announced beforehand by the mouth of all the prophets,
that is, that his Christ should suffer” Acts 3:18; “Like a lamb he was led to the slaughter” Isa 53:7; “The
breath of our mouth, Christ the Lord, was captured by our sins”” Lam 4:20; “After sixty-two weeks the
Christ will be slain” Dan 9:26; “What are these wounds in the middle of your hands? And he will say, With
these I was wounded in the house of those who loved me” Zech 13:6. (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke
22, 31). Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2057.
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be betrayed.” The underlying will of each stands in great contrast: God willed out of
love;?%° Christ was obedient;?® the Jews willed his suffering out of cruelty;?®” and Judas
willed it out of greed.?s® Through his betrayal, Judas lost everything.?¢’

Thirdly, Christ’s apostles are pure as shown in Luke 22:23 with the disciples
questioning among themselves who the betrayer might be; they are saddened by the
prediction.?”® Simon Peter presses the Beloved to inquire as to the identity of the
betrayer.?”! Bonaventure perceives that, in maintaining his silence, Jesus encourages
people to keep others’ hidden sins hidden?’? but Jesus does tell Peter when he reveals to
the Beloved Disciple: “It is he for whom I will dip the bread and give it to him,” (John
13:26). Bonaventure concludes: “For that, which is revealed out of charity to safeguard a
prelate and to avoid danger, is not considered public.”?”?

As this commentary on the proto-eucharistic pericope in Luke reveals,
Bonaventure knows Scripture well. In fact, in his Commentary on the Gospel of Luke he

quotes 70 of the 72 books in the Vulgate (missing only two small books: Philemon and

2 John). An analysis of his citations reveals that he makes extensive use of Wisdom

265 gy God, who is rich in mercy, by reason of the very great love” Eph 2:4; “But God
commends his love towards us, because when we were still sinners, Christ died for us” Rom 5:8.

266 «ffe humbled himself, having become obedient until death” Phil 2:8.

267 <L et us examine him by abuse and torture. . . .Let us condemn him to a most shameful death”
Wis 2:19-20.

68 “May your money go with you to perdition” Acts 8:20; “Those who want to become rich fall
into temptation and the snare of the devil” 1 Tim 6:9; “There is not a more wicked thing than to love
money. For this person puts his own soul up for sale, because, while alive, he has cast away his innermost
being” Sir 10:10.

269 «“When he is judged, may he go out condemned” Ps 108:7; “It were better for him, if he had not
been born” Matt 26:24. (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 32). Bonaventure, Commentary on
Luke, 2057-58.

270 «And being very much saddened, each began to ask: Is it I, Lord?” Matt 26:22; “The disciples
looked at one another, uncertain of whom he was speaking” John 13:22.

1 «Simon Peter beckoned to that disciple, who Jesus loved, and said to him: Who is it, of whom
he speaks?” John 13:24.

72 «“Have you heard a word against your neighbour? Let it die within you, trusting that it will not
burst you” Sir 19:10.

273 (Bonaventure Commentary on Luke 22, 27) Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2058-59.
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Literature and the Christological passages of the New Testament (John 1:1-14 and
Phil 2:6-11, for example).?’*

3.5. Medieval Scholars: Conclusion

The findings for the medieval scholars are summarised in the same three
appendices mentioned in the Fathers of the Church: Conclusion, above. Appendix II:
Themes Apparent in Relevant Texts reveals that, while all themes are present, the only
theme found in all writers’ texts is the first theme (body and blood; elements change;
food and spiritual nourishment). All six themes are found in the last two of our writers,
Bonaventure and Thomas Aquinas. Their wide-ranging works reveal the ongoing
development of the church’s understanding of the Eucharist.

Appendix III reveals the depth of knowledge of Scripture. The medieval writers
continued the Patristic style of writing in their wide-ranging use of Scripture. Appendix
IV reveals that John’s proto-eucharistic pericope (John 6:51-59) is referenced by all the
writers in their discussions of the Eucharist. Luke’s and Paul’s accounts follow in a
number of writers using the texts in their discussions of the Eucharist.

We turn now to modern writers to investigate their writings on the Eucharist.

4. MODERN SCHOLARS

Having discovered above that there was no consensus on which Scripture
passages would best reveal the early church’s thought on the Eucharist, we turn to
modern scholars. This section begins with a brief discussion of three major eucharistic
works in order to outline the scriptural passages and approach each scholar used in his
work. Two of these three writers (Joachim Jeremias and Xavier Léon-Dufour) were

chosen because they are cited as authoritative sources on the Eucharist by other modern

274 Bonaventure, Commentary on Luke, 2251.
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scholars. The third (Stephen B. Clark) was chosen as the most recent scriptural
introduction to the Eucharist.

Following this discussion of the three major works, we will comment on other
modern works which touch on the Eucharist from an exegetical standpoint but have a
focus on one or another text in particular.

The purpose of this analysis is to highlight the fact that this project explores the
Eucharist in a way which respects existing scholarship and adds to the discussion. Further
details of the works discussed in this section will be presented in Chapter 4: Historical-
critical Analysis of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes.

4.1. Joachim Jeremias

The work of Joachim Jeremias, originally written in German, has been translated
into both English and French and is widely cited by other scholars.?’* In this work,
Jeremias explores many elements which lie beyond the scope of this project®’® but also
covers many aspects which shed light on a canonical approach to the Eucharist.””” He
studies the Eucharist by looking at the Last Supper accounts (Matt 26:17-30;

Mark 14:12-26; Luke 22:7-39; and John 13:1-30) and he takes a detailed look at Jesus’
words of institution (Matt 26:26-29; Mark 14:22-25; Luke 22:15-20; 1 Cor 11:23-25).278
He understands the passion account as an early story?’® and he compares the Last Supper

accounts in Mark, Luke, and John, concluding that the extant accounts reveal a

275 Joachim J eremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (trans. Arnold Ehrhardt; New York:

Macmillan, 1955).
® For example: attempts to harmonise the Synoptic accounts with that of John’s gospel, the

debate over the Last Supper as a Passover meal, and the search for the earliest text of Jesus’ words of
institution.

277 Such as: reasons for the lack of an Institution Narrative in John’s gospel, and the study of the
text of Luke’s gospel.

Interestingly, in this discussion Jeremias looks at only John 13:1-30, up to the point where

Judas leaves the table. The Scripture references are given at Jeremias, Fucharistic Words, 68, 106.

279 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 61-62.
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development of the tradition by the early communities.?®* In his opinion, Mark’s account
of the words of institution are the earliest, Luke’s longer text (including vv. 19b-20) is
original, and John 6:51¢-58 is not integral to the Bread of Life discourse but originated in
a pre-Johannine eucharistic homily.?%!

Joachim Jeremias uses four of the five proto-eucharistic pericopes in his oft-
quoted work on the Eucharist (ending Matthew, Mark, and Paul’s pericopes one verse
early, beginning Luke’s one verse later and ending it two verses earlier; he barely touches
on the Johannine pericope, perhaps because he views it as a “pre-Johannine eucharistic
homily.”?*? However, he has concerned himself with issues which do not enter into a
canonical approach, for example: searching for the earliest text and minimising the
discussion on texts deemed to be later additions.

4.2. Xavier Léon-Dufour

Writing in French, Xavier Léon-Dufour first identifies the two traditions of the
Last Supper: the cultic (in two strands: one at Matt 26:20-28 and Mark 14:17-24, and the
other at Luke 22:14-20 and 1 Cor 11:23-26) and the testamentary (at Luke 22:14-20 and
John 6:26-65).2%% He then explores the differences in these two traditions.?®* His
pericopes are defined as Matt 26:20-29; Mark 14:17-25; Luke 22:14-20; John 6:51-58;
and 1 Cor 11:23-26. He views the Bread of Life Discourse as eucharistic.?® In the
passages listed, only his Pauline account matches the proto-eucharistic pericope

boundaries chosen for this project.?®® As well as these pericopes, he included other

280 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 71.

281 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 73, 127-32.

282 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 73.

283 Xavier Léon-Dufour, Sharing the Eucharistic Bread: The Witness of the New Testament (trans.
Matthew J. O’Connell; New York: Paulist Press, 1982), 82—179.

284 X avier Léon-Dufour, Sharing the Eucharistic Bread, 183-277.

285 Xavier Léon-Dufour, Sharing the Eucharistic Bread, 260.

286 1 ¢on-Dufour’s Matthean pericope begins six verses earlier and ends one verse earlier; his
Marcan pericope begins five verses earlier and ends one verse earlier; his Lucan pericope begins at the
same verse but ends three verses earlier; his Johannine pericope begins at the same verse but ends one verse
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eucharistic texts such as John 2:1-11; 4:31-34; 5:53-54; 15:1-5; 19:34; and 21:9-13.

Not only does he not hold the texts together in the way which the canonical
approach would, he also includes many pericopes which this project does not include (see
section on categorising pericopes in the next chapter).

4.3. Stephen B. Clark

Stephen B. Clark’s Catholics and the Eucharist: A Scriptural Introduction
explores the Old Testament cultural roots of the Last Supper. He acknowledges the
ecumenical dialogue which has taken place in recent years but his primary intention in
this work is to help Catholics better understand and participate in the liturgy. Accepting
the eucharistic liturgy as the source and summit for Christians, he expounds the scriptural
basis for this understanding.?®” He points to Matt 26:20-30; Mark 14:17-26; Luke 22:14-
23; 1 Cor 11:23-26; and possibly John 6:51b as the most direct references to the
Eucharist, all of which need to be interpreted in the light of the Last Supper. In his
opinion, John 6:51-59 (more broadly, vv. 25-71); 1 Cor 10:14-22, 1 Cor 11:17-34, and
possibly Heb 13:9-16 contain instructions for the Eucharist. He interprets Acts 2:42, 46-
47;20:7-12 and Luke 24:13-43 as evidence that the Breaking of the Bread was a
eucharistic ceremony. In his opinion, further understanding of the Eucharist is found at
Luke 24:13-43; John 6:25-71 (especially vv. 51-59); 1 Cor 10:14-22; 1 Cor 11:17-34;
Heb 13:9-16; Acts 2:42, 46-47; 20:7-12; 27:35.%88

In summary, Clark presents a vast array of contexts for his study of the Eucharist:
in the New Testament he identifies verses which are the most direct references to the

Eucharist, those which provide instructions, and those which provide further

earlier.
287 Clark, Catholics and the Eucharist, 8—11.
288 Clark, Catholics and the Eucharist, 229.
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understanding; he then includes many other New Testament and many Old Testament
references to form the backdrop for his presentation. Clark has included the proto-
eucharistic pericopes but has not kept to a strictly systematic approach for identifying the
texts to be studied. Furthermore, he has not used the canonical approach which this
project will employ.?®’

4.4. Other Modern Studies

As well as these works which study the Eucharist at depth, single-pericope-
focussed studies are helpful because they reveal the divergent and even contradictory
elements of the early church’s practice. For example, Pauline scholarship has focussed on
1 Cor 11:23-26 and, while acknowledging the other eucharistic pericopes, does not treat
them together as would the canonical approach.?® Similarly, each of the Gospel texts has
been analysed in a stand-alone fashion.*”!

The canonical approach acknowledges these contradictions, holding them in
proper tension while seeking the mutual enlightening of the divergent strands of the
tradition found in the pericopes. The resultant picture allows an understanding of the

whole that is greater than the sum of the parts. The studies by Xavier Léon-Dufour and

289 Clark, Catholics and the Eucharist, 227-31.

290 william A. Beardslee, First Corinthians: A Commentary for Today (St. Louis, Mo.: Chalice
Press, 1994); Collins, First Corinthians; Bruce W. Winter, After Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of
Secular Ethics and Social Change (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001).

21 For Matthew, see: Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew (vol. 1 of Sacra Pagina;
Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1991). For Mark: Ben Witherington, The Gospel of Mark: A Socio-
Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001); John R. Donahue and Daniel J. Harrington, The
Gospel of Mark (vol. 2 of Sacra Pagina; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2002); Francis J. Moloney,
The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002); Morna Dorothy Hooker, The
Gospel According to Saint Mark (Black’s New Testament Commentaries 2; London: A&C Black, 1997);
James R. Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark (The Pillar New Testament Commentary; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2002). For Luke: Darrell L. Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53 (vol. 2 of Luke; Baker Exegetical
Commentary on the New Testament; Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1996). For John: Peder Borgen, “John 6:
Tradition, Interpretation and Composition,” in Critical Readings of John 6 (ed. R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf
Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation Series 22; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 95-127; Gary M. Burge, John (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 2000); Raymond E. Brown, An Introduction to the Gospel of John, in The Anchor
Bible Reference Library (Edited, updated, introduced, and concluded by Francis J. Moloney; ed. David
Noel Freedman; New York: Doubleday, 2003).
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Joachim Jeremias, while informative, do not present a synthesised theology of the
Eucharist based on exegesis of the texts considered relevant to this project (see below).
Each author has chosen his own set of texts to analyse and, as evident in the above lists,
the three authors do not agree on which texts bear detailed analysis.

4.5. Modern Scholars: Conclusion

We saw above that each of the three main modern authors has chosen biblical
texts for his exploration of the Eucharist with a particular focus in mind. Jeremias
attempts to identify the nature of the Last Supper meal, to link it to the Passion accounts,
to find the earliest text of the words of Institution of the Eucharist, and to understand the
meaning of those words of Jesus. Léon-Dufour explores what he calls the “witness” of the
New Testament to the Eucharist; he looks at the eucharistic practice of the early
Christians, the variety in those traditions, and the way each biblical author has presented
the Eucharist. Clark presents a scriptural introduction to the liturgical celebration of the
Eucharist from a Catholic perspective. He uses themes found in the liturgy to weave a
tapestry which reveals the Scripture behind the praxis. Rather than lowering the number
of pericopes that may be considered essential to a biblical study of the Eucharist, these
three authors, along with the authors of more narrowly focussed works, have added a vast
number of texts to the list for consideration. As mentioned at the beginning of this
section, their work will be utilised in Chapter 4: Historical-critical Analysis of the Proto-
eucharistic Pericopes.

As is evidenced by the myriad of pericopes chosen by scholars in their studies of
the Eucharist, one difficulty in the identification of texts for detailed analysis stems from
the fact that many pericopes in the New Testament are allusive of the Eucharist. The
importance of table fellowship to the Jewish culture of New Testament times is reflected
in Jesus’ ministry; that importance along with the many feeding miracle stories and the
meals reported in Acts and in Paul’s correspondence highlight the need for developing

criteria by which pericopes may be selected for this study.
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5. STATUS QUASTIONIS: CONCLUSION

We began this chapter with a look at early church writers and documents (from
Ignatius of Antioch (c. ca. 110) to Leo the Great (Pope 440-461). Their Scripture citations
are vast in number and include, not only the five proto-eucharistic pericopes, but also
many biblical books. While there are too many Scriptures to use in a systematic study, the
data did reveal six themes which could be used as a framework for further study.

The next major grouping of writers began with Radbertus and Ratramnus in the
early ninth century and ended with Bonaventure in the late 13th century. Again, their
Scripture citations and allusions are quite comprehensive and all six themes are present.
Interestingly, all of the medieval writers cite the Johannine proto-eucharistic pericope;
only Radbertus and Ratramnus fail to cite the Lucan and the Pauline proto-eucharistic
pericopes; and the Matthean and the Marcan proto-eucharistic pericopes are cited by
Bonaventure alone. The last section of the chapter reviewed three modern authors
(Joachim Jeremias, Xavier Léon-Durour, and Stephen B. Clark), each of whom cites at
least some portion of each of the proto-eucharistic pericopes.

This lengthy review of biblical exegetical work was undertaken in order to
identify a foundation upon which to build as well as to ensure that this study will add to
the existing scholarship. Rather than providing an obvious small set of pericopes to
analyse using the lenses of the canonical approach, the data reveals the extensive way in
which the eucharistic texts have been used by various authors and the vast number of
scriptural texts which they used in their work. The six themes which came to light in the
chronological presentation of this data provide a framework by which to organise this
study under the lenses of the canonical approach.

A project such as this must choose between an in-depth look at a few biblical texts
or a brief overview of many texts. The decision was made to choose an in-depth study of

a small number of biblical texts which would be representative of at least one early
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church community beyond those represented by the Institution Narratives. The rationale
used in identifying the five proto-eucharistic pericopes will be explained in the next

chapter.
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Chapter 2

Rationale for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes

1. INTRODUCTION

Having seen in Chapter 1 the wide-ranging discussions on the Eucharist in the
early church (wide-ranging both in terms of the Scripture passages used to discuss the
Eucharist and in the way the five proto-eucharistic pericopes were used in defence of
many arguments), we now need to explain the criteria by which the five proto-eucharistic
pericopes were identified. As demonstrated above, these early church discussions were
neither systematic nor tightly focussed on a few key biblical texts; most of the writings on
the Eucharist are found in texts written for other purposes and the writers used a vast
array of Scripture passages to make their points.

A doctoral thesis seeking to uncover the New Testament understanding of the
Eucharist requires a more systematic approach than has been found in the literature to
date. This systematic approach needs to utilise a reasonable number of pericopes which
together represent the communities of the early church and their collections of scriptural
revelations concerning key elements of their faith. This chapter will discuss the various
aspects involved in choosing the five proto-eucharistic pericopes in this project. It will
begin by presenting a way of systematically categorising the many eucharistic pericopes
in the New Testament. After identifying the five proto-eucharistic pericopes through this
categorisation, the language and anthropological issues of 0dp&, odpa, and oipa will be
explored. After reviewing the use of these terms, scholarship about the eucharistic or not-
eucharistic nature of John 6:51-59 will be investigated. Finally, the particular boundaries

chosen for each of the five proto-eucharistic pericopes will be explained.
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2. CATEGORISING THE EUCHARISTIC PERICOPES

In order to select the most pertinent pericopes for this present study in uncovering
the biblical understanding of the Eucharist, it is important to develop a way to classify the
many references to meals in the New Testament. The importance of table fellowship in
Jesus’ ministry along with the fact that, while many meals are reported in the New
Testament, the Last Supper takes on a unique role must be acknowledged. An
investigation into how the Last Supper accounts differ from other meal accounts reveals
several criteria: the Institution Narratives are the only meal accounts which report what
food and drink was consumed; the words spoken and actions described point to cultic
expression; there are testamentary elements in one of the Institution Narratives; and the
words evoke remembrance of Old Testament sacrifices. Having identified these key
elements of the texts most intimately related to the Eucharist, other meal accounts may be
categorised into concentric circles as explained below and presented in chart and diagram
form in Appendix V: Categorising the Eucharistic Pericopes of the New Testament.

Circle One: The outermost circle contains the most general table-fellowship
pericopes which show the importance of meals and communion for the community. As
well, at this level are located the feeding miracle pericopes, and the meals shared by the
disciples with the earthly as well as with the risen Jesus. These pericopes, with their lack
of cultic, testamentary, or sacrificial language, confirm the importance of the meal in the
culture as well as highlighting the special nature of the Last Supper. Scholars today
recognise that the feeding-miracle stories, in particular, are re-readings of the Last Supper

account because their use of vocabulary is similar to that of the Institution Narratives.'

! There are two feeding miracle stories presented in the Gospels: the feeding of the 5,000 (found in
Matt 14:13-21; Mark 6:32-44;Luke 9:10-17; and John 6:1-13) and the feeding of the 4,000 (found in Matt
15:32-39 and Mark 8:1-10). Raymond Brown points out the Mark’s readers would have understood the
feeding miracle as a foreshadowing of the Last Supper. Raymond E. Brown, An Introduction to the New
Testament (New York: Doubleday, 1997), 136. Luke Timothy Johnson states: “Like the other evangelists,
Luke has the feeding miracle point forward to the Last Supper of Jesus with his disciples.” Luke Timothy
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The evangelists were using the taking, blessing, breaking, and giving “formula” in order
to bring to their audiences’ minds the crucial events of the Last Supper.

Circle Two: Moving inwards, the next circle contains John’s Last Supper account
which represents a testamentary tradition without the cultic nature found in the Institution
Narratives and lacks sacrificial language. No other New Testament pericope has these
same characteristics with the result that John’s Last Supper account stands in a circle of
its own.

Circle Three: While John’s Last Supper does not contain an Institution Narrative,
earlier in John’s gospel, within the Bread of Life discourse, there is sacrificial language
(08pE and alpa) linked with bread (John 6:51-59). This pairing of sacrificial language
and bread means that this pericope is closer to the Institution Narrative pericopes than is
John’s Last Supper account and therefore belongs in a circle of its own closer to the
Institution Narratives.

Circle Four: Finally, the inner-most circle contains the Institution Narratives (Matt
26:26-30; Mark 14:22-26; Luke 22:14-23; and 1 Cor 11:23-26) with their direct links to
the events of the Last Supper. They contain sacrificial language (o@pa and aipa),
references to both bread and wine, and cultic aspects in the form of descriptions of words
and actions along with an expectation that the ritual be repeated.

“Problem” Pericopes: There are two pericopes, Paul’s address to the Corinthian
community on liturgical abuses (1 Cor 10:14-17) and Luke’s account of the disciples’
encounter with the Risen Jesus on the road to Emmaus (Luke 24:30-31), which do not fit
easily into these four circles. These two pericopes contain cultic language, “take, bless,

break, and give,” which places them closer to the Institution Narratives than the first

Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (vol. 3 of Sacra Pagina; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1991), 149.
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circle mentioned above. However, because in both cases the cultic words are reported by
the author rather than being spoken by Jesus, these two pericopes belong to a circle
between the two Johannine circles.

In conclusion, for this project, the two inner-most circles suffice: first, the
pericopes located in these circles are the only meals reported in the New Testament with
details of the food and drink consumed; and secondly, each contains strong sacrificial
language (either odpa or adpé& along with alpa) linked to bread or to bread and wine
spoken by Jesus himself. Put succinctly, these pericopes contain cultic, testamentary, or
sacrificial language placed on the lips of Jesus. The remaining circles provide a backdrop
or a context within which to ground the analysis and therefore do not need to be a part of
the detailed study of this project.

The inclusion of John raises two issues which need investigation: first, the silence
of John’s gospel regarding an Institution Narrative. Rather than focussing on John’s Last
Supper account, John 6:51-59 will be accepted as a part of the structural unit known as
the Bread of Life discourse and will be analysed to reveal its clear eucharistic overtones
with connections to the Prologue of John’s gospel and to Old Testament sacrifices.
Another issue, which we will investigate first, involves the difference in language
between the Institution Narratives and John’s gospel, namely the use of o@pa in the
Institution Narratives and odp§& in John.

3. LANGUAGE AND ANTHROPOLOGICAL ISSUES

Having identified the five proto-eucharistic pericopes to be used in this project, in
this section we will explore the Old Testament roots of the words and then the way c®pa,
cbp€, and oipa are used in the New Testament, particularly in the eucharistic texts. This
exploration is necessary because of the fact that, while all accounts use aipo, only John’s
gospel pericope uses cap§ rather than odpa in speaking of the elements. These pairings

appear to be indicative of a sacrificial nature in the accounts. In considering these terms,
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it must be kept in mind that none of the authors was writing an anthropological text. As
Robert Jewett says, in a particular reference to Paul’s use of anthropological terms
(including o®po, capé, and alpa), it is to be understood that Paul uses the terms to
support his arguments while respecting the particular usages of these words by his
dialogue partners.2 While much could be said on this topic, the main purpose of this
exploration is to justify the use of the Johannine proto-eucharistic text (which uses cép&
and aipo) in conjunction with the Institution Narratives (which use c®pa and aipe). For
each word, we will begin with the lexical definition before exploring its use in the
Septuagint (LXX) and then in Paul, the Synoptic Gospels, and John.

3.1. Zopa

We begin with the word c®pa because it is the word used in each of the four
Institution Narratives. According to Walter Bauer’s A Greek-English Lexicon, the word
has five general meanings: 1) “body of a human being or animal, body”; 2) in the plural,
“slaves”; 3) “plant and seed structure, body”; 4) “substantive reality, the thing itself, the
reality”; and 5) “a unified group of people, body.”® Eduard Schweizer, in his entry c@po
in the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament,* explores the many nuanced
meanings of the word as it is used in the Old and New Testaments as well as in extra-
biblical texts. These meanings will be examined in the sections below which look at

various texts within the Bible.

2 Robert Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms: A Study of Their Use in Conflict Settings
(Arbeiten zur Geschichte des Antiken Judentums und des Urchristentums 10; Leiden: Brill, 1971), 24-25.

3 Frederick William Danker, ed., A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature: Based on Walter Bauer’s (3d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 983—
84 Hereafter BDAG.

4 Eduard Schweizer, “oc®ua,” in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 7 (trans.
Geoffrey W. Bromiley; ed. Gerhard Friedrich and Geoffrey W. Bromiley; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1971), 1024-94.



96

3.1.1. Zdpua in the Septuagint (LXX)

In the LXX, the Greek word cdpa is used to translate several Hebrew words and
concepts. The hebraic world-view is holistic, with no concept of a physical body as a
discrete entity; rather, the person is viewed as “an animated body rather than an
incarnated soul.” In the LXX, o®pa is used for 13 Hebrew words and cognates:® 13,
XY, M3, a3, M3, and 139 are among them.” In the Old Testament, the body and the soul
are not used in contrast to one another; rather, body is soul in its outward appearance (in
other words, a person is a body; a person does not iave a body). The flesh and soul each
refer to the whole person with the terms belonging together but distinct. The soul
interpenetrates the body and its members so that the terms “animated body” and
“incarnated soul” do not oppose each other. The LXX uses these terms for parts referring
to the whole (synecdoche use) as well as presenting a complementary relationship
between body and heart rather than identity.® There is a clear anthropological duality in
Jewish intertestamentary literature expressed in contrasting pairs of words: sarx/pneuma;
soma/psyche; body/soul.” However, although they are using Greek concepts, they do not
take on the full dualism of Hellenism. In intertestamentary Jewish literature, evil is in the
body and after death the body returns to earth while the soul returns to God who lent the
soul to the body.!? According to Josephus, the Essenes held that the whole person is body
and soul; according to the Pharisees, the soul is immortal (and if good, it goes to another

body after death); Sadducees, thought that souls perish with the body; while Philo,

3 Robert H. Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology with Emphasis on Pauline Anthropology 29
(Society for New Testament Studies Monograph Series 29; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1976), 119.
6 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 117.
7 For example, in Gen 47:18; Dan 4:30; Isa 38:17; Job 20:25; Deut 21:23. Schweizer, “TDNT Vol.
”1044— 5 Note: the ™3, in Schweizer should read m3.
Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 16— 23 117-34.
Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 87-1009.
10 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 87.



97

maintained a body/soul duality, to the extent that the soul fills the body during the day but
refreshes itself in heaven while the body sleeps.!! In summary, the dualism is simple:
body and soul are needed for normal life; a person is body plus soul/spirit, united but
divisible; the body is not corrupt per se; the body and soul share in the evil and in the
glory of the person; and body and soul are reunited at the resurrection.'?

3.1.2. Zua in Paul

In this section, we look in particular at Paul’s two canonical letters to the
Corinthians. The Institution Narrative appears in 1 Corinthians which is among Paul’s
earlier letters. Of Paul’s 74 uses of cdua, 56 appear in the Corinthian letters.!* Robert
Jewett maintains that differences in Paul’s usage of cdua arose from the development of
Paul’s thought and his respectful consideration of the different levels of theological
understanding in his addressees.'*

In his earlier correspondence, including 1 Corinthians, Paul is countering the
Corinthians’ rejection of moral discipline and their belief in future bodily resurrection.
Paul asserts the importance of the subjugation of the physical body of the individual in
view of the coming eschatological judgment in order to refute the gnostic image of the
body as enemy. For Paul, participation in the sacrament involves exclusive participation
in the body and blood of Christ. He uses c®pa as a technical term: as the concrete
observable body of Christ in the sacramental bread, and also as the unity between the
person and Christ established by cultic participation. So, c®pa encompasses the whole
person in corporeal relationship with others and with God. Our bodies are the basis of

corporeal relationships, the chosen seat of the divine spirit, and as such are not irrelevant

1 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 90-91.
12 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 87-109.
13 Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms, 254.
14 Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms, 24-25.
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to our salvation."

For Paul, disorderly innovations are guarded against by Christ’s bodily presence
in the sacrament. Paul shows that Christ establishes a sphere of judgment and grace
encompassing the celebration of the Lord’s Supper stating: “I received from the Lord”

(1 Cor 11:23) and then referring to the time of Christ’s return (1 Cor 11:26).'6

Citing other authors, Robert Gundry points out that the way Paul uses c®pa is a
key to his anthropology. He uses o®pa to characterise the whole person and as the first
person personal pronoun, not just as the more narrow physical aspect of the person; thus
he uses it to represent the whole or as a figurative term for the person. R. Bultmann points
out that a person does not have a c®po but is a cdpa. For W. D. Stacey, c®po more
completely identifies the personality than does cép&, mvedua, or yoyn. It may be used as a
personal pronoun, but has only limited use as reference to the whole person. In Stacey’s
opinion, yuyr and cdpg are linked to one’s bondage to sin and to one’s service to Christ,
but not to one’s share in the resurrection; tvedua is linked to one’s service to Christ and
in the resurrection; but one is c®pa in all these areas. M. E. Dahl asserts that c®pa is the
totality of the person, while mvedua is the person divinely alive, cap& refers to one’s
subjection to weakness, and yvyn is a person alive but subject to demonic powers. For
X. Léon-Dufour, cdpa does not mean the collection of physical organs which make up
the person. L. Cerfaux states that cdpa can be either spirit or flesh, while A. M. Hunter
writes: “the body /as rather than is a material means of expression, and in the
resurrection the body will be given a mode of ‘self-expression and power to communicate

with others.””!”

15 Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms, 279-87.
16y ewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms, 254-78.
17 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 3-8.
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Pauline anthropology is distinctly un-Hellenistic; he picks up the Hebrew concept
of the person as a unity, resisting any body/soul opposition. His terms include: odpa,
odpE, mvedua, Yuxy, kapdia, vodg, Stdvola, dpryv, 6 Zow dvBpwmog.'® Paul tends to
use odp& when referring to evil but this does not reflect a physical substance. For him,
o®ua is never evil; rather it refers to the organisation of physical substance. For Paul,
both the corporeal and non-corporeal are essential with neither one superior to the other.
While he is uninterested in anthropology per se, a duality is evident in his thought.

For Paul, the flesh is identified with evil and the dichotomy has to do with the
unregenerated person. In his thought, God does not save half a person (i.e., the mind with
no physical expression); nor does Paul consider the human spirit as distinct from the
body. While he consistently uses odpa for the physical body and cépé for the person’s
tendency to sin, c@pa takes on theological importance only in the context of the
discussion. He does not use the words in a carefully analytical way; he is summarising
and using the terminology of the communities with which he is corresponding. For him,
the whole person is the unity of his parts.'’

Paul’s references to the body as a whole rather than the body as an individual,
according to Jewish thought, points to Greek influence.?’ The use of c®po. in Paul’s
writings encompasses many concepts: the body of Christ (the body given for believers,
the figurative use for the community, and the special use in the eucharistic passages), the
body which is separate from the spiritual realm, a body which will be resurrected, and the
body given for believers.?! Before leaving Paul’s use of cdpo it is necessary to state once

again that Paul continued to develop his use of the word in later writings*? but this

18 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 83-7.

19 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 135-56.

20'Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 1058.

21 Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 1060-81.

22 As just one example, Paul uses odpa in place of cdp& in Rom 8:13 “For if you live according to
the flesh, you will die, but if by the spirit you put to death the deeds of the body, you will live.” Jeremias,
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development need not concern this project because the Pauline proto-Eucharistic pericope
appears in the First Letter to the Corinthians which belongs to his earlier writing.

3.1.3. Zua in the Synoptics and Books outside Paul and John

In other New Testament writings, c®po refers to the whole person while retaining
a physical orientation.”* Z®ua is used in the “normal” sense of corpse and is used for the
body of Jesus (Mark 15:43 and parallels) with a sense that the dead o®pa can be raised
(Mark 14:18 and parallels).?* There is a duality of flesh and spirit and a metaphor for
corporeal and incorporeal states evident in these references which often refer to a partitive
rather than a monaditic unity.?® In death, the body and the soul/spirit separate and the
body undergoes dissolution. There is much evidence for such dichotomous wording in the
Synoptic Gospels, Hebrews, and 1 Peter, but not in 1&2 John or Jude.?® In particular,
o®dpo is used in Heb 10:5,10; 13:11 as well as in 1 Peter 2:24 to refer to the death and
resurrection of Jesus with an emphasis on his conscious offering of his body as a
sacrifice.?’

3.1.4. Zua in John

Given that the proto-eucharistic pericope in John uses cdp& and that this section

of the thesis seeks to justify its inclusion with the Institution Narratives (which use

Eucharistic Words, 141.

23 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 25-28.

24 Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 1057.

2 For example, in the statement: “But what comes out of the mouth proceeds from the heart, and
this defiles a man” (Matt 15:18; par. Mark 7:20-23) the mouth refers to the physical body and the heart to
the inner person. A similar duality is seen in “our hearts sprinkled clean from an evil conscience and our
bodies washed with pure water” Heb 10:22; and in the quote from Isa 29:13 found in Matt 15:8 (and
Mark 7:6): “This people honours me with their lips, but their heart is far from me.” In the letter of James,
the physical body is partitively referred to as “hands” while the inner person is “heart” or “mind”: “Cleanse
your hands, you sinners, and purify your hearts, you men of double mind” (James 4:8). Gundry, Soma in
Biblical Theology, 111-12.

26 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 110-6.

27 Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 1058.
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o®dpa), we must now consider how John uses odpa. As mentioned above, cdpa can be
used with the sense of a body which can be raised again, and five of John’s six uses of the
word have this meaning.® The one other use is found at John 2:21 where, after Jesus
predicts that the temple will be raised again in three days, the narrator explains that Jesus
“was speaking of the temple of his body.”?* This reference to the resurrection links it to
the Institution Narratives where Jesus refers to coming back again.

3.1.5. Zua: Conclusion

Having seen that the word c®pa has many uses in the New Testament, but that its
use in the proto-eucharistic pericopes appears to anticipate Christ’s coming passion as a
sacrifice, we now turn to a similar exploration of the word cdp&.

3.2. Zapé

A survey of uses of the word cdp& will help to clarify the use of this term in
John’s Bread of Life discourse in place of the Institution Narratives’ c®pa. According to
BDAG, the word has five general meanings: 1) “the material that covers the bones of a
human or animal body, flesh”, 2) “the physical body as a functioning entity, body,
physical body”; 3) “one who is or becomes a physical being, /iving being with flesh”; 4)
“human/ancestral connection, human/mortal nature, earthly descent”’; and 5) “the
outward side of life.”** According to the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
the word cdp& has many meanings which will be explored within the sections below.

3.2.1. Xap¢ in the Septuagint (LXX)

As with odpo, odpé is used to translate more than one word in the Hebrew

Scripture. Among them are %2 and “X¥ both of which are also translated using cdpao.

28 Jesus’ body after the crucifixion is called odua in John 19:31, 38(twice), 40; and 20:12.
29 Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 1058.
39 Danker, BDAG, 914-16.
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With the Greek language comes the distinction between a body (cép&) and the whole (for
which cdpa suffices).’!

3.2.2. Xap in Paul

Paul uses the word cdp€ in several ways: as the muscular part of the body
denoting the whole of a person’s physical existence; as a contrast between the earthly and
the heavenly spheres; and as the subject of sin.>?

3.2.3. Zap¢ in Synoptics and Acts

Used sparingly in the Synoptic Gospels, cap& denotes the limitations of the
person as compared to God while maintaining the Old Testament concept of the person as
a whole and contrasting the corporeal and non-corporeal worlds.** In Acts 2 the word is
used in three verses: vv.17 and 26 which are contained within quotations of Joel 3:1-5
and Ps 16:8-11 respectively; and in v. 31, referring to Ps 16:10, and indicating the
incorruptibility of Jesus’ body.**

3.2.4. Xap&in John

John, in contrast to Paul, uses cdpé relatively rarely in the Gospel. Of the 13
usages, six are in the proto-eucharistic pericope section (6:51-59) while the remainder
appear in five other passages. John uses it to speak of the blindness of those who,

knowing Jesus’ origins, fail to recognise him as the Messiah. For John, cdp& refers to the

3 Iip32 is translated odpé 145 times, kpéag 79 times, odpa 23 times, and ypog 14 times; and WY

is translated oikelog 7 times, cdpé 5 times, and odpa 4 times. Eduard Schweizer, “cdpé&,” in Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 7 (trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley; ed. Gerhard Friedrich and Geoffrey
W. Bromiley; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971), 108

32 A few examples of Paul’s usage: Rom 1:3; 8:13; 1 Cor 7:1, 28; 10:18; 15:39; 2 Cor 4:11; 12:7;
Gal 4:23; 5:18; Phil 3:3. Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 125-35.

33 Mark 10:8 and Luke 3:6 (and their parallels) contain Old Testament quotes using capé&; in
Mark 13:20 the word refers to a person; and in Matt 16:17, Mark 14:38, and Luke 24:39 the use of cap§
refers to the weakness of the person. Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 124.

4 “he foresaw and spoke of the resurrection of the Messiah, that neither was he abandoned to the

netherworld nor did his flesh see corruption” Ac 2:31. Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 124.
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earthly sphere in contrast to the wvedpa. In the Johannine epistles, the Son of God comes
in the flesh.*

3.2.5. Zap&: Conclusion

We have explored the use of cép& and demonstrated that cdp& and ocdpa are to
some extent interchangeable. However, these two terms are also used in conjunction with
alpa and so we must look at one more word (oipo ) and then investigate the pairing of
these terms.

3.3. Ailpa Used in Conjunction with Z@pa or Xapé

Finally, we look at the word aipa. According to BDAG, the word has three
general meanings: 1) “blood as a basic component of an organism, blood”; 2) blood as
constituting the life of an individual, /ife-blood, blood’; and 3) “the (apocalyptic) red
color, whose appearance in heaven indicates disaster, blood.”*® In addition to these three
meanings, Johannes Behm, in his article in the Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament, gives two other meanings: 1) the violently-ended life and 2) the theologically
significant sacrificial death of Jesus.?’ In this thesis the word oipo is important only in its
use in conjunction with either cdpa or cépé, and so we will not explore these uses of the
word on its own.

Having explored the use of the individual terms c®pa, cépé, and aipo, we now
look at the terms in pairs: cdpo with oipa and capé with aipa. In Old Testament texts
not found in the Hebrew canon, a new concept appears: that of a person as flesh (cdpé)

and blood.*® A similar pairing, but of c®ua rather than cép& with aiua, is without parallel

33 Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 138-41.

3% Danker, BDAG, 26-27.

37 Johannes Behm, “oipe,” in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 1 (trans.
Geoffrey W. Bromiley; ed. Gerhard Kittel and Geoffrey W. Bromiley; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1964), 172-76.

38 For example in Sir 14:18; 17:31; 23:17; and Wis 12:5. Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 109.
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outside the Institution Narratives. In this case, even an Aramaic equivalent to either of
o®dpo or odpé would not normally be used with the sacrificial overtone of blood.

The o®pa - oipa reference originally would have been to the person of Jesus: at
the Lord’s Supper, Jesus is giving his body (cd®pa) to the community by going to his
death (spilling his aipo). The body and the blood sayings were later assimilated by the
community; “originally c®pa, like alpa, denoted the whole person of Jesus, cdua as the
L in its totality, aipo as the I in the act of dying.”’

For Eduard Schweizer, it is likely that the developing eucharistic theology which
places c®pa in parallel with oipa reveals the growing understanding that Jesus offers his
body on the cross for believers.*? In the eucharistic texts, where the interpretation T Vrép
ou@v is added to odpo, the emphasis becomes the act of Jesus’ offering rather than on
the substance of his body.*!

In the “words of institution” c®pa is taken to mean more than the physical body.
Jesus’ words: “This is my o®pa, this is my oipa” add up to “my flesh and blood” as
reference to whole person. For Joachim Jeremias, body/flesh and blood refer to the two
component parts of the body which are separated when sacrificed; therefore, there is an
emphasis on Jesus’ coming violent death.*? The sacrificial aspect also comes from the
presence of blood which Israelites were not allowed to consume as it was thought to carry
life (Deut 12:23).

When Paul pairs it as cap& kai oipa, he means the person “who can pass on

theological insight, religious experience, or ecclesiastical tradition.”* There are two other

39 Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 1059.

40'schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 1067.

41'schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 1067.

42 Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 25-28.

43 These are found at: “I tell you this, brethren: flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God,
nor does the perishable inherit the imperishable” 1 Cor 15:50; “I did not confer with flesh and blood”
Gal 1:16; and “For we are not contending against flesh and blood, but against the principalities, against the
powers, against the world rulers of this present darkness, against the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the
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New Testament occurrences of this phrase (Matt 16:17 and Heb 2:14) which point to the
extremes of humanity.** While John does not use the phrase cépé kai oipo, he does
connect the ideas of eating flesh and drinking blood within the proto-eucharistic pericope.
These uses will be investigated in the section on John 6:51-58 as a eucharistic text.

3.4. Anthropological and Language Issues: Conclusion

We have seen in the above sections that there was considerable fluidity in the use
of these anthropological terms. Paul’s use of these terms in the first letter to the
Corinthians stands at the early stages of his understanding of these issues, and is
determined by his correspondents: he was addressing his unease about the way the
community was celebrating the Lord’s Supper.

In the wider biblical tradition, other writers also use the terms c®pao and capg as
synonyms.* As well, John uses 6p& only rarely outside the section of the Bread of Life
discourse whose inclusion with the Institution Narratives is debated but which is being
upheld in this thesis.

We have explored the use of the three Greek words, cdpa, capE, and aipo, along
with their pairings: c®pa with alpa and cépé with aipa, and demonstrated that John’s
use of oap& rather than the Institution Narratives’ cdpa does not constitute a significant
reason to object to the inclusion of John 6:51-58 with the four Institution Narratives in
this project. However, before continuing, we must turn to a closer look at other aspects of

these verses in order to justify their inclusion along with the four Institution Narratives.

heavenly ﬁlaces” Eph 6:12. Schweizer, “TDNT Vol. 7,” 128.
John R. Kohlenberger, et al., The Greek English Concordance to the New Testament with the
New International Version (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1997), 680.

4 “BéAn yap xupiou &v TG oduati pod ZoTiv, dv 6 Bupdg adTOV Ekmivel pou TO alpa: ETav
dpEwpat AoAeiv, kevtoloi pe” “For the arrows of the Almighty pierce me, and my spirit drinks in their
poison; the terrors of God are arrayed against me” Job 6:4 LXX; and “The bodies of the animals whose
blood the high priest brings into the sanctuary as a sin offering are burned outside the camp” Heb 13:11.
Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 141.
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4. THE USE OF JOHN 6 AS A EUCHARISTIC TEXT

The choice of the Institution Narratives for this project has dictated the inclusion
of the traditions of the Matthean, Marcan, Lucan, and Pauline communities. In spite of
the absence of an Institution Narrative in John’s Last Supper account, the Johannine
community should be represented. John 6 presents, not only John’s Feeding Miracle
pericope (vv. 1-15), but also the Bread of Life discourse (vv. 22-59); together, these
pericopes reveal the Johannine community’s eucharistic experience. The Feeding Miracle
(as seen above in section 2 of this chapter) fits into a circle far removed from that of the
Institution Narratives because it lacks the specific characteristics of the innermost circles.
However, another portion of John 6 may offer a way to include the Johannine eucharistic
experience in this project.

The intent of this section is to investigate the relationship between John 6 and the
Eucharist in order to justify its use in this project as a proto-eucharistic pericope. John 6
is a complex chapter which is literarily synchronic and rhetorically diachronic.*® This
combination of synchronic and diachronic features is echoed in the canonical approach
being used in this project as will be seen below in Chapter 3: Methodology. John 6, in its
structure and theology, invites a response to Jesus as the revelation of God’s saving
initiative. This response may involve a letting go of preconceived conclusions as one

searches for the meaning beyond the text.*’

John 6 is based on a Synoptic-like tradition
and initial research for this project revealed that, rather than using the whole of chapter 6

or the whole of the Bread of Life discourse (vv. 22-59), the focus needed to be on the so

46 The phrase “Literarily synchronic and rhetorically diachronic” highlights the complexities of
John 6. Its synchronic features are revealed literarily by looking to its unity by which chapter 6 preserves an
oral tradition in which Jesus addresses the misunderstandings of his varying audiences in order to answer
the issues of concern to the Johannine community of the time. However, these explanations are also
intended for future generations thus revealing its diachronic nature. Paul N. Anderson, “The Sitz im Leben
of the Johannine Bread of Life Discourse and Its Evolving Context,” in Critical Readings of John 6 (ed. R.
Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation Series 22; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 58.

47 Anderson, “Sitz im Leben,” 58-59.
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called eucharistic interpolation*® (vv. 51¢c-58) of the discourse. These verses are addressed
to the Jews in the synagogue at Capernaum and have a theme of rejection. The remarks
on the bread are found in vv. 35-59 with a parallel in Mark 8:14-21.%

We will proceed with an investigation of the nine arguments or aspects about the
nature of John 6.>° Each has been used by scholars on both sides of the not-eucharistic /
eucharistic debate. Each aspect will be presented in the same manner: a brief statement of
the argument itself, the not-eucharistic use of it, the eucharistic use of it including
refutations of the not-eucharistic positions presented, and a brief summary of the material
presented.

4.1. John 6:51-58 not a Late Addition

This argument is very succinct: scholars determine the nature (not-eucharistic /
eucharistic) of this section through the assertion that they are original to John’s gospel.
With this definition in mind, we proceed with an investigation of those who uphold the
not-eucharistic nature based on the verses not being a late addition.

According to James Dunn, vv. 51¢c-59 must be examined for originality prior to
investigating the possibility of their eucharistic nature. He held that most scholars
attribute eucharistic content to these verses based on the assumption of their late addition
to the Gospel of John. For him, a metaphorical interpretation demonstrates the
consistency of the verses with the rest of the chapter and he posits that the verses do not

in fact contain enough language differences to warrant an attribution to a later

48 Anderson, “Sitz im Leben,” 5.
4 John Painter, “Jesus and the Quest for Eternal Life,” in Critical Readings of John 6 (ed. R. Alan
Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation Series 22; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 61-63.

The nine arguments or aspects are: 1) John 6:51-58 is not a late addition; 2) John 6:51-58 is a
late addition; 3) its midrashic style; 4) various language clues including the consistency of the language and
the commonalities with the Institution Narratives; 5) the timing and the context; 6) the contrast between it
and the Lord’s Supper; 7) the lack of an Institution Narrative in John’s gospel; 8) its interpretation literally
or metaphorically; and 9) the Didache and Patristic interpretation.
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ecclesiastical redactor. Therefore, in his opinion, because the verses are not a late
addition, the passage cannot be eucharistic.’!

Paul Anderson agrees with James Dunn’s position that a eucharistic interpretation
for vv. 51¢c-58 would require the verses to be an interpolation. He sees John 6 as a unit
with testing as a motif, concluding that vv. 51c-58 are neither eucharistic nor an
interpolation. He views v. 51c as a concluding clause for the blunt reference to the cross;
eating and drinking Jesus’ flesh and blood involved understanding and accepting his
willingness to go to the cross for the life of the world.>? John’s concern is not
sacramental; like Ignatius, he strives to hold the community together in the face of
persecution.>

Other scholars, by contrast, maintain that by the very fact that these verses are not
a late addition to John’s gospel, the section is eucharistic. Johannes Beutler, Rudolf
Schnackenburg, and Peder Borgen posit that vv. 52-58 are not a late addition to the Bread
of Life discourse. Citing the well-formed chiastic structure of chapter 6 with the Bread of
Life discourse at the centre (see Appendix VI: Structure of John 6 and of the Bread of
Life Discourse) and given that the discourse has no central portion, its first and last
sections present the key to its understanding. The strong linguistic connection between v.
27 and vv. 51-58 allows a eucharistic interpretation of the feeding miracle; the eating and
drinking of the flesh and blood of the Son of Man is the outward, visible form by which

the members of the community practice their faith in Jesus.>* The view that vv. 51-58 are

31 James D. G. Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” New Testament Studies 17 (1971): 328.

32 Anderson, “Sitz im Leben,” 3-6.

33 John accomplishes this through the community, Ignatius through the ministry of one bishop.
Anderson, “Sitz im Leben,” 7.

>4 Furthermore, the dialogue with the disciples (vv. 1-16, 16-21 and vv. 60-65, 66-71), reveals
evidence of John’s “pragmatic interest” in encouraging the disciples to move from a faith based on seeing
concrete signs to one based on Jesus’ words. Johannes Beutler, “The Structure of John 6,” in Critical
Readings of John 6 (ed. R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation Series 22; Leiden:

Brill, 1997), 122, 124, 126-7.



109

integral to the discourse means that they may have been planned as eucharistic. This also
may reveal development on two levels at once (personal and sacramental) or it may reveal
a progression from a christological metaphor to a particular eucharistic use.” Linguistic
clues indicate that vv. 31-58 are a unified whole.*
In 1996, R. Alan Culpepper held that vv. 51c-58 may be either original or the
product of the redactor.’” However, in 1997, with his editorial comments in Critical
Readings of John 6, he concluded that the verses are original:
One of the chief contributions of this collection of essays, therefore, is to
reverse the long-held view that John 6:51¢-58 is a later redactional
insertion that jarringly introduces a eucharistic interpretation of the bread
of life theme. The continuities of theme and language are much stronger
than was previously assumed, meaning that these verses should now be
read as an integral part of the discourse.*®

His conclusion seems sound; the verses are integral to the chapter and can no longer be

seen as an addition by the ecclesiastical redactor.

As seen above, some scholars have used the assertion that the verses are integral
to the chapter in order to conclude that they cannot be eucharistic. Their logic appears to
proceed as follows: first, scholars have attributed these verses to the ecclesiastical
redactor; and second, the intent of the addition was to introduce a eucharistic sense to
John 6; however, these verses were not added by the ecclesiastical redactor; therefore,

they are not eucharistic. This logic is faulty as it ignores the many clues to the eucharistic

nature of the whole chapter and the consistency of these verses to the rest of the chapter.

33 Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to St John: Commentary on Chapters 5—12 (ed.
Francis McDonagh, et al.; vol. 2 of Herder’s Theological Commentary on the New Testament; trans. Cecily
Hastings; New York: Crossroad, 1982), 58.

36 For Borgen, the explanation of v. 31b demonstrates that Jesus is the bread that came down from
heaven, he is the manna-miracle, he is the Son of Man. Borgen, “John 6: Tradition, Interpretation and
Composition,” 109, 114.

S7R. Alan Culpepper and C. Clifton Black, Exploring the Gospel of John: In Honor of D. Moody
Smith (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 212.

S8 R. Alan Culpepper, “John 6: Current Research in Retrospect,” in Critical Readings of John 6
(ed. R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation Series 22; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 253.
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4.2. John 6:51-58 a Late Addition

Intriguingly, scholars use the exact opposite of the first argument to come to their
decision as to the nature of the pericope. In this view, the very fact that the verses are a
late addition leads to the scholar’s determination of the not-eucharistic/eucharistic nature
of the pericope.

The pericope is deemed not eucharistic simply because it is a late addition.
According to Diana Swancutt, Bultmann maintains that the use of TpWyw (an intensive
verb “to consume” or “to munch”), indicates an addition by the redactor.’® For Maarten
Menken, imposing a eucharistic interpretation on vv. 51¢-58 ignores the connecting
function of v. 51c and the structure of the whole Bread of Life discourse. He maintains
that v. 51c (with its kai . . . 8¢£) marks vv. 51¢-58 as an addition. Citing the dialogues
with Nicodemus (3:1-21) and with the Samaritan woman (4:1-42), as well as the Good
Shepherd pericope (10:1-18), and in fact, the Gospel as a whole, he maintains that the
discourse follows a very typical Johannine progression.*

On the other hand, the pericope is deemed eucharistic by virtue of the fact that, if
vv. 51b-58 are viewed as the work of the redactor, Jesus’ reply (v. 53) necessarily refers
to the Lord’s Supper because of the addition of drinking blood to eating flesh.®! The

Lord’s Supper provides the ¢dppakov d0avaciag as is clearly shown in v. 54.9 The

% Found only in John 6:54, 56, 57, 58, and 13:18. Diana M. Swancutt, Hungers Assuaged by the
Bread from Heaven: ‘Eating Jesus’ as Isaian Call to Belief: The Confluence of Isaiah 55 and Psalm 78(77)
in John 6:22-71, in Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel: Investigations and Proposals
(JSNT Slé]gplement Series 148; Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 220.

Maarten Menken sees an intensification of the message of the salvific nature of Jesus’ death in
the Bread of Life Discourse which he also notes in the dialogue with Nicodemus (3:1-21), the Samaritan
woman (4:1-42), the Good Shepherd (10:1-18), and even within the whole Gospel. Maarten J. J. Menken,
“John 6:51c-58: Eucharist or Christology,” in Critical Readings of John 6 (ed. R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf
Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation Series 22; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 192.

61 Rudolf Karl Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (trans. G. R. Beasley-Murray;
Oxford: B. Blackwell, 1971), 235.

62 While this expression is not found in the New Testament, Ignatius uses it to express the efficacy
of the Eucharist. See “The Fathers of the Church: Early Writers and Documents” section above (Eph. 20,
2). Bultmann, Gospel of John, 235.
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structure of v. 56 (“he in me and I in him”) is the Johannine formula which describes the
relation of faith.5

Ernst Haenchen posits that o0Toc (v. 58) refers to the bread of the Last Supper and
to Jesus; this bread gives eternal life which makes the Eucharist ¢dppaxov dbavaoiog.
Having accepted the verses as the work of the redactor, Haenchen points out that the
redactor’s conclusion in v. 58 matches that of John in v. 51a.°* Rudolf Bultmann suggests
that the redactor has placed vv. 51b-58 as an explanation to vv. 60-65, with its okAnpog
Abyog and okdvdoAov. The okdvdodov is the unintelligible link Jesus makes to his flesh
and blood as necessary food and drink. John’s audience would have known that Jesus was
referring to the Lord’s Supper.®®

As mentioned above, vv. 51-58 can no longer be viewed as a late addition by the
ecclesiastical redactor. Therefore, argumentation for a not-eucharistic interpretation
which depends upon this premise is not tenable. That these verses are part of the
canonical text of the Gospel as well as the presence of a sacramental element in the rest of
chapter 6 means a eucharistic interpretation of these verses is reasonable.

4.3. Midrashic Style

Scholars look to the midrashic structure of these verses to discern their nature as
not-eucharistic or eucharistic. First, with a view that their midrashic style means that they
are not eucharistic, several scholars maintain that vv. 31-58 form an exegetical work on
the Old Testament quote in v. 31.% Peder Borgen identifies this quote as Exodus 16;

while Diana Swancutt posits Psalm 77, using the eschatological lens of Isaiah 55.°” For

63 Also found in John 15:5 “T am the vine, you are the branches. Whoever remains in me and I in
him will bear much fruit, because without me you can do nothing.” Bultmann, Gospel of John, 236.

%4 Ernst Haenchen, John: A Commentary on the Gospel of John (trans. Robert W. Funk;
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 296.

65 Bultmann, Gospel of John, 237.

66 Verse 31 references Exod 16:4-5; Num 11:7-9; Ps 78:24. Donald Senior and John J. Collins,
eds., The Catholic Study Bible (NAB) (2d ed.; New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 158.

67 Swancutt, Hungers Assuaged, 221.
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Swancutt, the repetitions of Tpddywv (vv. 54, 56, 57, 58) reveal a rhetorical intensification
of the challenge which is typical of John. John’s call to eat and drink is a call to believe
and heed divine instruction, and the okavdaiov, Jesus’ coming self-sacrifice, results in
the objections of his disciples (v. 60). This use of Isaiah 55 unifies vv. 21-71 in several
ways: through the wilderness setting (vv. 22-24), the eating of the bread from heaven (vv.
51-58), and the range of responses from the people (vv. 60-71). Finally, as a proem
midrash,®® it does not require a sacramental interpretation. Paul Anderson sees the link to
Ps 78:24.% In vv. 51-66, John shifts from the Jews to the disciples with a focus on the
bread being offered on a “plate” which has the shape of Jesus’ cross.”

James Dunn and Gerald Borchert acknowledge the relevance of the midrashic
exegesis: first, it is further evidence for the unity of John 6 with v. 58 marking the
culmination of the intensification;’! second, it is substantiated by Jesus’ claims in vv. 41-
42 to be the fulfilment of what was foreshadowed with the bread and Moses.”

However, seeing the same midrashic structure, Francis Moloney, Rudolf
Schnackenburg, John Perry, and Peder Borgen each posit a eucharistic interpretation to

John 6, in particular to vv. 51c-58.7 While C. K. Barrett maintains the Bread of Life

%8 proem midrash: “the classical proem at the beginning of a complete Midrash or of a chapter,
which served fundamentally as the introduction to a homily delivered in public. The classical proem is a
prelude to a homily on a certain verse by citing a verse from another source (in most cases from another
book, or even from a different section of the Bible, usually the Hagiographa) and connecting it with the
chief verse of the homily, the proem concluding with the verse with which the homily itself begins.” From
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/judaica/ejud 0002 0014 0 13846.html, accessed April 28,
2010. Swancutt, Hungers Assuaged, 243—48.

69 Anderson, “Sitz im Leben,” 20.

70 Anderson, “Sitz im Leben,” 41.

71 Similar treatments are seen in 2 Cor 3:7-18; Gal 4:24f. Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic
Discourse,” 330.

72 Gerald L. Borchert, John 1-11 (vol. 25A of The New American Commentary; Nashville, Tenn.:
Broadman & Holman, 1996), 267.

73 Midrash on “to eat.” Francis J. Moloney, “The Function of Prolepsis in the Interpretation of
John 6,” in Critical Readings of John 6 (ed. R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation
Series 22; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 132. Christian interpretation of the manna and the Christian Passover (v. 31
quotes Exod 16:4). Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 10, 24, 31. It gave the Jewish Johannine
Christians a familiarly structured teaching blending eucharistic and baptismal themes using the Exodus
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discourse is not a Synagogue sermon, Peder Borgen identifies the structure following the
Old Testament quote in v. 31 as the typical midrashic question, answer, and exegetical-
problem solving. Here, v. 51 interprets the quote in a way that the disciples find
objectionable (v. 52) leading to Jesus’ explanation (vv. 53-58).74

The fact that John chose to use a familiar exegetical style to communicate a new
message to his community does not mean that he had no intention to speak of the
Eucharist. The use of a Jewish proem midrash, while it may not require a sacramental
interpretation, cannot definitively rule out such an interpretation. After all, the Old
Testament antecedents include the manna in the desert which Christian authors have cited
as foreshadowing the Eucharist.

4.4. Language Clues

In addition to literary considerations, scholars point to language clues to
demonstrate that John 6 cannot be referring to the Eucharist. First of all, according to
James Dunn, Bornkamm states that the kaTafaivw of the Son of Man is the “hard
saying” referred to in v. 60 (i.e., the hard saying is not about eating and drinking);
furthermore, the pair mveOpa-odpg (v. 63) refers to divine Spirit and human flesh rather
than the odp&-aipa of the Son of Man.”® Secondly, the language of v. 51b, with Jesus’
assertion that he will give (8Wow) his flesh for the life of the world and that they also
have to drink his blood, reveals an influence from the eucharistic practice of the
community. The eating and drinking (v. 35) refer to coming to and believing in Jesus,

first with the gift of his life for the world (v. 51) and then in the efficacy of his death

event. John M. Perry, “The Evolution of the Johannine Eucharist,” New Testament Studies 39 (January
1993): 24-5.

™ Borgen, “John 6: Tradition, Interpretation and Composition,” 100, 109.

e Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” 329, 331.
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(v.53).76

Scholars look at these same language clues and note that Scripture, with its
polyvalent nature, allows more than one interpretation for words and phrases. The
disciples’ use of “hard saying” in v. 60 is one such phrase: it may refer to the katofaivw
(v. 51) as some maintain. However, it is more likely that it refers to the verses more
closely connected to it: the eating and drinking mentioned in vv. 56-58. In conclusion,
there is nothing in these language clues which rules out a eucharistic interpretation.

4.4.1. Consistency of Language

James Dunn maintains that one must compare more than one verse in order to
determine the consistency of the language and he holds that the contrast seen by
Bultmann and Lohse in the language before and after v. 51c is overstated. The changes
simply involve the use of odpé rather than oGpa, the addition of afpa (v. 53), and the use
of TpWyyw rather than ¢00{w (v. 54). For him, the language is clearly both consistent and
Johannine.”’

For many scholars, v. 51 marks a split in the chapter but there are disputes as to its
function: some scholars (e.g., Beasley-Murray) link it to the previous text, others (e.g.,
Brown) with the following text, and still others (e.g., Carson) see no break in the text.
Gerald Borchert, in considering these options, sees v. 51 as a summary of vv. 41-50 and
an introduction to vv. 52-59, in similar vein to other Johannine texts which either saddle
or link portions together.”® Furthermore, the use of odp& in v. 51 links the verse to John
1:14 (“the Word became flesh”) indicating that John’s concern was liturgical. However,

that liturgical concern is based on the Passover context and the use of Omép points to

76 Painter, “Jesus and the Quest,” 87—88.
TA position also held by E. Ruckstuhl, J. Jeremias, and E. Schweizer. Dunn, “John VI: A
Eucharistic Discourse,” 329.

78 Borchert, John 1-11, 269.
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sacrifice. There are linguistic links between the two portions of chapter 6: for example,
the dispute in v. 52 sounds much like the grumbling in v. 41.7

Given the consistency of v. 51c with the following verses, Maarten Menken
maintains that attributing a eucharistic interpretation to vv. 51c-58 is not tenable. He
investigates the language: first, up to v. 51b, Jesus is the bread that came down from
heaven but in v. 51b, Jesus’ flesh and blood are the bread from heaven; second, in v. 32
the Father gives bread from heaven, but in v. 51c Jesus will give the bread from heaven;
third, the idea of eating is symbolic up to v. 51b, but in vv. 51¢-58 fo eat ( £00i{w and
TpWyw) are literal; and fourth, v. 51b marks a shift in the issue at stake: prior verses focus
on Jesus’ heavenly provenance, while following verses focus on his corporality and
humanity. Together, these shifts point to a primary focus on Christology not on the
Eucharist.*

Maarten Menken maintains two significant language shifts reveal that Jesus is
talking of his person rather than the eucharistic elements: first, bread refers to Jesus
himself (vv. 35, 48, 51b), then to Jesus’ adpé (v. 51c), and then the term &ipa is added
(vv.53-56); second, in vv. 56-57 Jesus uses the first person singular “I”’ and in v. 58 that
“I” is the bread which came down from heaven.®!

Once again, these same considerations of consistency of language lead some
scholars to conclude a eucharistic nature to the pericope. Scholars who see two segments
in chapter 6 posit the influence of the Johannine community’s later liturgical practice.
However, Dorothy Lee counteracts this idea by identifying the way that wisdom and

1.82

eucharistic themes gradually reveal Jesus as the true Bread in John’s gospel.®” For her, vv.

7 And, ultimately to the disputes in the wilderness in Exod 16; 17:2. Borchert, John 1-11,270-1.
80 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 184-6.

81 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 189; Painter, “Jesus and the Quest,” 87—88.
82 Dorothy A. Lee, Flesh and Glory: Symbol, Gender, and Theology in the Gospel of John (New
York: Crossroad, 2002), 39.
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51-58 explain the full significance of the earlier feeding miracle using John’s symbolic
and theological framework which gives rise to eucharistic language. The material bread
and wine are transformed to bear the spiritual reality in order that those who consume
these elements will also be transformed spiritually.®?

The fact that scholars disagree on the function of v. 51 (the end, the beginning, the
link, or even seemingly integrated into the larger passage), demonstrates the complexity
of detailed analysis of Scripture. It appears to be a “saddle or linking text,” placed there
by John to indicate multiple linkings in chapter 6, serving not only to highlight the
underlying eucharistic nature but also to remind his readers that Jesus is the incarnate
Word.

While Maarten Menken holds that a clear eucharistic interpretation is not tenable,
he admits that there is a eucharistic undertone, not only to vv. 51¢-58 but also to the
whole of John 6.34 His argument hinges on separating vv. 51-58 from the rest of the
discourse, on which he maintains other scholars base their eucharistic interpretations. As
well, his argument presents an either/or scenario which unnecessarily narrows our
understanding: either these verses are eucharistic or they are christological. However, the
admission of a eucharistic undertone, even one that is faint, lends credence to a
eucharistic interpretation for these verses. Finally, the shifts he sees in the language serve
to explain the teaching rather than to rule out references to the eucharistic elements: Jesus
begins with a reference to himself as the bread which came down from heaven (vv. 35,
48, 51b), then speaks of his adp& (v. 51c) and Gipa (vv.53-56) and then re-iterates,
00Tog 2oTLv 6 8pTog & & 0Bpavod kataBdg (v. 58). In conclusion, these language

clues cannot rule out a eucharistic interpretation of these verses.

83 Lee, Flesh and Glory, 40—41.
84 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 184-6.
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4.4.2. The Institution Narratives

Several scholars compare John 6 with the Institution Narratives and conclude that
the pericope is not eucharistic. The fact that John uses ebxoptoTelv inv. 11 (in the
Feeding Miracle), which the church saw as eucharistic language, does not mean that John
intended a eucharistic interpretation. Jesus does not break bread as in the Institution
Narratives. Furthermore, there is simply no evidence of the word as a technical term.*’
Matthew and Mark do not use it at the Last Supper (but do for their feeding stories) and
John uses it without eucharistic connotations in John 11:4. Rather, this word is simply the
most natural to use as it corresponds to Jewish table custom.®¢

There are language similarities between Jesus’ words in the Institution Narratives
and John 6. In reference to Jesus’ odpé&, there is a resemblance between v. 51¢ (ddow . . .
Omep THG T0O Kéopou Cwiig) and Luke 22:19 ( Omep OPGV 6180puevov). As well, Jesus’
blood was shed, according to all accounts, Omeép Opdv (1 Cor. 11:24), Onép (Matt: mepl)
TOAAGYV, (Mark 14:24; Matt 26:28; Luke 22:20). Furthermore, 1| 0dp& pod / 76 aipd
Hou, (vv. 53, 56) parallel the Institution Narratives’ T0 o@ua pou / 70 aipa pou (also
found in Justin’s account (4pol. 1.66.3)). However, in the Institution Narratives, Jesus’
words refer directly to the bread he holds in his hands; in John 6 there is first a
metaphorical identification of the bread which he then identifies with his flesh in his
coming death (v. 51¢).%’

However other scholars conclude the pericope is eucharistic when they
acknowledge the resemblance between the language of the Bread of Life discourse and

the Institution Narratives;®® as well, vv. 53—56 mark the fulfilment of Jesus’ words of

85 In other words, used only in a eucharistic context or with eucharistic connotations.

86 Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” 332-3.

87 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 187-91.

88 Verse 51c resembles the Pauline and Lukan words of institution; vv. 51-58 are centred on the
Eucharist but follow the structure of vv. 35-50. Raymond E. Brown, New Testament Essays (Milwaukee:
Bruce Publishing, 1965), 88. References to eating and drinking (vv. 51-58) echo the Institution Narratives.
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institution as evidenced by these linguistic similarities. While the Bread of Life is
presented as a doctrine for belief (vv. 35, 40, 45, 47), the similarities between v. 51¢ and
Luke 22:19, the combining of 0dp€ and aiua , and the use of Tpdyw in vv. 53-56 reveal
John’s eucharistic theme.”® The use of Tp@yw (to munch or eat as animals do) may be to
empbhasise the realistic nature of the elements.”! However, because John does not use the
present form of 200{w elsewhere, he may be using Tpyw with no special intention.”? In
correcting the mistaken conclusion of a metaphorical use by John of odpg rather than the
Institution Narratives’ odpa, scholars point out that neither Hebrew nor Aramaic has a
word for body as understood in English and which corresponds to odpa. Therefore, what
Jesus said would have been the Aramaic equivalent of “This is my flesh.”?

Furthermore, because Jews are forbidden to consume blood (Lev 17:10-14),
Jesus’ command to consume his flesh and blood (v. 53) must have a eucharistic
interpretation.”* The use of flesh also points to John 1:14: “Word became flesh” and
Ps 78:27: “God is said to rain flesh, as well as bread, upon the people.” Since the
expression “flesh and blood” may refer to humanity, this reference tells of the promise of

eternal life and resurrection to those consuming Jesus’ humanity.”> Verse 53 marks the

Culpepper and Black, Exploring the Gospel of John, 36 n.12. Language in vv. 51-58 echoes that of Luke.
Burge, John, 202. Two indications of the Eucharist: the eating and drinking similarity to the Institution
Narratives and the formula found in v. 51. Stephen K. Ray, St. John'’s Gospel: A Bible Study Guide and
Commentary For Individuals and Groups (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2002), 160.

89 Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 159.

% Raymond E. Brown, New Testament Essays, 82.

o1 Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 160.

2D, Moody Smith, John (Abingdon New Testament Commentaries; Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon
Press, 1999), 159.

93 Burge, John, 203 n. 24; Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 160.

94D, Moody Smith, John, 158.

9 See Sir 14:18; 17:31; Matt 16:17; 1 Cor 15:50. In the Old Testament “flesh” is usually enough
as in Joel 2:28 cited in Acts 2:17. D. Moody Smith, John, 158.
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pinnacle of the discourse with its double amen introducing the double meaning of belief
and sacrament.”®

John’s use of edxoptLoTéw (to give thanks), rather than edAoyéw (to bless, invoke
a blessing), along with Jesus’ distribution of the bread (v. 11) turn our attention to the
eucharistic gifts.”” While some scholars point to the missing “breaking of the bread” as
significant, kAdw does not have a prominent place in all eucharistic texts: Justin uses
e0yap1oTéw, while the Didache and Ignatius use both edxaptoTéw and kAdw.”®

John demonstrates in chapter 6 that he knew of the Synoptic material, held that
tradition in esteem, and knew of Jesus’ ministry beyond what is reported there.”® John,
however, moves far beyond those accounts; rather than offering his solidarity in
martyrdom, Jesus tells the community that he is the true bread from heaven to be
consumed in the eucharistic elements.'%

Scholars accept the similarities between John’s language and that of the
Institution Narratives; some point to the literal vs. metaphorical interpretation of the
various words and elements in order to maintain their position that John 6 (particularly
vv. 51-58) cannot be about the Eucharist. However, John is continuing his pattern of

using signs to remind his hearers about realities they already know and celebrate within

%6 Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 159.

o7 Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 150; Raymond E. Brown, New Testament Essays, 83; Schnackenburg,
Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 10.

Cf. 1 Cor 10:17 and the Didache. John’s focus on Jesus’ distribution to the great crowd gives us
a theological emphasis on the miracle. Furthermore, the mention of the 12 baskets of fragments gathered
under his instruction precedes any mention of the Twelve. Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—
12, 17-18.

9 Several factors point to John’s knowledge of the Synoptic material: 1) the references to the great
crowd, 2) the fact that they are following him out of curiosity about the signs, 3) that Jesus goes up the
mountain and withdraws there again, 4) that Passover is near, and 5) his typological use of the manna.
Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 14; D. Moody Smith, John, 161. Furthermore, his mention
of Capernaum forms a link to the Synoptics which tend to give more geographical details. Bruce David
Chilton, A Feast of Meanings: Eucharistic Theologies from Jesus Through Johannine Circles (Supplements
to Novum Testamentum 72; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 138.

100 Chilton, Feast of Meanings, 137.
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the community. That the Eucharist is just one of those realities allows a eucharistic
interpretation of these verses.

4.5. Timing and Context

Several scholars maintain that the placement of John 6 indicates there is no
intention to provide a eucharistic interpretation. It cannot be speaking of the Lord’s
Supper because the Lord’s Supper had not yet been instituted.!’! As well, the fact that the
Bread of Life discourse follows the multiplication of bread and fish (with no wine)
eliminates the link to the Eucharist, and the context, unlike the Institution Narratives, is
revealed in v. 59 as synagogue debates.'*?

Links to other pericopes have been observed, most notably the one between the
life-giving bread and life-giving water (6:34 and 4:15) offered to the Samaritan woman.
John presents a Jesus “in opposition to Moses and the Law as the giver/mediator of
life”!% with the well symbolising the Law and the bread symbolising the manna. The
development of these symbols in vv. 51-58 demonstrates “that belief in Jesus takes
account of his death for the life of the world.”!%* In addition to the identification of this
link, Robert Kysar widens the horizon formed by the two miracle stories in John 6 to
include the dialogue with Nicodemus (John 3). These links reveal a primarily
christological function to the Bread of Life discourse with the use of the metaphor of the

bread that results in eternal life presenting a new “construction of reality” to the reader.!%

191 rames Montgomery Boice, The Gospel of John: An Expositional Commentary: John 5:1—8:59
(Grand Ra&)ids: Zondervan, 1976), 218-9.

192 Ben Witherington, John’s Wisdom: A Commentary on the Fourth Gospel (Louisville, Ky.:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1995), 96, 159.

103 Painter, “Jesus and the Quest,” 91-92.

104 Painter, “Jesus and the Quest,” 93.

105 Robert Kysar, “The Dismantling of Decisional Faith: A Reading of John 6:25-71,” in Critical
Readings of John 6 (ed. R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation Series 22; Leiden:
Brill, 1997), 175.
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Within John 6 each group addressed is told of the qualifications for their belief: to
the crowd he refers to belief as the “work of God”; to “the Jews,” that they are first drawn
by God; to the disciples, that they are given to Jesus by the Father; to the Twelve, that he
had chosen them. For each group, God initiates the faith invitation.!*® Because eternal life
is at stake, the believer must respond to God’s invitation with belief in Christ.

As with the other arguments and aspects, these considerations of timing and
context lead some scholars to posit a eucharistic interpretation. John 6 reveals both
Synoptic and non-Synoptic features with no direct literary links; therefore, the influence
probably came from the oral tradition. John’s theology presents the necessity of
communal celebration of the Eucharist understood in the context of the Incarnation rather
than as an independent means of personal salvation;'” but John leaves a mystery
surrounding the Eucharist in order that it “not to be made rationally accessible to those
outside.”!%

A combination of internal textual indicators and external Christian use of the texts
gives the “necessary criterion for recognizing symbolic references to the sacraments.”!%
The link between eating and drinking and the sapiential and sacramental themes
evidenced in John 6 have antecedents in the Old Testament and in other references in
John’s gospel.!'? The Jewish prohibition against cannibalism, and the fact that “to eat

111

someone’s flesh refers to hostility toward them™ " suggests that a eucharistic

interpretation of the Bread of Life discourse is reasonable.

106 Kysar, “Dismantling Decisional Faith,” 178.

107 Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 17, 55.

108 Haenchen, John, 295.

109 Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to John, 233.

10 proy 9:5; Sir 24:19, 21; Isa 55; John 4:13-14. D. Moody Smith, John, 160. A sign of God’s
curse and Punishment (Lev 26:27-29; Exek 5:10). Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 159.

U1 For O1d Testament prohibitions, Gen 9:4; Lev 3:17; Deut 12:23. For hostility, Ps. 27:2; Zech
11:9. Burge, John, 202.
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Evidence of the developing doctrine of the Eucharist in the Johannine community,
a doctrine which provokes a reaction from the Jews, is seen in vv. 51b-58.!'? The wish to
incorporate the meaning from the Pauline liturgy is seen in v. 54 (cf. 1 Cor 11:26). The
Johannine community began with an eschatological interpretation (6:1-21), developed a
high Christology which they defended by adding vv. 26-51a and, later still, introduced the
passion-orientation of the other communities (vv. 51b-58) resulting in their leaving the
Synagogue (vv. 60-66).!13

According to Raymond Brown, while there are eucharistic overtones throughout
the chapter, vv. 35-50 are primarily sapiential and vv. 51-58, with their focus on eating of
the flesh of Jesus, are primarily eucharistic. The notion of sacrifice appears with the use
of 8yow and of blood which is poured out and is to be drunk.!'* Chapter 6 has thus led to
two divergent interpretations: first, that it refers to the Eucharist as a passion-oriented
sacrament; second, that it is a metaphor for the attainment of eternal life through faith in
Jesus. An interpretation between the two poles encompasses both ideas. Beginning with a
purely eschatological view of the Eucharist, the Johannine community understood their
Risen Lord to be nourishing them through his word at their celebration of the Eucharist.
In this phase, the bread and wine did not possess sacramental symbolism. The insertion of
vv. 51b-58 incorporated the sacramental understanding of the elements into the existing
reading. With the rejection of the Johannine community by the Synagogue, the passion-
oriented interpretation of the Eucharist was added to the Bread of Life discourse rather

than to their already-familiar Last Supper narrative.!!

12 Haenchen, John, 294.

13 Perry, “The Evolution of the Johannine Eucharist,” 23, 34-35.

114 He sees an abrupt shift between vv. 35-50 and vv. 51-58 as evidenced by the closer link
between vv. 60-71 and vv. 35-50 (than to vv. 51-58). Furthermore, he is one exegete who sees a liturgical
influence. Raymond E. Brown, New Testament Essays, 84—85, 91-92.

s Perry, “The Evolution of the Johannine Eucharist,” 29-32.
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The fact that the Lord’s Supper is not instituted before the events in chapter 6 is
understandable, given that John has written a Gospel which is not a chronological history
of the life of Jesus. Thomas Aquinas states, in reference to vv. 47-52, (lect. 6) that this
discourse reveals that the sacrament of the Eucharist has not yet been instituted (Jesus
says “I will give”).!'® The Eucharist was being celebrated when John wrote his Gospel
and his audience was well-acquainted with the Old Testament allusions, the objections of
their Jewish and Hellenistic neighbours, the eucharistic practices of other communities,
and their own emphasis on the necessity of Baptism and the Eucharist. The fact that there
is no wine in the feeding miracle story does not mean that it has no eucharistic allusions.
Jesus took the bread, broke it, and distributed it to the multitude. These actions are the
actions of Jesus as described in the Institution Narratives in the three Synoptic Gospels
and in 1 Cor 11:23-26.

Arguments about the context of the text, whether it was aimed at either a
Hellenistic or a Jewish audience, have no bearing on the discussion of its eucharistic
nature. That the Johannine community celebrated the Eucharist is generally accepted;
therefore, they would have recognised the language of chapter 6 as eucharistic.

4.6. Contrast of Chapter 6 to the Lord’s Supper

With this argument, exegetes look at the details of John 6 in comparison to the
details of the Lord’s Supper. For James Boice, John 6 cannot be speaking of the Lord’s
Supper due to substantial differences: first, in John 6, Jesus was addressing unbelievers
while the Lord’s Supper is reserved for Christians; secondly, John 6 speaks of eating unto
salvation but the Lord’s Supper is for those already saved; and thirdly, and most
importantly, John 6 speaks of attaining eternal life but there is irrefutable evidence that

the Christians who participate weekly in the Lord’s Supper have not yet attained it. As he

16 (Aquinas Commentary on John 959, 961). Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on John, 380-81.
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states it, the “Lord’s Supper does not produce those results which are here attributed to
the eating and drinking of Christ.”!!”

Other scholars see the same evidence and yet maintain a eucharistic interpretation.
In pointing to the many differences between chapter 6 and the Lord’s Supper, Boice
overlooks the nature of Jesus’ varied audiences in his assertion that John 6 is addressed to
unbelievers: yet, in chapter 6 Jesus addresses a large crowd (v. 2) then his disciples (vv.
3-10); he feeds the large crowd (vv.11-15), then joins his disciples at sea (vv. 16-21); then
he addresses the large crowd (vv. 25-40), “the Jews” at the synagogue in Capernaum (vv.
41-59), his disciples (vv. 60-66), and, finally, the Twelve (vv. 67-71). Boice also has a
narrow understanding of salvation as he views the Lord’s Supper as reserved to those
already saved and he expects to see immediate evidence of eternal life for those
partaking. The Roman Catholic view, that the Eucharist is for sinners and that eternal life
is to come after this mortal life ends, reveals a connection between the discourse in John
6 and our weekly (or daily) celebration of the Eucharist. For Roman Catholics, the
Eucharist anticipates, and is a foretaste of, the heavenly banquet. In conclusion, the
contrast to the Lord’s Supper does not exclude a eucharistic interpretation of these verses.

4.7. No Institution Narrative in John

This argument hinges on the fact that John’s gospel does not contain an Institution
Narrative comparable to the Synoptic Gospels. John’s treatment of the Lord’s Supper
relates nothing of the meal itself and therefore John gives no notion of any significance to
the meal elements. Furthermore, where the Synoptic authors place the Institution
Narrative in their texts, John places the footwashing with no instructions for ritual

repetition.!'® Given the lack of an Institution Narrative in John’s gospel,'!® arguments can

17 Boice, John Expositional Commentary, 218-9.

18 Witherington, John'’s Wisdom, 96.

19R. M. Ball posits John 13:1 as John’s institution of the Eucharist. R. M. Ball, “Saint John and
the Institution of the Eucharist,” Journal for the Study of the New Testament 23 (Fall 1985): 62—63.
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only be developed from silence.'?°

Other scholars posit different explanations for the lack of an Institution Narrative
while maintaining the eucharistic nature of the pericope in question. John has presented
the theology behind the Eucharist rather than its Institution which is already presented in
the Synoptics or it may be an indication that John’s account represents a time before
Paul’s account came to be regarded as normative.'?! However, vv. 51-58 may represent
the “adapted Johannine account of the institution, moved here from the account of the
Last Supper.”!?? Rather than seeing this as an embarrassing lack, it may reflect a decision
to link the Eucharist with the already-established dialogue in the Bread of Life discourse
“in order to bring out more clearly the truth that Jesus is the food of man, not only as
divine wisdom, but also in the sacrament.”'?* John knows his community; he knows that
their understanding of typological descriptions would lead them to see Jesus’ words and
actions as clear types of the church’s sacraments and accept the grounding of the
sacrament in Jesus.'?* Furthermore, vv. 51-58 present the necessity of the Eucharist in a
typically Johannine fashion with an “intention to show how the institutions of the
Christian life are rooted in what Jesus said and did during his life.”!?®

Given that the author of the Gospel of John demonstrates an awareness of the
Synoptic Tradition, it is not surprising that the Gospel contains no direct instructions on

sacramental celebration. Rather than construct arguments from silence, it is reasonable to

120 3ohn may have omitted direct reference to the Supper out of an anti-eucharistic sentiment, out
of concern for the misuse of the Eucharist, out of a sense of its unimportance to his community, or out of a
sense that the community was so imbued with the Eucharist that it required no explicit mention. Borchert,
John 1-11,270.

121 Mal 1:11-12. Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 149.

122 Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to John, 212.

123 Raymond E. Brown, New Testament Essays, 87-88.
124 Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to John, 230.

125 Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to John, 234.



126

assume that John’s community accepted the importance of the celebration of the
Eucharist. Therefore, a eucharistic interpretation of these verses is tenable.

4.8. Literal vs. Metaphorical Interpretation

Scholars look at the interpretation of the pericope, literally or metaphorically, to
determine its not-eucharistic/eucharistic nature. First, we will discuss the argumentation
which leads to a not-eucharistic interpretation of these verses. The idea of eating flesh and
drinking blood would have been problematic to both Jewish and Hellenistic audiences;
for the Jewish hearers the idea would be unthinkable, and for the Hellenists such an
action as a requirement for eternal life would have been scandalous. !

The whole discourse focusses on the need to believe in Jesus; he is “the source
and sustenance of eternal life” and his whole being (cdp& kai aiua) gives eternal life to
those who come to him and believe. There is no distinction between the meaning of the
bread in the two portions; it is not that the earlier references are to divine revelation and
the latter to the eucharistic elements. Rather, “the manna and the bread of the miracle are
contrasted with and are symbols of Jesus, not of the Lord’s Supper.”!?” Furthermore, the
literal interpretation (eternal life comes through the eucharistic eating and drinking) is
incompatible with the attack on literalism in v. 63. John uses eucharistic language in a
metaphorical sense to speak of the union between Jesus and his followers when they
believe in him.!?8

James Dunn disagrees with the position of J. Bonsirven that vv. 51¢-58 are “about
eating Christ, the bread of life” on the basis that this would require an unnecessary
mixing of a literal interpretation of eating with a non-literal interpretation of bread. A

metaphorical interpretation is substantiated through the rebuke of the people’s interest in

126 Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” 330.
127 Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” 333.
128 Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” 334-37.
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material bread which perished (vv. 26-27) and an exhortation to focus on food which
endures to eternal life. The discourse has two points: first, our faith is belief in the
incarnated Jesus who really died for humanity, as underscored by the offensive, anti-
docetic use of odpg for dpTog and TpWyw for €aBiw (vv. 51c-58). Second, eternal life
comes to believers through the Holy Spirit after Jesus’ death (vv. 62-63) rather than
through the Eucharist. John 6 addresses the challenge of Docetism (forcefully) and the
challenge of sacramentalism (more delicately). The eucharistic overtones of the passage
are secondary and negative for without the Holy Spirit, the Eucharist will do no good.'*’

Because of the prior identification of the bread with Jesus, the words Ov &yw
duow (v. 51) refer to Jesus willingly giving himself up in death rather than referring to
the Last Supper or to the Eucharist. This understanding is in line with the Johannine view
that the Father sends the Son whose goal is reached, not in his incarnation, but in his
death. The climax of the Father’s gift of Jesus as bread appears in v. 51c: Jesus gives
himself; he gives the bread of life to the partaker. The argument that vv. 50-51 can only
be understood metaphorically hinges on the use of Tpd)yw and the use of payely &k in
vv. 50-51b in contrast to the simple ¢ayelv or Tpwyely in the remainder of the
pericope.!* A literal understanding requires an acceptance that the terms flesh and blood
refer to the eucharistic elements. However, in vv. 48, 50-51b eating and the bread (the
object) are both metaphorical; while in vv. 53-58 the eating and drinking are
metaphorical, but the objects (flesh, blood, me) are not. Verse 35 contains a similar mix
of metaphorical and literal language and if John had intended a literal meaning for v. 56,
the order would surely be reversed to read “I remain in him, and he in me.” John uses the
two verbs Tpwyw and £00{w interchangeably. In vv. 53-54, they are used in parallel;

furthermore, John 13:18 quotes Ps. 41:10 where Tpdjywv is used for the LXX’s £€00{wv.

129 Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” 333-37.
139 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 195.
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Finally, a metaphorical meaning persists because the use of £00{w + accusative and
¢oBiw éx + genitive is not significant enough to point to a eucharistic meaning. The use
of “true food” and “true drink” mean simply that they do what food and drink do
normally, that is, provide sustenance.'3!

The general focus of the Gospel of John is christological not ecclesiological.
Taking the whole Johannine corpus, a community that is neither particularly sacramental
nor particularly anti-sacramental is evident.!*? The disciples have not realised the
symbolic nature of Jesus’ actions. Ben Witherington states that John’s gospel, with its
focus on the incarnation, presents the “physical . . . as an icon of the spiritual, a window
on a larger truth, a means to a greater end.”!*

John 6:51¢-58 is often labelled as anti-docetic because the Docetists avoided the
Eucharist with its consumption of Jesus’ flesh and blood. However, this interpretation is
at odds with v. 52 which presents the objection of the Jews rather than that of the
Docetists. The Jews accepted that Jesus was a human being who died on the cross but did
not know that Jesus is the bread from heaven; the Docetists knew of the Son of God who
is “the bread from heaven” but needed to know that “the bread from heaven” is the
crucified Christ. Therefore, these verses could have been aimed at either group.'**

We turn now to these literal/metaphorical distinctions leading to a eucharistic
interpretation of these verses. Because a sapiential theme is present in the background of
the prologue, it may also be assumed to be present at other important points of John’s
gospel. These wisdom motifs are closely associated with the incarnation in John:

“wisdom supplies food and drink—indeed, is to be consumed—there is here a natural or

131 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 193-97.
132 Witherington, John'’s Wisdom, 96.

133 Witherington, John'’s Wisdom, 155.

134 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 198-8.
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logical link between incarnation and sacrament.”'3> The fact that eating and drinking give
eternal life (vv. 53, 54, 57, 58) startle the hearer and form the basis of the interior,
intimate experience one may have with Christ (v. 56). In this, John has moved well
beyond the Old Testament antecedents found in Moses and the manna (v. 59). Only

136 If John were not intending his audience to

Jesus’ flesh and blood will give eternal life.
link chapter 6 with the Eucharist, he would have indicated clearly that he was speaking
metaphorically and was not referring to their liturgies. Rather, he wrote so that his readers
would know the depth of the mystery of the Eucharist.'3’

The intention of the Bread of Life discourse is to bring the hearers to an
understanding that Jesus is the Bread of Life, that eternal life comes through him. It is
reasonable to see an intensification of the metaphor with a transition from divine
revelation to the concrete eucharistic elements following John’s pattern of mixing
metaphorical and literal language. Rather than understanding v. 63 as an attack on
literalism (thereby ruling out the role of the flesh in attaining eternal life), the context of
that verse must be taken into account. Earlier, Jesus says 0 Tpwywv pou Trjv odpka kai

vy pou 7O aipa #xet Cwnv aidviov (v. 54) and in vv. 63-65 he warns that the spirit

gives life and the Father chooses whom to draw to Jesus. Only someone drawn by the

135 D. Moody Smith, John, 160.

136 Burge, John, 203.

137 He cleared up other ambiguities in John 1:42; 21:18-19. Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 160.
According to Eusebius, Clement of Alexandria said in his Hypotyposes or Sketches: “1l disait qu’avaient été
écrits les premiers les Evangiles qui contiennent les généalogies ; que I’ Evangile selon Marc 1’avait été dans
les circonstances suivantes : apres que Pierre eut préché la doctrine publiquement & Rome, et qu’il eut
exposé par I’Esprit I’Evangile, ses auditeurs qui étaient nombreux exhortérent Marc, en tant qui’il I’avait
accompagné depuis longtemps et qu’il se souvenait de ses paroles, a transcrire ce qu’il I’avait dit. Il le fit et
communiqua I’Evangile a ceux qui le lui avaient demandé ; ce que Pierre ayant appris, il ne fit rien par ses
conseils pour I’en empécher ou pour I’y pousser. Quant a Jean, le dernier, voyant que les faits matériels
avaient été exposés dans les Evangiles, poussé par ses disciples et divinement inspiré par I’Esprit, il
composa un Evangile spirituel” (Histoire ecclésiastique 6, 14, 5-7). Eusébe de Césarée, Histoire
ecclésiastique (trans. Gustave Bardy; Sagesses chrétiennes; Paris: Cerf, 2003), 334.
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Spirit can understand the meaning of the words in v. 54; for the person who thinks in
terms of material flesh, v. 54 makes no sense.

The idea that a literal intention would have been signalled by the order of v. 56
reversed to read “I remain in him, and he in me” can be counteracted by the position that
this is “the Johannine formula which elsewhere is used to describe the relation of faith to
the Revealer.”!¥®

With physical food, the food is transformed into the eater; with this spiritual food,
the eater is transformed. Some scholars claim Thomas Aquinas misreads vv. 51-58
eucharistically (rather than as a reference to the person of Christ); however, he accepts the
inseparable link between the person of Christ and the Eucharist. Furthermore, Thomas
Aquinas was well aware that the denial of Christ’s humanity leads to a denial of the
reality of the Eucharist. Christ’s flesh is united to the Word; therefore, his sacramentally-
received body gives life. Because vv. 51-58 are clearly eucharistic for Thomas Aquinas,
consumption of this bread results in gaining eternal life. The earlier verses of John 6
reveal that the teachings of Jesus give eternal life; here, his eucharistic flesh gives that
life. Rather than two distinct options within the Bread of Life discourse, Thomas Aquinas
sees the sapiential and eucharistic interpretations as united. For him, Jesus’ flesh in the
Eucharist is received as the wisdom which leads to eternal life.'*’

Because sin blocks our ability to receive wisdom in a purely spiritual way, Christ

came physically to allow believers to see and be led to his divine nature. The sapiential

138 Bultmann, Gospel of John, 236.

139 Carlo Leget, “The Concept of ‘Life’ in the Commentary on St. John,” in Reading John With St.
Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology (Michael Dauphinais and Matthew
Levering; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 165, 171; Paul Gondreau, “Anti-
Docetism in Aquina’s Super loannem: St. Thomas as Defender of the Full Humanity of Christ,” in Reading
John With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology (Michael Dauphinais and
Matthew Levering; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 273; Michael
Dauphinais, ““‘And They Shall All be Taught by God’: Wisdom and the Eucharist in John,” in Reading John
With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology (Michael Dauphinais and
Matthew Levering; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 313—-14.
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meaning of the Bread of Life discourse “naturally leads to the Eucharistic meaning since
St. Thomas says not only did the Son of Man assume flesh, but he also nourishes us with
his flesh.”'*® Rather than divide the meanings, Thomas Aquinas holds them together with
their differences in tension: for him, the bread of life is the Incarnate Word and the
Eucharistic Word.'*! Thus he continues the differentiation between sacramental and
spiritual reception of communion, both of which are needed in order to “receive Christ’s
divinity as well and so be transformed into Christ.”'*? In other words, the partaker must
receive the Eucharist in Wisdom. Thomas Aquinas ably demonstrates how each meaning,
sapiential and eucharistic, presupposes the other.!*?

Finally, the mix of metaphorical and literal interpretations should not pose a
problem in the interpretation of John 6. That the community celebrated the Eucharist is
accepted as is the view that John uses the concrete to explain the spiritual. To see the text
as only anti-docetic or only anti-Jewish unnecessarily narrows the purpose of John’s
writing. The Gospel is both christological and ecclesiological and is both sapiential and
sacramental. The community was living in a world that encompassed all those facets;
there is no need to maintain that they would have been addressing only one issue at a
time. Therefore, a eucharistic interpretation of these verses is tenable.

4.9. The Didache and Patristic Interpretation

In this argument, scholars look to the Didache and to the interpretation of the
Fathers of the church. While some scholars cite the Didache as evidence for a eucharistic
interpretation for John 6, James Dunn maintains that the later Didache with its eucharistic

prayer (9.4) was likely influenced by John; hence, it does not have the necessary

140 Dauphinais, “They Shall All be Taught by God,” 316.
I Dauphinais, “They Shall All be Taught by God,” 316.
142 Dauphinais, “They Shall All be Taught by God,” 317.
143 Dauphinais, “They Shall All be Taught by God,” 317.
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independence to be valid evidence. Furthermore, the Didache’s gathering of fragments so
that nothing is lost is open to not-eucharistic interpretation.'**

Similarities between the language of vv. 51c-58 and the Institution Narratives
seem to make a stronger case for a eucharistic interpretation. Early church writers were
divided on the nature of vv. 51¢c-58 with Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius of
Caesarea, and Theodore of Heraclea on the not-eucharistic side.'** Ignatius and Justin use
the terms odp& and Gupa to indicate the eucharistic elements.!*® Another possibility is
that perhaps John has preserved a Last Supper tradition independent from that of the
Institution Narratives. While Ignatius cannot be shown to be independent of John,'*’ it is
not possible to demonstrate a direct dependence. Therefore, the best explanation for
John’s use of 0dp& and &ipa is the use of existing terminology from a common oral
tradition. Furthermore, just as Ignatius speaks of his coming martyrdom in eucharistic
language, so John uses known eucharistic language to speak of Christology.'*3

In early Christian writings, the phrase “Jesus’ blood” referred to his shed blood
and the mention of flesh and blood together often refers to his violent death. Verse 51c
reveals an intensification of the identification of Jesus, who dies on the cross, with the
bread which comes from heaven.'#

In this review of the not-eucharistic view of John 6, the positions of the scholars

have been as follows: for James Boice, the eating and drinking refer to hearing Jesus,

144 Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” 333.

145 Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 65—67.

146 We find 0dp€ and Qupa together in Ign., Rom. 7.3; Ign. Philad. 4; Justin, Apol. 1.66.2. We find
0dp¢€ alone in Ign. Smyrn. 7.1. Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 188.

Ignatius’s Eph. v. 2 700 dpTou To0 Oe00 and Rom. vii. 1 dpTov @00 tie Ignatius to John

6:33. Dunn, “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse,” 333-4.

148 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 188—89.

149 Cf. Matt 27:24-25; John 19:34; Acts 20:28; Rom 3:25, 5:8-10; Eph 1:7; Heb 13:12; 1 John 1:7,
5:6; Rev 5:9; Ignatius, Smyrn. 1.1; 1 Clem. 7:4. Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 190-1.
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coming to him, and believing in him.'>° Ben Witherington holds that John has taken a
studied effort to avoid sacramental mention; rather, his gospel reveals something of
Jesus’ character through his signs.!>! Maarten Menken posits that vv. 51¢c-58 are integral
to John 6 and, while they use eucharistic language, they are not primarily about the
Eucharist. Furthermore, in Menken’s opinion, the Johannine community celebrated the
Eucharist (v. 51c) with a focus on Jesus’ death which gave the sacrament its meaning.'>

We now turn to a more detailed look at the eucharistic interpretation. John’s use
of ouvdyw and kAdopa in chapter 6 may be understood as additional eucharistic clues
because these words also appear in the eucharistic formula in the Didache (9:4).'>* The
Eucharist of the community of the Didache, like that of the Johannine community at the
time of the writing of the Gospel, was exclusively eschatological; neither community
viewed the eucharistic elements as representative of Jesus’ body and blood at the
crucifixion.'** The Didache is accepted as eucharistic; the fact that the two texts may be
interdependent or may both originate in a common oral tradition does not preclude
assigning a eucharistic interpretation to John 6.

Although early church writers differed in their views of the nature of vv. 51¢-58,
many prominent writers maintained the eucharistic character of these verses; for example:
the Alexandrians, Ammonius and Cyril; the Antiochenes, Cyril of Jerusalem, John
Chrysostom, and Theodore of Mopsuestia; and the Latin Church’s Ambrose, Tertullian,
and Cyprian. Augustine and Cajetan also presuppose the eucharistic nature.!>® The

eucharistic interpretation of John 6 has thus continued through a long line of

150 Boice, John Expositional Commentary, 219.

151 Witherington, John s Wisdom, 96.

152 Maarten J. J. Menken, “Eucharist or Christology,” 201-2.
153 Raymond E. Brown, New Testament Essays, 83.

154 Perry, “The Evolution of the Johannine Eucharist,” 28.
155 However, the Council of Trent Fathers were divided on the issue with the majority holding that
the verses were both spiritual and sacramental. Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 65-67.
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commentators, some of whom point out that a “secondary reference to the Eucharist is
inevitable.”'*® John appears to be setting the context for the Bread of Life discourse by
his use of edyaproTia (v. 23), the term commonly used for the “breaking of the bread”
when John was writing his gospel.!>” Furthermore, all the church fathers proclaimed the
Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist. Their understanding of “symbol” did not negate
this Real Presence, and “to drive a wedge between the aspects of ‘sign’ and ‘reality’ is to
do a disservice to biblical teaching and historic Christian teaching.”!

The precedence for the two interpretations of the passage (eucharistic and
incarnational) appears to come from Ignatius who seems to have known docetic
Christians who, denying Christ’s humanity, neglected the Eucharist.!> The arguments
presented above to rule out a eucharistic interpretation to John 6 do not, however, lead to
that conclusion. While the use of 0dp€ as a eucharistic term is found in the writings of
both Ignatius and Justin, their dependency upon John is uncertain; this Last Supper
terminology may have developed within the Johannine community without recourse to
other early writers.!® Still, this patristic use of the terms odpé& and aipa as references to
the eucharistic elements themselves opens the possibility of John’s similar use.

4.10. The Use of John 6 as a Eucharistic Text: Conclusion

The sections above have presented the arguments put forward by scholars on both
sides of the not-eucharistic vs. eucharistic interpretation of John 6:51-58. As seen above,

Rudolf Schnackenburg, Andreas Kdstenberger, Stephen Ray, Michael Dauphinais, and

156 Burge, John, 202.

157 Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 150.

1581 particular, he cites St. Ignatius Smyrn., 6, 7 and Eph., 20; St. Basil the Great Letter 93; St.
Augustine Explanations of the Psalms, 98. 9; St. Cyril of Jerusalem Mystagogical Catecheses 4:1-2, 6, 9.
Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 160—1.

159 gee Ignatius Smyrn. 5, 7. D. Moody Smith, John, 158; Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to
John, 177.

160 A5 evidenced by the use of adp€ John 1:14; Ignatius Rom. 7:3, Phld. 4:1, Smyrn. 7:1, and
Justin Apologia 66. Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 55, 452-3 n. 154. Ignatius also uses
0dp€ xai atpa. See Rom. 7.3, Phld. 4, Smyrn. 7.7, Trall. 8.1. Haenchen, John, 294.
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John Perry each find indicators of the Eucharist in the Bread of Life discourse.!¢! As well,
according to Carlo Leget, Paul Gondreau, and Michael Dauphinais, Thomas Aquinas
knew without a doubt that the spiritual food is primarily the sacrament of the Eucharist.'¢?

Considering vv. 51c-58 as one of John’s seven clear references to sacraments, '
Francis Moloney outlines four criteria necessary to determine the presence of sacramental
teaching, each of which he finds in John 6: first, internal evidence revealing John’s
interest in the Eucharist; second, evidence of the use of the passage in the early post-New
Testament church (in liturgy, literature, and art); third, the polemical tone demonstrating
the community’s view of the essential nature of Baptism and the Eucharist once they were
expelled from the Synagogue; fourth, the repetitious emphasis on the importance of the
presence of the Absent One, particularly in the broken bread and the poured wine of their
eucharistic celebrations.'®*

It is hard to imagine that the Eucharist does not come to the mind of readers in any

age who are part of a church which celebrates the Lord’s Supper. In vv. 52-58, John links

161 1t serves to explain the previous day’s Feeding Miracle. Schnackenburg, Commentary:
Chapters 5—12, 10. While John is not espousing the later Roman Catholic doctrine of Transubstantiation,
there is no doubt his audience would have recognised the eucharistic nature of Jesus’ words. Andreas J.
Kostenberger, Encountering John: The Gospel in Historical, Literary, and Theological Perspective (Grand
Rapids: Baker Books, 1999), 140-5. Among the levels of meaning used to speak of the Eucharist, Jesus
defines what the bread is: his flesh which will be given (Luke 22:19-20); he is recognised in the breaking of
the bread after his Resurrection (Luke 24:25-35). John and his readers would have been conscious of the
reference to the Eucharist. Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 149, 158. John’s Gospel typically teaches spiritual
realities through appropriate visible actions. Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering, Reading John
With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology (Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 2005), 164. Given that the Johannine liturgy focussed on the Resurrection
with an expectation of immanent return of Christ, vv. 51b-58 are stridently eucharistic. Perry, “The
Evolution of the Johannine Eucharist,” 22.

162 Leget, “Concept of ‘Life’”’; Gondreau, “Anti-Docetism”; Dauphinais, “They Shall All be
Taught b¥6g}od.”

The seven: 1) Marriage feast at Cana; 2) cleansing of the Temple; 3) John 4:31-34 (“My food
is to do the will of my Father”); 4) Chapter 6; 5) Footwashing; 6) Vine and the branches; 7) Chapter 21
(meal of bread and fish). Francis J. Moloney, “When is John Talking About Sacraments?” Australian
Biblical Review 30 (October 1982): 10-11.

164 por him, it is not an anti-docetic text. Moloney, “When is John Talking About
Sacraments?” 17-25.



136

eternal life to the participation in the Eucharist rather than to belief and election (as in
1:13; 3:3, 16; 5:24).'%° The fact that vv. 51-58 belong to the canonical text of John’s
gospel and the fact that a sacramental element exists in chapter 6 outside these verses, the
discussion of their addition by the ecclesiastical redactor has no bearing on their
interpretation as eucharistic.'®® Finally, while John does not indicate any institution of the
sacraments in his gospel, the fact remains that the sacramental theme is undeniable
throughout his gospel. The themes woven by John in chapter 6 include the Eucharist.

This section has recognised the intermingling of themes, both sacramental and
sapiential, as well as christological and ecclesiological, throughout John 6. In upholding
the polyvalent nature of Scripture, it has demonstrated that the arguments for a eucharistic
interpretation carry more weight than those presented by scholars to uphold a not-
eucharistic interpretation. Therefore, this project will include John 6:51-59 as one of the
five proto-eucharistic pericopes.

5. PERICOPE BOUNDARIES

This section of the project provides an explanation of the reasons for the choice of
the extent of the pericopes as not all scholars delimit the pericopes in the same manner as
presented here. The following discussion presents the indicators in each text which signal
the logical beginning and end of each of the pericopes.

5.1. Matthew 26:26-30

For Matt 26:26-30, there is a shift in focus between v. 25 which ends a discussion
between Jesus and the Twelve and v. 26 with its first mention of the “eucharistic” actions
of Jesus at the dinner. As v. 30, Kal Opvrioavteg €EfADoV eig T0 “Opog TGV "EAaidv,
indicates how they ended the dinner and presents a change of scene for the coming

events, it more properly marks the ending of this pericope.

165 D, Moody Smith, John, 158-9.
166 Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to John, 49, 231.
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5.2. Mark 14:22-26

Similarly, for Mark 14:22-26 the pericope is delimited by the change of focus
from the discussion with the Twelve to the first mention of the “eucharistic” actions of
Jesus at the beginning to the exact same ending (v. 26) as with Matt 26:30.

5.3. Luke 22:14-23

Luke 22:14-23 presents a difficulty beyond the decisions for the beginning and the
end. The beginning, v. 14, is easily identified by considering two factors: v. 13 marks the
completion of the preparations for the Passover and v. 14 sets the stage for the meal.

The identification of v. 23 as the end arises from two factors: first, Jesus’ words
continue through v. 22, at which point, in v. 23, the narrator indicates their impact on the
apostles; and, second, the subject matter under discussion around the table changes
dramatically in v. 24, marking the beginning of a new pericope.

However, the so-called “shorter or longer text” of Luke presents a difficulty: do
vv. 19b-20 belong in the pericope? According to D. C. Parker, who favours the shorter
text, most scholars hold that the longer text is authentic.'®” According to Bruce Metzger,
and the Editorial Committee of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, there
is ample external evidence to support the originality of vv. 19b-20; the missing “second
cup” in some manuscripts is more easily explained by its deletion than by its subsequent
addition in other manuscripts in order to match Paul’s account; the shorter version may
have been created to protect the words of institution from misuse or may be due to scribal
errors; and, finally, that the similarity to 1 Cor 11:24b-26 derives from Luke’s knowledge

of the liturgical practices of the Pauline communities.'®® Acknowledging that historically

197p. c. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1997), 155.

168 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2d ed.; Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft/German Bible Society, 1994), 148-50.
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these verses have been included in Bibles, and that the canonical approach seeks to study
the canonically accepted text, these verses are included in this project.

5.4. John 6:51-59

The portion of the Bread of Life pericope identified for this project begins in the
midst of Jesus’ speech at v. 51. This beginning was chosen as it marks a change of
language in the discourse as noted earlier. Many scholars end the section at v. 58 but the
pericope rightly ends with v. 59 where the narrator explains that Jesus taught all this at
the synagogue in Capernaum.

5.5.1 Cor 11:23-26

The Corinthians pericope rightly begins with v. 23, wherein Paul explains that he
received his information from the Lord, and ends with v. 26 as it sums up the purpose of
the Supper.

5.6. Pericope Boundaries: Conclusion

As we have demonstrated, the pericopes, as chosen, are remarkably simple in
structure. As shown in Appendix VII: Voices, the Institution Narratives, each has only
two “voices”: that of Jesus and that of either the narrator (Matthew, Mark, Luke) or Paul
(1 Cor). The other participants in the drama are variously named: “them” in Matthew and
Mark (identified in Matt 26:20 and Mark 14:17 as “the Twelve”); “apostles” in Luke
(v. 14); and in 1 Cor 11:23-26, Paul tells the Corinthians about the tradition he received
without naming the other participants of the Last Supper. Only in John is another “voice”
heard: that of “the Jews” objecting to Jesus’ teaching.

6. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, the various eucharistic pericopes have been categorised in a
systematic manner which allowed a logical narrowing of the eucharistic-allusive
pericopes of the New Testament to five which are most closely related to the Eucharist

and which represent the major communities of New Testament times. We then proceeded



139

to investigate language and anthropological issues which demonstrated that adding John’s
pericope (with its use of 6ap& and oipa) to the Institution Narratives (which use cOpa
and oipa) is logical and that both pairs of terms point to the sacrificial nature of the
eucharistic elements.

We then explored in depth the various arguments and aspects of John 6:51-58
which scholars have used in assigning a not-eucharistic or eucharistic interpretation to the
pericope. In this section, it is clearly demonstrated that the eucharistic interpretation is
tenable. Finally, we finished by explaining the particular verse boundaries for each
pericope. With the particular body of Scripture clearly identified for this project, we now

turn to an explanation of the methodology to be used.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

1. INTRODUCTION

In Chapter 1 we explored the ways in which the Eucharist has been written about
and discovered that the Scriptures cited and the ways in which the Eucharist was explored
are vast and wide-ranging. Rather than being able to identify specific pericopes to use in
this project, we discovered six themes which could form the framework for analysis. In
Chapter 2 we identified the five proto-eucharistic pericopes as the logical choices for a
systematic and tightly-focussed study of the Eucharist in the New Testament. We need a
logical approach which will allow a study of the five New Testament pericopes with
neither conflation nor preferential treatment to any one text. This chapter will discuss
briefly the reasons for the development of the canonical approach, describe the approach
in general, delve into the details of the approach as envisioned by Brevard Childs, explain
some of the shortcomings and criticisms of it along with Brevard Childs’s response, and,
finally, discuss how the approach will be used in this project. It is anticipated that this
analysis combined with an outline of its application in the project will demonstrate the
fittingness of the canonical approach for the task at hand.

2. THE CANONICAL APPROACH

2.1. The Beginnings of the Canonical Approach

The canonical approach arose as exegetes such as Brevard Childs and James
Sanders noticed deficiencies in the results of the historical-critical method of biblical

exegesis. Mary Callaway states that three factors were key to its inception: 1) the search
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for a unique biblical theology' was not successful,? 2) exegetes noted their inability to
stand outside history in analysing it, and so they experienced a growing dissatisfaction
with the results of historical-critical research,® and 3) they recognised that the attempts to
make Scripture more accessible had, in fact, locked it into the past and, by forcing the
study to smaller and smaller diachronic units, made it both “virtually unreadable and
unpreachable.” Brevard Childs responded to these concerns by focussing on the canon of
Scripture as the context for interpretation. In particular, to each of the factors above 1) he
suggested that rather than simply relating a given pericope to its historical context, the
exegete should “explore the dialectic between individual text and full canonical
context,” 2) he and James Sanders accepted that the communities which received the
texts as Scripture had a role in both interpreting and preserving them. By studying

pericopes within their context (the canon), the exegete preserves a crucial link between

' The term biblical theology is problematic because it is a contrastive term, essentially used in
contrast to other ways of studying the Bible. James Barr maintains the meaning of the term and particular
shape of the resultant study depends upon which of the five types of biblical studies against which it is being
contrasted: 1) Doctrinal theology, 2) non-theological biblical study, 3) history of religion, 4) philosophical
and natural theology, 5) “interpretation of parts of the Bible as distinct from the larger complexes taken as
wholes.” James Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology: An Old Testament Perspective (London: SCM
Press, 1999), 5. As well, biblical theology has been shaped by the conflict over whether it should be viewed
as a descriptive task uncovering the theology present at the writing of the texts or its being “a discipline
involving normative authority, personal commitment, and interpretation for the present day and the modern
religious community.” Barr, Concept of Biblical Theology, 6.

2 As such, a biblical theology required finding “a single controlling theological construct” in which
would be found the locus of authority of the biblical text. This construct would have to be unique to
Scripture, in other words, it would not be found in other ANE texts, and it would have to be identifiable in
each and every book of the Bible. Mary C. Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” in To Each Its Own Meaning:
An Introduction to Biblical Criticisms and Their Applications (revised and expanded ed.; ed. Steven L.
McKenzie and Stephen R. Haynes; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1999), 143.

3 On reviewing the results of Historical-Critical research over time, scholars noted that as the
context of the exegetes changed so did their work. Their interpretations of the texts were bound by their
own historical context. One example: the recognition that the view that the authority of Scripture rested in
its earliest version and in its individual authors represented a “reading back onto the communities which
gave us Scripture” of Western post-Enlightenment values. Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 144.

4 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 145.

5In this way, the exegete accepts the “accretions” as containing valuable theological import to the
communities which accepted the biblical texts, preserved them, and in turn passed them to the next
generation. Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 143—4.
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redaction and canon formation,® and 3) he noted that closing the gap between the “reading
of the canonizing communities and contemporary believing communities,” the canonical
approach brings Scripture from the exegete’s office to the church lectern and, ultimately,
to the believing Christian.’

2.2. An Overview of the Canonical Approach

Although it may appear that there are two methods (historical-critical followed by
the canonical approach itself) being used in this project, that is not the case. The
canonical approach begins with the “output” of the historical-critical methods of biblical
studies. In effect, the canonical approach is the next logical step to historical-critical
analysis. The steps of the historical-critical method (textual, linguistic, literary, source,
genre, tradition, and redaction criticism) are diachronic, tracing the text’s development
through time. The last step, redaction criticism, because it deals with the final text, is
synchronic as well as diachronic. The fact that the canonical approach uses both
diachronic and synchronic steps adds to the depth of information that may be
appropriated from the text. Furthermore, the fact that the canonical approach itself is
synchronic helps to ground the final exegesis within the whole teaching of Scripture.

Several factors of the canonical approach address the inadequacies of historical-
critical exegesis. First, the canonical approach recognises that Scripture contains its own
self-corrective mechanisms and insists on holding the varied messages in tension with
one another rather than either conflating them or privileging one particular text over the
rest.

Secondly, the canonical approach is truly theological. It holds the individual texts
“accountable” to the rest; it is not searching for textual or literary answers, but searches

for God’s Word to the believing community as it was written. It seeks to understand how

¢ Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 144.
7 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 145.



143

these messages were understood together as the communities collected the texts which
became the canon, and it attempts to answer questions of what that word says to the
believing community today. Because it focusses on the text and its impact on the
communities, past and present, it searches for the theological significance of the text in a
way which other approaches (such as those which use the social sciences or the feminist
or liberationist approaches) do not.® In short, the canonical approach seeks to uncover
how the whole is greater than the sum of the parts. Because of this link to the believing
community, one cannot be an honest canonical critic without also belonging to a faith
community.

Thirdly, the canonical approach finds its hermeneutic key within Scripture itself
and its tools have been developed by biblical scholars for use with the biblical texts only.
This means that the exegete employing the canonical approach easily ensures that “the
interpretation of the Bible [is] as faithful as possible to its character both human and
divine.” Furthermore, because of the specificity of the technique to the biblical text, the
canonical exegete is required to follow developments within the field of biblical studies
alone and knows that its use is faithful to the aims for which it was developed.'® As Mary
Callaway states, “canonical criticism assumes that hermeneutics by which the scriptures
can be appropriated need not (indeed, should not) be imported from philosophical or
theological systems, but are to be found within the scriptures themselves. The discipline

of canonical criticism attempts to tease them out, either in the hermeneutics of the

8 To look at just one of these other approaches, the Pontifical Biblical Commission states
“Feminist hermeneutic has not developed a new methodology. It employs the current methods of exegesis,
especially the historical critical method.” As mentioned above, the canonical approach was developed to
address perceived short-comings of the historical-critical method. Pontifical Biblical Commission, The
Interpretation of the Bible in the Church [21 September 1993] (Sherbrooke, Que.: Editions Paulines,
1994), 67.

? Pontifical Biblical Commission, IBC, 32.

10The use of other methods which were developed for use in disciplines other than biblical studies
require that the exegete stay abreast of any developments with the method and ensure that those
developments have not moved the method in such a way that the biblical text’s special character is lost.
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communities adapting the tradition (Sanders) or in the shape of the canonical text
(Childs).”"! Brevard Childs states that, “there is no one hermeneutical key for unlocking
the biblical message, but the canon provides the arena in which the struggle for
understanding takes place.”'? For him, “scripture serves as a continuing medium through
which the saving events of Israel’s history are appropriated by each new generation of
faith.””!* The canonical approach accepts that the individual texts of Scripture and its
collections became normative for the community of faith.

Fourthly, the canonical approach seeks to acknowledge the dynamic nature of the
Bible as it recognises the fact that “inspired Scripture is precisely Scripture in that it has
been recognized by the Church as the rule of faith.”!* Its interpretation must take place
within the context of the believing community and in light of the place of the text within
the complete whole of the canon of Scripture, recognising the “great Tradition which has
produced the texts.”!> Communities used the texts, allowing themselves to be formed
even as they recontextualised texts to their ever changing experience of salvation.'® In
this recontextualisation, the communities added layer upon layer of meaning, a process

which continued throughout the second and third centuries A.D.;!” in the fourth century

' Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 147.

12 Brevard S. Childs, Old Testament Theology in a Canonical Context (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1985), 15.

13 Childs, Canonical Context, 16.

14 Pontifical Biblical Commission, /BC, 52.

15 Pontifical Biblical Commission, /BC, 52.

16 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 142. Peter Balla, “Evidence for an Early Christian Canon
(Second and Third Century),” in The Canon Debate (ed. Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders;
Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002), 384-85.

17 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 142. Sanders speaks of two “periods of intense canonical
process”: 6" ¢ BC for the Old Testament and 1% ¢ AD for the New Testament. James A. Sanders, Canon and
Community: A Guide to Canonical Criticism (Guides to Biblical Scholarship: Old Testament Series;
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 28, 32. See also Paul Beauchamp, “Quand Dieu parle en plusieurs
temps,” in Parler d ‘Ecritures saintes (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1987), 49—-60; Francois Dreyfus,
“L’actualisation a I’intérieur de I’Ecriture,” Revue Biblique 83 (1976): 161-202.
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A.D. authoritative lists reveal the results of that process.!® The canonical approach holds
that the received text, including accretions from the forming communities before the
canonisation of Scripture, is the key text; exegetical work cannot involve a search for the
earliest text, ignoring anything added by subsequent writers, editors, or redactors.

Fifthly, the canonical approach accepts the canonical nature of the development of
the texts; just as a canonical consciousness is apparent in the development of the book of
Isaiah, the presence of this consciousness is also evident in the development of the New
Testament texts. As well, the exegete who employs the canonical approach shows interest
in the dynamic between the community which accepts the texts as authoritative and those
authoritative texts. This shift in focus helps rectify the possibility of the work performed
using historical-critical methods being coloured by the exegete’s context.!® The canonical
approach represents a further step in the “logical development of historical-critical work,
whose history was a movement from smaller (sources) to larger (redaction) units of
tradition. . . . [the] next logical step after redaction criticism, moving from the last stage

of redaction to the early stages of reception as scripture.”?°

18 The biblical canon is a collection of collections of books with each of those collections
developing separately. The first collection, that of the four gospels, was well-known by the end of the
second century after a time of considerable textual changes which gave rise to textual variants (Alexandrian,
Western, Neutral, etc.). The Pauline letters, which make up the second collection, were well-known and
were used liturgically throughout the second century; by late in the second century the letters were
universally established as apostolic scriptures. The third and final collection, the Catholic Epistles entered
the canon as a group late in the third century at the earliest. Given the gradual development of the
collections which comprise the biblical canon, “it is very difficult to speak of the New Testament canon
having taken any clear shape, whether in conception or in substance, prior to the appearance of [the third]
collection, and therefore prior to the fourth century.” Harry Y. Gamble, “The New Testament Canon:
Recent Research and the Status Quaestionis,” in The Canon Debate (ed. Lee Martin McDonald and James
A. Sanders; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002), 281-88.

19 The historical-critical method which “had promised to be an objective analysis of the biblical
texts in their original settings had proved impossible because it was based on the assumption that the
scholar could stand outside of history in order to analyze it.” Reviewing this critical work over years reveals
a link between the exegete’s context and the emphasis chosen for the work. Callaway, “Canonical
Criticism,” 144. As Paul Wells states: “Il n’y a pas, en effet, de méthodes neutres.” Paul Wells, “La
méthode historico-critique et les problémes qu’elle pose,” La Revue Réformée 33 (1982): 2.

20 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 144; James A. Sanders, “Scripture as Canon for Post-Modern
Times,” Biblical Theology Bulletin 25, no. 2 (1995): 61.
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Sixthly, the canonical approach looks at the crucial stage between redaction and
conciliar decisions of canonicity, attempting to bridge the gap between the two.?! Not
only is the received text itself important, but also the collections in which the final form
of those texts are found play an important role in the canonical approach. It is “a
hermeneutical approach, grounded in the historical-critical method.”?? Brevard Childs
contends that, while historical criticism provides the exegete with invaluable information
about the text and its meaning, it leaves that information “in a dialectical relation to the
biblical witness which has a unique story to tell about God and his redemption which
enters the world of time and space, but shatters its laws and mores through endless
surprises.”?® He maintains that the addition of a “homiletic topping” to this exegesis is an
unsatisfactory solution.?* For him, historical criticism has ignored the concept that the
New Testament functions as “authoritative, canonical literature of both an historical and a
contemporary Christian community of faith and practice. A special dynamic issues from
its canonical function which is not exhausted by either literary or historical analysis, but
calls for a theological description of its shape and function.”? Thus, the canonical
approach continues the work done with historical criticism.

Finally, the canonical approach accepts the development of Scripture in five steps

while making the third and fourth steps its focus.?® There are two seemingly contradictory

2 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 144—5.

22 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 145.

23 Brevard S. Childs, The New Testament as Canon: An Introduction (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1985), 45.

24 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 45.

25 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 36.

26 Steps as follows: 1) God’s intervention; 2) written record of God’s intervention; 3) writings
accepted by the communities (to varying degrees); 4) writings undergo editing and redacting in response to
subsequent generations’ interpretations; 5) the community declares the writings “canonical” for their own
and future generations. J. Dickson Brown, “Barton, Brooks, and Childs: A Comparison of the New
Criticism and Canonical Criticism,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 36 (December
1993): 485. Clearly, the author cited has not acknowledged the oral stage of the development of Scripture
which belongs between his first two steps. This stage is not a focus for the canonical approach.
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principles at work in this development of Scripture: the critical principle and the inclusive
principle. Together these are derivative of canon: the first attempts to preserve the purest
text; the second “sought to include the widest possible number of variant traditions
actually in use by the Christian communities through conflation and harmonization.”?’
While much of the exegesis performed using the canonical approach has involved
the Old Testament, its approach has much to offer in the study of the New Testament with
its four-fold Gospel tradition and other books which present the beliefs of the early
church in a context of both the Old Testament and the then-developing New Testament.
By accepting the genuine differences found in these texts, a more complete picture of the
faith of the early church will be formed; the early church chose neither harmonisation

(Tatian) nor simplification (Origen) in its canonisation of the New Testament.?3

Because
the canonical approach begins with the conclusions of historical-critical work, it is
evident that this approach allows the exegete to employ modern scientific methods while
appropriating the views used by the Fathers of the church. The work of the Fathers
demonstrates their appreciation for the importance of the whole of Scripture and the way
in which its texts are in dialogue with one another. In fact, the Fathers believed that one
could only interpret Scripture by the use of Scripture. As just one example of this thought,
“Origen’s consistent principle of interpretation was: explain the Bible by the Bible—that
is, obscure or difficult passages should be explained by other passages, from anywhere

else in the Bible, in which the same word or phrase or idea or situation occurs.”?® The

canonical approach allows one to search for the theological message as the Fathers did

2" Peter R. Rodgers, “The Text of John 1:34,” in Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor of
Brevard S. Childs (ed. Christopher Seitz and Kathryn Greene-McCreight; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1999), 299.

28 James A. Sanders, “The Bible as Canon,” The Christian Century 98 (2 December 1981): 1254.

2 Origen, Origen: Homilies on Luke, Fragments on Luke (vol. 94 of The Fathers of the Church;
trans. Joseph T. Lienhard; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1996), xxii.
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while maintaining the importance of the answers arrived at through modern questions and
approaches.

3. BREVARD CHILDS

3.1. Brevard Childs’s Work

Brevard Childs (September 2, 1923 — June 23, 2007) studied at the University of
Michigan (A.B.3 and M.A.), earned a B.D. at Princeton Theological Seminary, and a
doctorate at the University of Basel, Switzerland. His dissertation, begun under Walther
Eichrodt, was on the problem of myth in the opening chapters of Genesis. When Walter
Baumgartner replaced Walther Eichrodt, Brevard Childs had to revise his work using
form-critical analysis. His dissertation was completed in 1953 and he began teaching Old
Testament at Mission House Seminary in 1954. In 1958 he accepted a teaching position at
Yale Divinity School where he became the Sterling Professor of Divinity at Yale
University until he retired in 1999. He remained an emeritus professor until his death.’!

Having used historical-critical analysis for his doctoral work and early in his
academic career, Brevard Childs began to notice shortcomings to the method which he
felt needed to be overcome. In 1970 he published Biblical Theology in Crisis** in which
he outlined the problems he saw with historical-critical exegesis, identified the need for a
new biblical theology, and described its shape. His next book was the seminal The Book
of Exodus: A Critical, Theological Commentary®* in which his exegesis situated the book
of Exodus within the canon. Over the next several years, he developed his canonical

approach with several commentaries on the Old and New Testaments.** Throughout his

30 The University of Michigan calls their Bachelor of Arts degree an A.B.

31 From http://www.danieldriver.com/research/bsc.html, accessed 29 May 2008 and
http://www.theopedia.com/Brevard Childs, accessed 29 May 2008.

32 Brevard S. Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1970).

33 Brevard S. Childs, The Book of Exodus: A Critical, Theological Commentary (Old Testament
Library; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1974).

34 Brevard S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1979); Childs, New Testament as Canon; Childs, Canonical Context; Brevard S. Childs, Biblical Theology
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teaching career and after his retirement, he worked with the canonical approach,
developing it and publishing books® and articles.>

3.2. Brevard Childs’s Reasons for a New Approach

Brevard Childs developed his canonical approach over many years. This section
and the two following sections cover several of his works®’ in order to see the
development of his thought. These sections discuss his reasons for the need for a new
biblical theology, his understanding of the relationship between the OT and the NT, and
his vision of the way the canonical approach works.

Brevard Childs believed that a new approach was required because the field had
become oriented to highly technical areas in history, philology, and literary criticism
thereby risking the fragmentation of the discipline. Rather than the descriptive work of
analysis, what was required was a synthesis of the data within the framework of the whole
Bible. The material must be approached in a way that respects theological concerns,
asking questions which relate to those concerns while respecting the biblical material.
There has to be an overlap between biblical and dogmatic theologies. He believes that

biblical theology®® did not develop in a rigorous manner; rather, it appeared to be a

of the Old and New Testaments: Theological Reflection on the Christian Bible (Minneapolis, Minn.:
Fortress Press, 1993).

35 Brevard S. Childs, Isaiah: A Commentary (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press,
2001); Brevard S. Childs, Biblical Theology: A Proposal (facets ed.; Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press,
2002); Brevard S. Childs, The Struggle to Understand Isaiah as Christian Scripture (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2004).

3% Brevard S. Childs, “Walter Brueggemann’s Theology of the Old Testament: Testimony, Dispute,
Advocacy,” Scottish Journal of Theology 53, no. 2 (2000): 228-33; Brevard S. Childs, “The Canon in
Recent Biblical Studies: Reflections on an Era,” Pro Ecclesia 14, no. 1 (2005): 26—45.

37 Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis; Childs, New Testament as Canon; Childs, Biblical
Theology: Theological Reflection; Childs, Biblical Theology: A Proposal.

38 As noted above (in section 2.1), the term biblical theology is problematic. For Brevard Childs,
however, “Biblical Theology is by definition theological reflection on both the Old and New Testament. It
assumes that the Christian Bible consists of a theological unity formed by the canonical union of the two
testaments.” Childs, Biblical Theology: A Proposal, 13.
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“homiletic topping” on the study of the Old or New Testament.*’

Brevard Childs felt that biblical theology did not take the canonical form of the
text seriously as it posited that the interpreter approached the text from the outside
leading to varieties of hermeneutical approaches (ontology, ethics, secular humanism,
salvation-history, self-understanding, etc.). Using the context of canon, however, does not
look “behind the text” for the theological data, but “in the text.” Holding the canon as
normative respects the history of development and the varieties of ways in which
Scripture speaks. The Bible is part of the church which treasured and treasures it and
cannot be separated from those communities. “The relation of Scripture to tradition
receives its normative form in the acknowledgment of a canon.”*

For Brevard Childs, the use of historical-criticism marked a departure from the
existing exegetical tradition with little importance given to exegetical work from the “pre-
critical” period. He believes it is dangerous to assume that the only valid study of the
biblical texts is a historical one. Our study should be both a science (advancing our
knowledge and refining our research methods) and an art (which does not lend itself so
easily to method).*! For him, the heart of the problem is theological and, because the
historical-critical method lacks a theological or ecclesial context, it “is incapable of either
raising or answering the full range of questions which the church is constrained to direct
to its Scripture.”*? The inadequacy of the historical-critical method is obvious in modern

commentaries which are not only too technical but also cover a too narrow range of

39 Childs, Biblical T, heology in Crisis, 93.

40 Childs, Biblical T heology in Crisis, 102-3.

4! Earlier disputes (Alexandrians and Antiochenes; Reformers and Church Fathers; Calvinists and
Wesleyans) paled before the method which questioned their common ground. We should “treat the history
of Biblical scholarship as a slow growth of insight that finally culminated in the ushering in of the critical
method.” Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis, 139-40.

42 Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis, 141.
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issues.*’ Furthermore, the critical commentary may be accompanied by a homiletic
section which is often “only loosely connected with either the text or the exegesis.”**

Brevard Childs maintains that precritical interpretation dealt seriously with the
Bible as Scriptures of the church, often using the context of the whole canon. While it
related parts of the Bible to other parts and sometimes forced harmonisation of those
divergent parts, “often this deficiency has been exaggerated.”* Some exegetes have
provided a history of interpretation which gives one a range of possibilities for questions
that have been asked of the text or been raised by it. Brevard Childs posits that the most
difficult task for modern exegetes will be the rediscovery of the Bible as devotional
literature. By this, he means the Bible in all its richness, not only in the private reading of
the individual believer, but also for use in the liturgy of the believing community. He
believes that there is no one technique that will guarantee success but there are examples
of many great thinkers on which to draw.*®

3.3. Brevard Childs’s View of the Relationship Between the Old and New
Testaments

A key in the canonical approach is understanding the relationship between the OT
and the NT. We may begin by looking at the use of the OT by the NT: the NT writers
accepted the authority of the synagogue Scriptures, reinterpreting them in light of Jesus

Christ, a process continued by the early church using various methods (allegory, typology,

43 For example, the “Two-Source Hypothesis” posits a “Q” source along with Mark to explain the
“Triple Tradition” of pericopes found in all three Synoptic Gospels. From this hypothesis have sprung many
studies along the lines of “The Q Community” and the” redaction history” of this non-extant, hypothetical
document.

4 Childs, Biblical T heology in Crisis, 142-3.

45 Bvidence of imaginative work in so called “pre-critical” exegesis which respects the canonical
context stands in contrast to “modern” exegesis. For example, some exegetes look at the Psalms, comparing
them to Babylonian parallel texts while ignoring the use of Psalms in the NT and their transformation
through the LxX. Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis, 144-5.

46 Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis, 145, 147.



152

Jewish midrash).*” However, reading the OT in light of the NT seems to rob the OT of
theological significance of its own. The church chose to put the two together in a
particular order thereby setting a particular context for our interpretation.*® While there is
an obvious, historically-based decision for the interpretation of the NT in light of the OT,
the reverse (interpretation of the OT in light of the NT) does not logically follow. Rather, it
is a theological decision which acknowledges a particular relationship between the two
Testaments. They are separate but neither can be treated as if the other does not exist and
neither can be subordinated to the other. The OT, even when interpreted as a witness to
Jesus Christ, should not be viewed as a primitive faith or in need of Christianisation.
Using the canonical approach provides a context which respects the dialectical
relationship between the two Testaments. The exegete remains responsible for
understanding the exact relationship of the particular text being studied: it may be one of
identity, of complementarity, or of opposition. This dialectical movement testifies to
God’s redemptive work in both Testaments rather than attempting a harmonisation of the
concepts of God or constructing a doctrine. The fact that the two Testaments remain
separate within the canon has implications and our interpretation requires the
acknowledgement of this separation and of the significance of their historical context.
These facts point to the validity of historical-critical exegesis.*’

However, Brevard Childs maintains that exegetical work must continue beyond
this historical-critical work. For Christians, the dialectical movement is both from the OT
to NT and from the NT to the OT. Neither Testament transcends its historical limitations

and neither can be interpreted without recognising the existence of the other because,

47 Childs, Biblical T heology in Crisis, 106.

48 The particularity of the context is evidenced in the order of the portions of the OT: the Christian
Church exchanged the second and third sections of the Hebrew Scriptures to present the Torah, Writings,
and Prophets in our OT in order to link the two testaments theologically. However, Protestants returned to
the order found in the Hebrew Scriptures.

49 Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis, 109, 111-2.
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unlike the members of the early church, our conditioning has included both. Our study
involves more than themes and motifs due to our interest in the historical conditioning of
the text and its relationship to a theological reality.>

In his early work, Brevard Childs proposed that biblical theology should avoid
proof-texting and motif-studying suggesting that, although Scripture’s polyvalent nature
precludes the finding of one certain method for its study, one could study specific
passages from the OT which are quoted in the NT. This follows the example of the NT
writers themselves. For him, these interpretations within the NT highlight the historical
conditioning of each of the texts and demonstrate the scope of the biblical witness and the
inner dynamics of the individual passages to larger units.’! However, in his later work,
Brevard Childs came to the conclusion that this should not be a central category of
exegetical work because the influence of the OT on NT texts occurred at their writing
rather than at their collection in the canon.>?

3.4. Brevard Childs’s Understanding of the Canonical Approach

For Brevard Childs, using the canon as context allows the interpreter a variety of
exegetical methods which acknowledge the unique role of Scripture in the church’s life
and faith.> For him, interpretation both begins and ends with the final canonical text. The
interpreter enters a complex process in dialogue with the text discerning the way it bears
faithful witness to, in the case of the NT, Jesus Christ. By looking at the text within the
context of the canon, the interpreter may “discern how the material within the canon was

fashioned through a particular intertextuality to render its special message.”>*

S0 Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis, 113—4.

3! For example, the interpretation of Psalm 8 in Hebrews 2 and 1 Corinthians 15. Childs, Biblical
Theology in Crisis, 115.

52 Childs, Biblical Theology: A Proposal, 50; Childs, Biblical Theology: Theological
Reflection, 76.

33 Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis, 106-7.

34 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 48.
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First, the interpreter finds the shape of the text, looking “for traces either of how
the author intended the material to be understood, or of the effect which a particular
rendering has on the literature.”> This step involves detailed study of the language used
in the text with its links to the historical context. This is followed by a look at the
structure of the book, asking if the structure allows a variety of interpretations. Any
proposed structure which ignores portions of the book is to be avoided. Within this
structure, the patterns of textual material are analysed (for example, does the text alternate
between dogmatic and paraenetic sections as does Hebrews? What is the function of
narrative within the book?). The author may have stated his purpose at the beginning or
end of the book. Any superscriptions, which were added late in the canonisation process,
should be noted as they may provide information about the early church’s first
interpretation.

Secondly, following this close look at the text, the interpreter searches the
canonical context in which the church placed the book and seeks to understand any
ramifications of this context. The interpreter must avoid finding the historical context and
then interpreting the composition on that reconstruction. In other words, the interpreter is
uncovering the context with which to study the text rather than creating it. The interpreter
also must look at the intertextuality respecting the dialectic between the text and its
original historical context.’” As well, the addressees have a role to play in the
interpretation: who they are and how the text addresses them provide important indicators
for our interpretation of the text in a canonical context. For example, is the text ostensibly
addressed to the original disciples, giving rise to a need for subtle analogies in order to

understand the text today? Or, are the disciples being presented as models whose obedient

3 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 49.
36 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 49.
57 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 50.
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response is for emulation? If the author has moved from the singular “I” to plural “we” in
the narrative, the text may be interpreted as a universalising of the particular message.>®

Thirdly, the question of authorship looks at the theological function of the claims
without focussing on the question of historicity. Why, for example, were letters written
after Paul assigned Pauline authorship by the church? What portraits are being drawn of
the early leaders of the church, Peter and Paul, and how are these portraits different from
what can be critically reconstructed?>’

Finally, one has to deal with the effect that the final canonical shape has on its
component parts. This is intended, not as a short-cut to exegesis, but as a search for “a
different vision of the biblical text which profoundly affects one’s concept of the
enterprise, but which also makes room for the continuing activity of exegesis as a
discipline of the church.”®

4. CRITICISMS, RESPONSES, AND SHORTCOMINGS OF THE
CANONICAL APPROACH

4.1. Criticisms and Brevard Childs’s Response

Some exegetes claim the canonical approach is opposed to historical criticism, but
the fact that it begins with the conclusions of historical-critical exegesis, indicates that it
is not so opposed. Care must be taken that the recovery of historical information remains
true to the text. The canonical approach seeks a link between the historical context of the
text and the use of the text today. Historical criticism helps distinguish the various voices
in the text which give rise to the textures in the text. The fact the canon was shaped to

engender faith in the hearers and in the generations to follow allows one to understand

58 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 52.

39 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 52.

60 The fact there are four Gospels with the longer ending of Mark bringing it into harmony with the
others; the Pastorals combined with the Pauline letters; the severing of Luke-Acts; and the relationship
between such diverse books as Galatians and James. Childs, New Testament as Canon, 52-3.
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that the meaning in the text is not some inert data that was deposited for unearthing.
Rather the meaning is to be re-actualised by each generation in its own context.’! The
canonical exegete takes the many divergent voices uncovered by historical criticism and
rebuilds the one voice of the final biblical text.

Brevard Childs uses the term “canonical” for several factors in the formation of
the biblical literature including the process by which the Bible was formed (a process
which was not late as evidenced by the canonical consciousness deep within the Bible)
and as a way to focus attention on the theology behind the formation of the Bible.%* In a
call for greater clarity, James Barr, maintaining that this usage of “canon” is incoherent
and ambiguous, gives it three specific meanings: a fixed collection, the final form of a
book or group of books, and a principle of finality and authority. Brevard Childs,
however, maintains that this separation into three distinct meanings “misses the major
phenomenon for which the term is used.”®® For him, the religious reading began early and
the process continued for a long time as the canon was formed by the community. In his
opinion, exegesis should relate the text to its original context while also exploring “the
dialectic between individual text and full canonical context.””®*

In any exegesis, the search is for a new meaning of the texts to be applied to
existing situations. This meaning is not that of the original author or any redactor(s) but
one that transcends all that has gone before. The challenge is to “seek the unity of the text
in this new voice.”® The canonical approach recognises the canonical process in the
development of each book as well as in the development of the larger units within the

New Testament: the Gospels, the Pauline Corpus, and the other writings and, finally, the

61 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 50—1.

82 Childs, Biblical Theology: Theological Reflection, 70—1.
3 Childs, New Testament as Canon, 25-6.

% Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 143.

%5 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 148.
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combining of the Old Testament and the New Testament into the Christian Bible.*® The
canonical approach “gives the impression of offering at least the parameters of a

67 and should lead to “a variety of canonical possibilities

theologically definitive reading
in a text. Perhaps the future of canonical criticism lies in the work of staking out the
parameters within which a multiplicity of readings can function for the believing
communities.”%®

4.2. Shortcomings

Without a doubt, no one exegetical method or approach is able to answer every
question that may be asked of a given biblical text. As will be shown, the canonical
approach has some shortcomings, as itemised by Mary Callaway, which the canonical
exegete must keep in mind when using the approach.

First, in answer to the criticism that the canonical approach is akin to the New
Criticism in literary analysis because of its focus on the final text for interpretation, the
canonical exegete reminds the critic of the importance of the believing community for the
context of shaping the final text. Secondly, the view that it is a return to pre-critical
reading without the gains brought about by historical-critical exegesis, is corrected by a
reminder that the foundation upon which the canonical approach comes to its theological
conclusions is historical-critical exegetical work. This criticism is addressed adequately
by the canonical exegete utilising the arduous process of exegesis.®” There remains an
unresolved issue: the relation of history to the biblical witness. The believing community

reflected upon their religious traditions in the shaping of their texts, yet “the actual events

that gave rise to the religious traditions in the first place are not only for the most part

66 Using Old Testament Torah, Prophets, and Writings for reference: Callaway, “Canonical
Criticism,” 148.

%7 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 154.

%8 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 154.

% Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 152.
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unrecoverable, but are secondary. It is the witness of the believing community that is
canonical, not the historical event itself.”’" Mary Callaway warns that Brevard Childs’s
approach “tends to absolutize the historical moment crystallized in the final form of the
text without much regard for the historical factors that may have influenced its
formation.””! Keep in mind that each stage in the development of Scripture had the
concerns of the current community as its focus. The concerns of later generations were
not being addressed. Furthermore, in order to keep our focus on the Word embodied in
the biblical text, understanding must begin with the historical context of the stages of its
development.’?

The canonical exegete must ensure that the exegesis respects the dissonance and
uncertainty of the biblical texts when read as a unity. Against the tendency to harmonise
the texts, “reading a biblical book canonically is like walking a tightrope, because it
means attending to the subordinated voices even while hearing them in the context of the
dominant voice.””® At the risk of flattening out the texts by focussing on the final sources
at the expense of the earlier ones in order to simplify the message for the contemporary
reader, the canonical exegete must recognise that the canon itself functions to protect the
earlier sources as it presents them along with later ones. The canonical approach helps the
exegete to hear the unity in the voices while accepting the dissonance of those voices. and
recognise that “the sum is truly greater than the parts, but it will not tell the truth unless
the parts function in it.”"*

In summary, “with its affirmation that many have been given glimpses of God’s

purpose and none has the entire, complete and final answer, the canon calls us to continue

70 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 152.
I Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 153.
72 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 153.
73 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 153.
74 Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 153.
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to study the text.””

5. HOW THE CANONICAL APPROACH OF BREVARD CHILDS WILL
BE APPLIED IN THIS PROJECT

This project will follow the general outline given above for the application of the
canonical approach of Brevard Childs. In light of the first step in his approach, this study
will begin with a historical-critical analysis of the five pericopes focussing on the shape
of each text, its place within each of the books, and the ramifications of that context. The
questions which will drive this analysis include the characteristics as discussed above (in
the section on the delimitation of the pericopes) which allows the five pericopes to be
considered as a group. Other considerations such as the addressees and authorship of each
text will be analysed.

This historical-critical analysis will be followed by the canonical analysis per se
through a three-step process. The first step (canonical content’®) involves the analysis of
the data uncovered in the historical-critical preparatory process with the five pericopes
viewed together. First, the Institution Narratives with their two closely related strands of
the tradition (Matthew and Mark as one strand; Luke and Paul as the other) must be
interpreted together. Secondly, the separate Johannine tradition (John 6:51-59) must be
interpreted. Finally, the juxtaposition of these three strands of the tradition must be

interpreted.

> Donn F. Morgan, Between Text and Community: The ‘Writings’ in Canonical Interpretation
(Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press, 1990), 147 as quoted in Callaway, “Canonical Criticism,” 153.

76 The frameworks of canonical context, canonical content, and canonical conversations come from
Wall, “Significance of a Canonical Perspective,” 535—40. However, the author has chosen to change the
order to canonical content, canonical context, and canonical conversation because it makes more sense to
begin with the detailed analysis from the historical-critical study. In the canonical content section these
details are analysed in light of all five proto-eucharistic pericopes. The framework then enlarges to include
the canonical context of the pericopes in light of other New Testament texts and then in light of Old
Testament texts. Further details of the manner of this analysis are given in Chapter 5. Finally, we move
farther out to listen to the canonical conversation which arises from the first two frameworks.



160

The second step of the canonical approach per se (canonical context) will involve
the analysis of these five pericopes in light of other New Testament and then in light of
Old Testament pericopes. Finally, the third step of the canonical approach per se
(canonical conversation) will see the uncovering of the biblical theology of the Eucharist.
This conversation builds upon the information gleaned from the first two steps to “hear”
the way the biblical teaching on the Eucharist may be adapted for the life of faith of
believers today. This conversation seeks the common ground of the voices to which may
be added the particular flavours of each community. As Robert Wall puts it, “the
canonical interpreter seeks to relate the different ideas of particular biblical writers and
canonical units together in contrapuntal yet complementary ways, to expose the self-
correcting (or ‘prophetic’) and mutually informing (or ‘priestly’) whole of New
Testament theology. . . . A New Testament theology thus relates the individual parts,
whose significance extends beyond their compiled meaning; the New Testament’s diverse
theologies, reconsidered holistically as complementary witnesses within the whole,
actually ‘thicken’ the meaning of each part in turn.””’”” From this analysis, the project will
have come to a truly theological exegesis of the New Testament proto-eucharistic
pericopes.

6. CONCLUSION

As has been demonstrated, the canonical approach is well-suited to respecting the
voices of the five proto-eucharistic pericopes within the whole of Scripture. It allows the
multiple voices to be “added together” to present a fuller appreciation of the mystery of

the Eucharist, our “source and summit.” As the Pontifical Biblical Commission states, the

77Robert Wall speaks of two “canonical conversations”: the first is intercanonical (between the
different biblical traditions) and the second is normed by the first and is interecclesial (between Scripture
and various faith communities). This project contains only one conversation: the intercanonical; in order to
have an interecclesial conversation, a scholar from another faith community could follow the steps to the
intercanonical conversation at which point the two theologies could be put into conversation with each other
for a truly interecclesial conversation. Wall, “Significance of a Canonical Perspective,” 539.
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canonical approach “proceeds from the perception that the historical-critical method
experiences at times considerable difficulty in arriving, in its conclusions, at a truly
theological level. It aims to carry out the theological task of interpretation more
successfully by beginning from within an explicit framework of faith: the Bible as a
whole.””® As outlined above, we will begin with the historical-critical analysis of the five

pericopes in the next chapter.

78 Pontifical Biblical Commission, /BC, 50—1.
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Chapter 4

Historical-critical Analysis of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes

1. INTRODUCTION

Having explored how the Eucharist was referenced by writers in the early church
and demonstrated the wide-range of pericopes which they cited, along with the many
ways they used their understanding of the Eucharist to expound on other matters (Chapter
1); and having developed a rationale for choosing the five proto-eucharistic pericopes to
be employed in this project (Chapter 2); and having identified the canonical approach as
one well-suited to the task (Chapter 3), we now turn to the first step in our study of these
New Testament texts: a historical-critical analysis of each of the five proto-eucharistic
pericopes. Following the pattern set in Chapter 1, the themes uncovered in the historical-
critical analysis of each pericope will be flagged with an *. As explained in Chapter 3, the
next chapter will present a canonical reading of these texts based upon the data uncovered
in this chapter with its historical-critical analysis of the passages.

2. HISTORICAL-CRITICAL ANALYSIS

This historical-critical analysis will treat the pericopes (other than that of
Matthew) in the order that most exegetes assign to their initial writing: 1 Corinthians,
Mark, Luke, Matthew, and John. Matthew is treated as the last of the Institution
Narratives as it seems the most directly connected with Mark and is without influence on

the other texts.! Before looking at the details of each pericope, we will present general

! Dates: 1 Cor, AD 52-57; Mark, AD 60s; Luke, AD 80-85; Matthew, AD 80-90; and John, AD 90s.
Raymond E. Brown, et al., The New Jerome Biblical Commentary (2d ed.; New York: Geoffrey Chapman,
1995), 799, 596, 676, 631, 949. Some exegetes consider Mark to predate 1 Cor. Andrew Brian McGowan,
““Is There a Liturgical Text in This Gospel?” The Institution Narratives and Their Early Interpretive
Communities,” Journal of Biblical Literature 118, no. 1 (Spring 1999): 77.
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information about the book in which it is found. This general information includes
questions of authorship, date and place of writing, intended audience, and purpose of
writing. The intention of this portion of the project is to present the reader with a context
from which to understand the details presented for each pericope in preparation for taking
a canonical stance in the next chapter; as such, the work of generally accepted scholarship
is presented. Once the individual pericopes have been examined we will be able to take a
canonical stance before the five pericopes as complementary texts within the whole Bible.

2.1. First Corinthians

As the earliest written of the five proto-eucharistic pericopes, we begin with
Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians. This analysis will cover the letter in general before
presenting an overall understanding of the pericope followed by specific details. Paul
states (16:8) that he was writing from Ephesus in the spring; exegetes posit a year in a
range from 52-57 and, recognising the complexity of his relations with the Corinthian
community, a likely date is 54.2 Paul draws attention to his handwritten signature (16:21),
demonstrating his close relationship with the community, and his wish to be present
among them, and he expresses his intention that the letter be read aloud.® This letter,
which follows the format used in the first-century Greco-Roman world,* is neither his
first, nor his last, to the community and is in response to communications he has received

from them and to reports he has heard.’

2 Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, “The First Letter to the Corinthians,” in The New Jerome Biblical
Commentary (2d ed.; ed. Raymond E. Brown, et al.; New York: Geoffrey Chapman, 1995), 799.

3 Collins, First Corinthians, 3.

4 Collins, First Corinthians, 1. Particularly that of “Pseudo-Demetrius’s ‘friendship letter
way he addresses various groups within the letter. Collins, First Corinthians, 9.

3 Collins, First Corinthians, 4-5. Not all exegetes agree, however: “The style of this section
[vv. 17-34], together with Paul’s redescription of what he understands to be taking place at the Lord’s
Supper, indicates that he is not responding to a question first raised by the addressees, but initiates the
raising of an urgent matter for censure and re-education.” Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text (The New International Greek Testament Commentary;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 849.

299

in the
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Early Christian communities celebrated the Lord’s Supper with a meal; the
difficulty at Corinth had arisen from the lack of sharing the food brought for the
occasion.® Paul, aware of his own authority, is writing in order to contrast their behaviour
with that of a “true” Lord’s Supper, to admonish them, and to exhort them to change.’
The community consisted of Jews and pagans representing all but the very top and very
bottom of the Greco-Roman social scale. Problems had arisen from the complexity of the
social status of some of the members of the community; this complexity resulted in
divergent visions of Christianity and competition for spiritual honours.®

The earliest written account of the Institution Narrative, 1 Cor 11:23-26 belongs
within a larger segment of the letter (chapters 8—11) which focusses on Paul’s discussion
of ethical issues with the Corinthians. It is not clear if everyone in Corinth agreed that
their celebrations were disordered.” Paul’s account is grounded in the practice of the early
Christian communities but various scholars hold that Paul’s writings do not reflect
faithfully a tradition begun by the historical Jesus.!? Identifiable signs of the historical
basis of his account include the differences between the ritual of the bread and the non-
ritual, narrative nature of the cup. For some, the tradition originates with Paul because of
the vision from the Lord he received on to road to Damascus.!! Be that as it may, Paul’s
purpose was not mere repetition of a tradition he had given to them earlier; rather, he

sought to show Jesus as a servant who gave up his own life in the covenant of his own

8 Peter Lampe, “The Eucharist: Identifying with Christ on the Cross,” Interpretation 48, no. 1
(1994): 37; Collins, First Corinthians, 392, 419.

7 Collins, First Corinthians, 1,7, 26-27; Lampe, “Identifying with Christ,” 36; Murphy-O’Connor,
“First Corinthians,” 799; Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 887.

8 From 1 Cor 16, Ac 18, Rom 16, we know the names of 16 members of the Corinthian
community; examples of the complexities of their social status include: “rich but female (Phoebe), a city
official but an ex-slave (Erastus), a skilled artisan but a Jew with a wife of higher social rank (Aquila).”
Murphy-O’Connor, “First Corinthians,” 799.

0 Beardslee, First Corinthians, 108, 110.
19 Collins, First Corinthians, 429; cf. Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 154.

' Collins, First Corinthians, 427-30.
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blood. Jesus’ invitation to “do this in memory of me” calls for them to act likewise, in
service to one another. Paul challenges them to see that the tradition they received
condemns their self-centred behaviour.'? Scholars also disagree on the existence of a
Lucan dependence upon Paul’s account. Raymond Collins maintains there is no evidence
of a link; rather, the two accounts present different versions of the tradition.'?

While Paul’s main concern appears to be the ethical issues rather than providing a
detailed theological explanation of the way in which Christ becomes present in the Lord’s
Supper (this concern arose later),'* the liturgical tradition of the early church is evident.'
He follows the steps of a Jewish festive meal, insisting that the eucharistic meal,
beginning with the blessing of the bread, must take place before normal dinner
activities.!® Paul, claiming that his authority in the church comes from the risen Lord
himself, quotes directly his words as a liturgical narrative rather than simply as an
example of a behavioural norm they are to follow.!’

2.1.1. 1 Cor 11:23-26

This section will delve more deeply into Paul’s proto-eucharistic pericope
beginning with general information and concluding with a verse by verse analysis. In
general, Paul’s Greek tends to reflect a more Hellenistic background.'® His use of direct
quotations of Jesus’ words in this pericope (rather than his more usual allusions)

demonstrates his knowledge of Jesus’ teachings and his concern to show the unbroken

12 Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 154.

13 Collins, First Corinthians, 430.

14 Lampe, “Identifying with Christ,” 36, 43.

15 Xavier Léon-Dufour, ed., Dictionary of Biblical Theology (updated 2d ed.; trans. P. Joseph
Cahill; Boston: St Paul Books & Media, 1995), 78-79.

16 Lampe, “Identifying with Christ,” 41.

17 Collins, First Corinthians, 264, 425; McGowan, “Early Interpretive Communities,” 78—79;
Childs, Biblical Theology: Theological Reflection, 219; Murphy-O’Connor, “First Corinthians,” 809.
However, not all exegetes agree on the liturgical basis for the account, Maccoby, “Paul and the
Eucharist,” 250.

18 Xavier Léon-Dufour, Dictionary of Biblical Theology, 78-79.
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chain of transmission.!® The fact that Paul owes his account to tradition is revealed in
language which appears only in these few verses. Here, he uses the term “the body of
Christ” to refer to the community rather than to Jesus’ physical body as he does
elsewhere.?’

In v. 23, Paul uses the terms mapéAafov and mapédwka, technical terms for the
careful passing of a tradition from teacher to student. He gives the Corinthians, word for
word, what he had received.?! The formulaic nature of the beginning of this pericope
demonstrates Paul’s knowledge of the pre-existence of the tradition, his wish to transmit
it unchanged, and its importance to the Corinthians.?* Paul is emphasising the fact that the
words are not his, that their Lord’s Supper originates, not in his own words, but in an
explicit instruction from Jesus, their Lord.?® The Corinthians are not to doubt that their
tradition consists of an unbroken chain stretching back to Jesus.?* Given the use of
deimvijoat (implying several foods eaten with the bread) and that all the food at a meal
was blessed through the blessing of the bread, the single use of edyaptroTrioag (v. 24)
does not prove that their meal included only bread.?

The verbs, mapédwka and mapedideTo (v. 23; my translation “handed on” and

“betrayed” respectively), demonstrate the theological content and context of the tradition

19 John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus: The Roots of the Problem and
the Person (Anchor Bible Reference Library 1; New York: Doubleday, 1991), 46.

20 “mopadidoobar used absolutely, edxap1oTely used absolutely to designate grace at table, kA&v
without an object, kai e{mev, dvduvnaoig (twice), petd with infinitive used as a noun, deimvely, To0T0
placed before the noun, 6adx1¢.” Joachim Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (trans. Norman Perrin;
ed. Alan Richardson; The New Testament Library; London: SCM Press, 1966), 103—4.

21 Robert Louis Wilken, “Interpreting the New Testament,” Pro Ecclesia 14, no. 1 (2005): 16;
These terms were used in “philosophical schools, gnostic literature, and rabbinic circles.” John P. Meier, 4
Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus: Companions and Competitors (Anchor Bible Reference
Library 3; New York: Doubleday, 2001), 139.

22 Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 886—87.

23 Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 867.

245 eremias, Eucharistic Words, 101.

25 Lampe, “Identifying with Christ,” 42.
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which Paul is presenting unchanged: Jesus was handed over for our sins*, God “gave him
up” for us. In this there is an echo of the LXX of Is 53:6.26 Paul claims apostolic authority
but does not claim the right to change what he has received or present new teachings as
originating with Jesus.?’

In v. 24, Paul uses the neuter demonstrative pronoun, To0T0, which may refer to
the action or to the physical bread that Jesus is holding. Paul often uses it for emphasis; in
this case, he also uses pou for emphasis. Whether 10070 is used to refer to the action or
for emphasis, his meaning is clear: if this is 4is body given* on their behalf, then they
must do this in remembrance of him.?® If To0To0 is intended to point to the liturgical
action (blessing and breaking bread), then Jesus’ instruction to “do this in remembrance
of me” would refer to the liturgical act itself.* Care must be taken to avoid an
anachronistic understanding of edxaptotrioag: it refers to the Jewish table grace rather
than the consecration of the bread.*°

In v. 25, the use of woaTwG appears to set up a parallel between Jesus’ action
with the bread and the cup. However, some exegetes maintain that “16 moTrjptov could
be an adverbial accusative or an accusative of respect governed by the force of
WoadTwg ™! which points to less strict parallelism revealing the antiquity of the formula.

The peTa 10 dewmvijoau (after supper), a preposition with an articular infinitive, does not

necessarily represent the liturgical instruction; neither does it necessarily describe what

26 Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 869. T1dvTeg v¢g mpdBata EmAavriOnuev:
dvBpwmog Tij 68@ adTol émAaviOn: kai Kiprog mopédwkev adtov Talg duopTioig nudv. Lancelot C.
L. Brenton, The Septuagint With Apocrypha: Greek and English (Reprint London 1851: Samuel Bagster &
Sons; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1999).

27 Meier, Marginal Jew: Roots, 46; Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 867.
28 Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 153-54.

2 Lampe, “Identifying with Christ,” 43.

30 Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 870.

3 Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 882.
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actually took place at the Lord’s Supper celebrations at Corinth.*? Furthermore, 1| katvn
Stabnkn (the new covenant)* was established through Christ’s blood* on the cross and
the tradition itself condemns the actions of the Corinthians at their Lord’s Supper meals.**
John Meier posits that the use of kauvr) in the phrase represents an interpretation of
Jesus’ words by the Christian community.**

Verse 26 contains evidence of Paul’s emphasis on Jesus’ death™* in the very
structure of the sentence; his use of katayyéAAeTe (present tense) clearly points to a
continuous present action, and the eschatological* dimension is evident in the last phrase
of this pericope: d&xpt o0 #AOn.>

In summary, the words of institution allowed the Corinthians to interpret the
death* of Jesus in association with the meal. For Paul, the Institution Narrative is
presented as a reminder to the community, and as an exhortation to them to ensure their
participation is in fact a participation in the eucharistic tradition established by Jesus
himself. The implication, therefore, is “that the institution narrative had in fact already
been received and interpreted by the Corinthians, but not as a model for direct liturgical
imitation, let alone for recitation.”3°

2.2. Mark

We now turn to the next chronological account: The Gospel of Mark. There is
little controversy about the authorship of this gospel. The superscription, “According to
Mark,” was likely added only after other gospels were in circulation. It is formally

anonymous but internal evidence paints a picture of the author: he had been persuaded

32 Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 882-83.

33 Lampe, “Identifying with Christ,” 43; Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 154; Thiselton,
Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 885; Collins, First Corinthians, 392, 419.

34 Meier, Marginal Jew: Companions and Competitors, 593 n. 122.

3 Thiselton, Commentary: 1 Cor, Greek Text, 886—87; Collins, First Corinthians, 376, 391. Text
is &xpig o0 #A0n according to Aland, et al., GNT, 593.

36 McGowan, “Early Interpretive Communities,” 80.
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about the good news of Jesus and was writing in order to persuade others to understand
Jesus’ words and deeds in the same light. His writing indicates an intimate knowledge of
Jewish customs, culture, sects, and the Scriptures which he read as truthful. He appears to
understand early Jewish eschatology and apocalyptic. His knowledge of Aramaic implies
he grew up in a Jewish family. His writing implies a good level of education, he could
read and write reasonably well in Greek but did not assume his audience could. For them
he provided Latin loan-words for these Greek terms of Jewish celebrations and at times
his ungrammatical Greek may be explained by his use of Latin idioms.*” As for external
evidence, he may have been part of a Cypriot-Jewish family who settled in Jerusalem and
became a part of the early Jerusalem church. Many patristic writers speak of the author as
John Mark, an associate of Peter who later worked with Paul and Barnabus and then with
Barnabus alone, and finally ended up in Rome.*®

Given that it appears to have been written in the 60s, it is the earliest gospel
description of the Last Supper. The Gospel of Mark was written in Rome for a Christian
community living under external threat of persecution, and internal conflict, and who
viewed the incipient revolt in Jerusalem as a potential for further trouble.>® The author’s
purpose is to show the eschatological dimensions and the link to the Passover context.*? It
is important to keep in mind that Mark’s editing, to meet the needs of his largely Gentile

audience, reveals that the earliest gospel does not necessarily present the earliest form of

3T For example his reference to the Syrophoenician woman (7:26) indicates a Roman
differentiation between residents of Syria and those of Carthage (referred to as Libuphoenicians).
Witherin%%on, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 20-21.

Daniel J. Harrington, “The Gospel According to Mark,” in The New Jerome Biblical
Commentary (2d ed.; ed. Raymond E. Brown, et al.; New York: Geoffrey Chapman, 1995), 596;
Witherin%on, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 22, 25-26.

Harrington, “The Gospel According to Mark,” 596; Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 41, 42, 46;
Witherin%ton, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 373.

R.T. France, The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text (The New International
Greek Testament Commentary; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 568.
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any one particular saying or story.*! This search for the earliest text appears to have
diminished. Exegetes continue to quote the work of Joachim Jeremias** but also raise
questions about his use of later Jewish documents to describe the Last Supper meal in
spite of the many changes to Jewish practices after the destruction of the Temple. Jesus’
last Kingdom of God saying is in Mark’s Last Supper account. Mark attempts to reassure
his community of the fulfilment of the prophecy for drinking anew just as his hearers
come to an awareness of the fulfilment of the betrayal prophecy.*’

Mark is familiar with Jewish Scriptures but does not assume the same of his
readers; his narrator controls the information given to the reader.** Beyond this purpose
of equipping the community for persecution, exegetes speculate about other purposes
such as: preserving eyewitnesses accounts, combating false teaching and heresies,
providing instructions for their worship, or providing readings for baptismal or Easter
liturgies.*

That the Marcan community celebrated the Eucharist is a given;*¢ Mark simply
presents Jesus’ words and actions along with the interpretation. In doing this, Mark shows
that Jesus’ act is one of self-giving™* thereby bringing about a new covenant® which
supersedes the old covenant between God and Israel.*’ The use of ZoTtv “suggests a too
formal, even mathematical, equation between Jesus and the bread; on the other hand, a
paraphrase such as ‘represents’ weakens the relationship between Jesus and the bread to a

figurative or symbolic likeness. The verb is ideally understood as a metaphor, ‘The bread

4 Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 374.

25 eremias, Eucharistic Words.

43 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 396, 398, 399.

4 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 20.

45 Harrington, “The Gospel According to Mark,” 597.

46 Moloney, Mark: A Commentary, 287.

47 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 399; Hooker, Gospel According to Mark, 340.
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means or conveys my body.”””*® For Ben Witherington, the words of institution had to
have been taken symbolically as the blood contained the life-force and so could not be
drunk.* James Edwards posits that the use of Jesus’ words to develop the medieval
doctrine of Transubstantiation “overinterprets the sense of our Eucharistic texts. It is
unlikely that Jesus’ words connote a change in substance in Mark, for he declares ‘This is
my blood’ after the disciples have drunk the cup (v. 23).”°

Mark introduces his gospel as *Apxr) T00 edayyeAiov "Incod XptoTod (1:1),
marking the creation of a new genre imitated by the other gospel writers. Scholars debate
as to the purpose of the gospel genre: were they each written for one community or were
they intended to be circulated among all Christian communities? Evidence seems to point
to Mark being used by Matthew and Luke. His intention was to encourage Christians to
make his text their own through reflecting on their own lives in light of Jesus’ life.’!
Writing closest to the eyewitnesses, Mark records the community’s traditions with less
influence from their liturgical development although the 30-40 years of re-enactment of
the Lord’s Supper means that the exact words used by the historical Jesus at the Last
Supper cannot be known with certainty. In general, Mark’s version is viewed as the
closest to those original words with the available evidence including the absence of

liturgical balancing.>?

48 Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 425.

49 Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 374.

30 Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 426.

! Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 1, 13, 42, 46; Harrington, “The Gospel According to
Mark,” 597.

32 Timothy J. Geddert, Mark (Believers Church Bible Commentary; Waterloo, Ont.: Herald Press,
2001), 339-40; Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 5; Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical
Commentary, 373. Scholars are divided on the priority of Mark against Matthew with regard to the final
redaction of these two books; however, in this paper the priority of Mark is held. As will be demonstrated in

the section on comparing the pericopes, Matthew’s Institution Narrative account is clearly secondary to that
of Mark. Collins, First Corinthians, 430
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Given the fact that Mark dates to a generation after the death of Jesus, the
audience would be converts who learned about Jesus’ life through others and through the
words of early credal* statements such as 1 Cor 11:23-26.3

2.2.1. Mark 14:22-26

With this general information about the Gospel of Mark, we now turn to general
information about Mark’s proto-eucharistic pericope. Mark uses Aramaic wording in his
Greek as well as Latin loanwords.>* While it is the shortest Institution Narrative, in
marked contrast to the details of the preparation (vv. 12-16), it contains all the key
eucharistic words: Aopfdvw, edAoyéw/edxaptoTéw*, kKAdw, 8{dwpt, and the correct
interpretation of the bread and cup symbolism.>> According to I. Howard Marshall, for
Bultmann, the original oral account of Mark was displaced by the Pauline cultic account;
and for Schiirmann, the Marcan Passover narrative was expanded to include, in a single
unit, the eucharistic* narrative in order to clarify the obscurities found within the early
tradition.>

This pericope contains no reference to the detailed preparations of the previous
section (vv. 12-16) but contains a secondary introduction. Mark’s writing shifts from
plain narrative to a more solemn language where he uses forms (participles, finite verbs)
and sentence construction which he does not use elsewhere.’’” Mark has simply reverted

to the liturgical formula of the community; a formula established long before and set by

33 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 66.
>4 Xavier Léon-Dufour, Dictionary of Biblical Theology, 78—79; Harrington, “The Gospel
According to Mark,” 596.

>3 France, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 567; Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 425.

36 1. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of Luke: A Commentary on the Greek Text (The New
International Greek Testament Commentary; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 793.

ST“To0T6 EoTLy, Tively 2k, S1aBk, Zkxelv, Omtp TOAAGY, 00KETL 00 pH, yévnua, dumedog,
£wg . .. dTou, &v TH PaociAsiq ToO Be00. Note also the absence of the historic present, of which Mark is
so fond.” Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 97 n.5. There are 151 occurrences of the historical present in Mark.
France, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 568.
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its use in their liturgies.>®

While Mark does not include instructions to eat or to drink, his use of AdBeTe
after giving the bread and the fact he recounts that they all drank allows one to assume
that these instructions did not need to be stated explicitly. The blessings (vv. 22, 23)
indicate a standard grace rather than denoting consecration, as edxaptoTéw (v. 23) cannot
have that meaning. With the bread (v. 22), the disciples are left to realise the significance;
with the cup, Jesus tells them directly (v. 24).%° The Aramaic term translated into Greek

99 ¢

as odpa probably carried a meaning of “my person,” “my whole being,” or “my self*”’;
furthermore, Jesus’ gracious gift of himself on their behalf is evidenced by the seven
transitive verbs in v. 22: eat, take, bless, break, give, say, take.®® The word ZoT1v would
not have been present in the Aramaic actually spoken by Jesus. While Mark’s account
predates theological reflection on the part of the community, he does present symbolically
the sense that they were to benefit from Jesus’ coming death.’! These words have caused
much discussion as to their meaning: was Jesus merely indicating the bread, saying that
“This is myself,” or was he pointing to the bread as “representative” of himself? Mark
emphasises Jesus’ actions and his self-giving on the cross*.5?

Mark does not observe the later rabbinic custom of using individual cups and does
not indicate over which of the four Passover cups Jesus said the words of institution;
however, he does include Judas among the mévTeg. Mark has Jesus echo the words he

said over the bread (v. 22, To0TO 0TIV TO Owud pov) with the cup (v. 24, ToOTS €0TLv

76 alpd pov) but Jesus then continues with the evocative explanation,Tfig Sta@rkng and

>3 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 97.
39 France, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 567—68.

60 Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 425-26; Moloney, Mark: A Commentary, 285.
ol g rance, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 569; Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical
Commentary, 374.

2 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 395.
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TO €kxuvvopevov Omep mMOAAGV. In this, Mark continues to present a contrast between
the present “coming” of God’s kingdom (hidden and in the grips of suffering), with its
future coming in glory*. By having Jesus first refer to his “cup of death” (v. 24) and then
to the “cup of future glory” (v. 25), it is evident that these “comings” form part of a single
purpose: it is Jesus’ death, Omép mMOAAGYV, that will bring salvation.®® For Joachim
Jeremias, because the phrase “the fruit of the vine” is being used as a liturgical
expression, the pericope functions as a liturgical rubric.®*

In conclusion, this section has shown that Mark takes for granted the community’s
eucharistic practice, using the account to remind them of Jesus’ death as self-gift* Omép
TOAAGV. Jesus’ words, €wg Thig fuépag, remind them to look beyond his death. While
Mark wants to highlight Jesus’ relationship* with his disciples and his self-sacrifice
which ushers in the new covenant* between God and his people,®® in his sober narrative
Mark keeps the focus on Jesus’ death in order that his community does not overstress the
communal-meal aspect of their celebrations.®

2.3. Luke

We now turn to Luke’s gospel; once again, general information about the gospel
will be presented prior to a more detailed look at Luke’s proto-eucharistic pericope. As
with the Gospel of Mark, there is little controversy about the author of Luke. From the
gospel itself, the author is purported to be a relatively obscure figure who was well
educated in Hellenistic rhetoric and in the Torah and is a masterful story-teller.
References outside Luke’s gospel indicate he is perhaps a companion of Paul although

this would have been an early relationship as there is no evidence of Pauline thought or

63 France, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 569—72.
64 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 97 n. 4.

65 Moloney, Mark: A Commentary, 285-87.

% Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 400.
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references to Paul’s letters.®” That he might be the “beloved physician” has been disputed
with the recognition that the language he uses is no more technical than any other writing
of the time which is known to be by a non-physician.%® Several early Christian writers
speak of the author Luke; if they were to fabricate authorship, surely the choice would not
have been one so obscure.®’

While dating the writing of Luke depends upon interior evidence which has been
interpreted in many different ways, this project will assign a date of 80-85 due to the
following considerations: it was written after Mark, assumes knowledge of the
destruction of the Temple, demonstrates no knowledge of either the persecution of
Christians which began during Domitian’s rule (81-96) or the conflict between the
developing Christian communities and the Jewish Pharisaic reconstruction (85-90).
Although the Fathers identify Luke as a companion of Paul, later scholars agree that the
gospel is the product of “second generation” authorship.”

While the recipients for whom Luke wrote his gospel are unknown, they likely
were Gentiles who spoke Greek and knew enough Scripture and traditions to understand
his many allusions. Luke was writing for an audience that was already Christian in order
to confirm their belief. His work is finely crafted, meaning that it was not written in
response to a particular crisis or confusion and he likely envisioned a larger readership
than one specific community. Luke’s writing was intended for anyone feeling out of place

in the new movement. He wrote to give reassurances that God was directing them in a

7 The Luke of Paul’s greetings in Phlm 24 (“as well as Mark, Aristarchus, Bemas, and Luke, my
co-workers”); Col 4:14 (“Luke the beloved physician sends greetings, as does Demas™); 2 Tim 4:11 (“Luke
is the only one with me.” This supposition would also explain the so-called “we” passages in Acts (16:10-
17; 20:5-15; 21:1-18; 27:1-28:16). Johnson, Luke, 2.

8 Robert J. Karris, “The Gospel According to Luke,” in The New Jerome Biblical Commentary
(2d ed.; ed. Raymond E. Brown, et al.; New York: Geoffrey Chapman, 1995), 675; Marshall, Commentary:
Luke, Greek Text, 32-33; Johnson, Luke, 2-3.

0 Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome, as well as the Muratorian canon and the late
second-century Prologue to the Gospel. Karris, “Luke,” 675; Johnson, Luke, 2.

70 Karris, “Luke,” 675-76; Johnson, Luke, 2.
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renewed work and that the movement was forced out by Judaism rather than being
isolationist themselves.”! For Luke, God will be faithful to his promises in a way that is
unexpected; God will include “Gentiles, the unclean, the poor, women, Samaritans, rich
toll collectors, and assorted other outcasts as well as elect people who are repentant of
their initial rejection of Jesus, God’s prophet and Chosen One. This Israel is called
reconstituted Israel. In it is found continuity with the old.””?

According to John Donahue, disputes about Luke’s pericope (Luke 22:14-23)
abound.” Textual evidence appears in a “short form” and a “long form” with vv. 19b-20
comprising the difference. Manuscript evidence indicates they should be included in the
pericope.”* Luke’s account is different from those of Matthew and Mark and may have
circulated orally as a separate tradition or come from special Lucan material. These
differences have raised questions about “Jesus’ original wording at the meal” and a search
for the earlier tradition. For Joachim Jeremias the earliest is Luke; for others it is Mark;
the argumentation is complex and clear evidence is lacking.” Clearly, the accounts
complement one another as they tell of the significance of the Last Supper; “the base of
the accounts is fundamentally similar, with Jesus’ sacrificial* role clearly present. The
differences reflect alternative ways to summarize and emphasize the event’s
implications.”’®

Some exegetes hold that the pericope focusses on Jesus’ service rather than the

" Darrell L. Bock points not only to Acts but also to the rejection of Jesus spelled out in Luke 9—
13; 22-23 as evidence for the rejection of the Lucan community. Johnson, Luke, 3; Marshall, Commentary:
Luke, Greek Text, 794; Darrell L. Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50 (vol. 1 of Luke; Baker Exegetical Commentary on
the New Testament; Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1996), 15.

2 Karris, “Luke,” 676.

73 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 398.

™ Metzger, Textual Commentary, 148-50.

5 Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 1716-17; Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 189-91.
76 Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53,1717.
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sacrificial aspect of his death or the Paschal Lamb imagery;’’ for others, the focus is not
the words of institution (vv. 19b-20) but the fact that the meal is Jesus’ last supper with
his disciples, the last in a series of shared meals, at which time God’s promises are
fulfilled*; still others see in it an exhortation for Luke’s audience.”®

This pericope in Luke appears to have been drawn from Mark,” 1 Cor,* and
special Lucan material which had been circulating orally.®! Recalling that Luke generally
did not move text around but kept sections in the order Mark had employed,®* the
deviations in this pericope contain another passion account parallel to those of
Mark/Matthew and John.3? It appears that the cultic expression of the Institution
Narrative, as seen in 1 Cor 11:23-26, was placed in a Passover* setting as the writers
were forming the passion narrative.®*

The structure of the pericope bespeaks its origin as two separate traditions: one
eschatological and one eucharistic. Verse 14 introduces the pericope, vv. 15-18 present
the eschatological®* dimension, vv. 19-20 present the eucharistic* dimension, and vv. 21-
23 tell of the coming betrayal*.*> The Lucan redaction presents words about not eating
and not drinking ordinary food and drink* followed by the eucharistic words over the
bread and over the wine.*® The pericope is a farewell meal for Jesus and his disciples with

no developed sacramentalism but where Jesus reinterprets* the farewell for his disciples.

7 Arthur Voo6bus, “A New Approach to the Problem of the Shorter and Longer Text in Luke,”
New Testament Studies 15 (July 1969): 462.

8 Robert J. Karris, Luke: Artist and Theologian,; Luke’s Passion Account As Literature
(Theological Inquiries; New York: Paulist Press, 1985), 65.

79 Karris, “Luke,” 675.

80 Xavier Léon-Dufour, Dictionary of Biblical Theology, 78-79.

81 Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 1716; Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 807.
82 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 807-8.

83 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 98-99.

84 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 801; Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 98.
85 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 98—100.

86 Meier, Marginal Jew: Roots, 397-98.
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Luke also emphasises that betrayal is possible even by those present at the Lord’s table.
The fact of the two origins of this pericope explains the lack of connection between the
portions and helps avoid the problem of assigning primacy to one or the other portion.?’
Luke sets up two parallel blocks of text which have arisen from different sources: vv. 15-
18 (the “first cup”) from Luke’s special source, and vv 19-20 (the Institution Narrative
itself) from the community’s liturgical tradition. In the shift from ordinary drink to the
eucharistic elements*, several key language changes take place: “from de€£dpevog (v. 17)
to AaPBwv (v. 20), from the indefinite moTrplov (v. 17) to 76 motrptov (v. 20) and from
the double eimev (vv. 15, 17) to the double Aéywv (vv. 19, 20).”5

Verses 19-20 should be considered authentic, against the evidence which would
omit vv. 19b-20.% Exegetes are divided as to the significance of the non-Lucan style
within vv. 19b-20; do these differences help in the determination of the original Lucan
text?°’ Kobus Petzer identifies eleven features within the disputed text which seem to
point to a non-Lucan origin®! but then identifies other non-Lucan features in the
undisputed Lucan text of vv. 17-19a,”? before concluding that Luke retained much of the
language of his sources when crafting his Institution Narrative. While keeping in mind
the fact that Luke retained the styles of his sources, further investigation of the other
Institution Narrative passages, leads one to the conclusion that these verses cannot be
attributed to a later scribe on the basis of non-Lucan style alone and that they may

legitimately be attributed to Luke himself. This study investigated two aspects:

87 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 793—-94, 807-8.
88 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 99—-100.

8 Xavier Léon-Dufour, Dictionary of Biblical Theology, 78—79.

90 Kobus Petzer, “Style and Text in the Lucan Narrative of the Institution of the Lord’s Supper
(Luke 22:19b-20),” New Testament Studies 37, no. 1 (January 1991): 114.

1 Features: 1) omép OpGV;2) &ude;3) dvdpvnoig; 4) moTripLov; 5) WoodTwg; 6) HETA TO
deimvijoar; 7) deimvéw; 8) omission of the copula; 9) karvég; 10) S1aBnkn; 11) ékxew. Petzer, “Style and
Text,” 115-21.

92 Features: déxopat; 2) moTtriptov; 3) edxopioTéw; 4) yévnua; 5) dumeldog. Petzer, “Style and
Text,” 121-22.
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grammatical and literary, with grammatical differences suggesting that the verses are of
non-Lucan origin, and the literary aspect indicating the insignificance of the grammatical
differences. Kobus Petzer warns that the literary aspect is very complex due to the
difficulties inherent in investigating the style of an author.”?

John Meier favours the originality of the longer text on the basis of P°. He
considers that Luke is using 1 Cor 11:23-26 and Mark, as well as changes which may
have originated either in Luke himself or in the liturgical practice of his community.”*
According to Hyam Maccoby, Joachim Jeremias reversed his original view when he
acknowledged that the Long Text is earlier than the Short Text. Luke intertwines the
apocalyptic elements (vv. 15, 18) and the eucharistic elements* (vv. 19b, 20).”

2.3.1. Luke 22:14-23

Luke shows his wide-ranging background through his use of rhetoric and several
Greek literary techniques; he demonstrates his knowledge of Torah through many
references and allusions; and he uses many parables to connect the history of Israel to the
story of Jesus and the developing church. His interconnected narrative continues the
ancient biblical story of God and his people.”® His comfort with the traditions shows in
the variety of Greek styles he employs; particular to this pericope are the Greek literary

forms of symposium and farewell discourse.”’

93 Petzer, “Style and Text,” 122, 126-29.
94 John P. Meier, “The Eucharist at the Last Supper: Did It Happen?” Theology Digest 42, no. 4
(1995): 343.

% Maccoby, “Paul and the Eucharist,” 255.

96 Johnson, Luke, 3.

o7 Karris, “Luke,” 676; Johnson, Luke, 225. “The symposium was developed into a loosely
structured literary form used to frame table conversation, dialogues, discourses, and other short literary
forms.” Only Luke and John used this literary form in their writing. We see this form in five instances in
Luke one of which includes the the proto-eucharistic pericope (Luke 22:14-38), and in John, in the Last
Supper account (John 13—-16). David E. Aune, The Westminster Dictionary of New Testament and Early
Christian Literature and Rhetoric (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003), 454.
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In v. 14, Luke uses dméoToAot rather than “the Twelve” which may indicate he is
following his Lucan source or may signal his wish to avoid a reference to the Twelve
which would include Judas.”®

Verse 15 contains a number of features which may be particularly Lucan: first,
émBupia is a dative use strengthening the verb following the use of Hebrew infinitive
absolute, which is also found in the LXX; second, while the interest is in the meal, rather
than the Paschal lamb, the point in the meal at which the words of institution were used is
unknown; third, having a meal as the object of dayeiv; fourth, Jesus knew this was his
last meal with his disciples, and so he spoke of being pef” Oudv and referred to the
mdoyw to alert them to his coming suffering*; and, finally, he uses the phrase mpd T00.%

Verse 16 parallels v. 18 (and Mark 14:25) with its eschatological emphasis.
Verses 17-18 parallel the first part and the description of the institution of the Lord’s
Supper. While it might be preferable to see in the shared cup, a sharing in the blessing
Jesus gave, it must be understood that the “blessing” was a prayer of thanks* to God for
all his gifts and the very act of drinking together unites the participants* in table
fellowship.'%

According to I. Howard Marshall, most exegetes maintain that the phrase in v. 19,
“this is my body,” is not possible in Aramaic; however, Schiirmann disagrees. The
climactic nature of v. 20 has Jesus facing a “martyrological” death rather than a
“sacrificial” one. Luke here gives a eucharistic* sense to the “second” cup in marked

contrast to the focus of the first.'?!

8 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 795; Meier, Marginal Jew: Companions and
Competitors, 136.

% Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 795.

100 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 796—99; Pierson Parker, “Three Variant Readings
in Luke-Acts,” Journal of Biblical Literature 83 (June 1964): 166.

101 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 803; Pierson Parker, “Three Variant Readings in
Luke-Acts,” 167, 170.
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In v. 21, while continuing to speak to the apostles, Jesus abruptly warns them of
the betrayer. His words, mAT)v 1600 1 xelp, which are also found in the LXX, may be
another Lucan form. As well, the wording in Mark 14:25, oprjv Aéyw Opiv, may be
earlier than Luke’s.!%?

Jesus is aware of his destiny and knows his betrayer is with them at the table.
Luke introduces this section (a Lucan redaction of Mark 14:17-18a) dramatically [mAr|v
{600] to catch the attention of his audience by changing Mark’s future tense to the
present. Verse 22 presents a more gentle Jesus in contrast to Mark’s account (14:21b).
Luke may have the more original order or may have been following his special source.'®

In conclusion, this section has shown that in Luke, Judas is present for the
eucharistic portion of the meal, only being singled out afterwards. Through this, Luke
may have been exhorting his community to self-examination: taking part in the Eucharist
does not exempt anyone from failure. Luke has moved this betrayal from the particularity
of Judas to the universal. In every age, believers are capable of lapsing, of betraying the
faith,1%

2.4. Matthew

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, the last of the Institution Narratives
to be considered is that of Matthew. While the Gospel of Matthew takes first place in the
New Testament due to its content and its prestige in the early church,'® it is discussed

last here because of the minor differences in its proto-eucharistic pericope. The gospel

102 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 808-9.

103 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 795, 809; Voobus, “New Approach,” 459.

104 Voobus, “New Approach,” 459; Karris, Luke: Artist and Theologian, 67.

105 The early church considered it to bear the name of one of the apostles and held its content in
high regard, for example the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus’ three-fold prayer in the Garden of Gethsemane,
Judas’s suicide. His work contains the most quotes of the Hebrew Scriptures and focuses on the fulfilment
of many prophecies in the life and work of Jesus. Leon Morris, The Gospel According to Matthew (Grand
Rapids: Eerdsmans, 1992), 2-3; Benedict T. Viviano, “The Gospel According to Matthew,” in The New
Jerome Biblical Commentary (2d ed.; ed. Raymond E. Brown, et al.; New York: Geoffrey Chapman,
1995), 630.
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itself does not give any authorial information; it is anonymous but information is still
available to give some indications about the author. Likely, he was an early Christian
teacher and leader who had been raised a faithful Jew. He may have been a rabbi and
catechist. He is familiar with Jewish Scripture and his teachings appear to be in line with
later Jewish writings such as the Mishnah and the Talmud. Some scholars assert he was
not adverse to the use of Midrash. He gave no explanation about Jewish celebrations or
dietary and purity laws. He demonstrates concern for Jewish issues with his genealogy
beginning with the Father in faith, Abraham and Jesus being sent to the “lost sheep of
Israel.” He distances himself from official Judaism with critiques of “their” scribes (7:29)
and “their” synagogues (9:25). His gospel presents the strongest case for a continuity
between the past in Judaism and the future in following Jesus.!%

The Gospel of Matthew appears to have been based on Mark with material from Q
as well as special Matthean material.!?” The fact it was known by Ignatius of Antioch
places its writing in the latter half of the 80s.!%® Given the use of Jewish rhetoric and the
lack of explanations of Jewish themes, Matthew’s community must have been mostly
Jewish Christians, likely in Syria or Palestine, with its Jewish population and
predominant use of Greek.!” There may have been some community conflict over their
continuation of Jewish customs which could explain Matthew’s focus on the relationship
between Jesus and the Torah and on Jesus, rather than the Scribes and Pharisees, as the
proper interpreter of the Torah.!!® Matthew follows Mark with changes to show Jesus in
control and giving orders, changes which may reveal the liturgy of the Matthean

community. According to Daniel Harrington, the Johannine chronology is more likely

106 Harrington, Matthew, 8-9; Morris, Matthew, 2-3; Viviano, “Matthew,” 630-31.
107 Harrington, Matthew, 1, 2, 5, 8.

108 Viviano, “Matthew,” 631.

109 Harrington, Matthew, 9.

110 Harrington, Matthew, 8.
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than that of the Synoptics whose choice may demonstrate the wish by early Christians to
have a closer link between the Last Supper and Passover. Matthew’s community
continued to celebrate Jewish festivals; by keeping a close link between those festivals
and their developing celebration of the Eucharist, they were able to continue celebrating
the themes of Passover anywhere and anytime.'!!

The Matthean changes to Mark’s text seem to have a liturgical origin and several
purposes for these changes have been proposed: Mark was attempting to show that the
Jewish-Christian context best preserved their Jewish tradition; he was teaching his
community and exhorting them by providing material for liturgies and for sermons; he
was addressing outsiders who were open to the teachings of the community; he was
addressing outsiders hostile to the community; or he was simply writing a story.!!?

2.4.1. Matt 26:26-30

With this general information about the gospel, we now look more closely at the
proto-eucharistic pericope itself. The canonical text of Matthew is Greek; his Greek, with
evidence of Hebrew idioms and expressions, appears to have attempted to improve the
Greek of his sources.!!® Exegetical work on this pericope tends to focus on the link to
Mark’s account outlining the redactive changes he made. In this section, only the features
unique to Matthew will be discussed.

In v. 26, Matthew makes a stronger connection between Jesus and his words and
actions that follow by mentioning Jesus by name. Matthew also says that Jesus had given
the bread to “the disciples” and then places a command to eat (@dyete) on Jesus’ lips.

Exegetes posit that this command reveals the community bringing the text into line with

1 Harrington, Matthew, 369-71.

12 xavier Léon-Dufour, Dictionary of Biblical Theology, 78—79; Harrington, Matthew, 17;
Viviano, “Matthew,” 631-32.

13 Harrington, Matthew, 3—4.
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their liturgical practice.!'*

Verse 27 presents another imperative spoken by Jesus, this time to drink (miete).
This introduces symmetry to the event which, again, may reflect the liturgical practice. It
also presents Jesus in control of the events.!!* Verse 28 contains a significant contribution
to the Institution Narratives as Matthew states the purpose of the shedding of the blood*:
eig dpeotv auoptidv. Matthew has an emphasis on Jesus’ power to forgive sins
throughout his gospel; all evoke the Suffering Servant Song of Isa 52:13—53:12 and this
instance is the climax of these references.!!®

In v. 29, first Jesus states he will not drink éx ~ aptt, thereby strengthening the
focus on his coming passion*; secondly, Jesus promises that the next time he drinks it
will be ped “du@v and this sharing will take place in the kingdom tod matpog pov. Again,
these changes make the events of the Last Supper more personal.!!’

In conclusion, most exegetes understand Matthew to be a redaction of Mark
through the liturgical experience of his community; they see “prayers for cultic recitation
over bread and cup, more or less along the lines familiar from later liturgies.”!'!®
However, Leon Morris warns “that we have no knowledge of any Christian liturgies as
early as this writing”!"® for comparison.

2.5. John

Following our procedure with the first four of the proto-eucharistic pericopes, we
will look at John’s account in the Bread of Life discourse with an initial discussion of

matters concerning the whole Gospel of John. In discussing the Gospel of John (for its

overall structure see Appendix VIII: Structure of the Gospel of John), we first recall that

114 Harrington, Matthew, 367.

15 Harrington, Matthew, 367-8.

116 Others are found at Matt 1:21; 5:23-24; 6:12, 14, 15; 9:6; 18:21-35. Harrington, Matthew, 368.
17 Harrington, Matthew, 368.

18 McGowan, “Early Interpretive Communities,” 74.
"9 Morris, Matthew, 658.
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Irenaeus asserted the existence of a four-gospel canon by the late second century. He
recognised the extensive use of John’s gospel by gnostic heretics but held that its place in
the canon was certain.'?’

Raymond E. Brown identifies three stages in the development of John’s gospel:
Stage 1, its origin in the public ministry of Jesus of Nazareth; Stage 2, the community’s
proclamation of Jesus in their post-resurrectional context; and Stage 3, the writing of the
gospel, a stage which involved both the original writer and a redactor. While there is
evidence of redactional activity within the gospel, that additional material is not
necessarily more recent than what was originally included because this redactor used
material from the first two stages of development, which the original writer had not
included in his account. Raymond E. Brown posits that most likely the redactor was a
fellow disciple with the evangelist and a member of the Johannine School as a follower of
the Beloved Disciple.'?!

The writer of the Fourth Gospel chose to remain anonymous and, according to
modern scholars, his identity is still not known with certainty.'?? According to Francis J.
Moloney others suggest the founder of the Johannine community who may have been a
disciple of Jesus but was neither a son of Zebedee nor one of the Twelve.!>* According to
Stephen K. Ray, many names have been suggested, among them: Lazarus, Paul, Matthias,
John Mark, a presbyter named John, or even the community of John writing in John’s
name. He concludes that internal evidence shows that “the author is clearly a Palestinian

Jew, fully acquainted with life in Israel before the destruction of Jerusalem. He writes as

120 Irenaeus, Haer. 3.11. Craig S. Keener, The Gospel of John: A Commentary Volume 1

(Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2003), 141.
Raymond E. Brown avoids Bultmann’s terminology “Ecclesiastical Redactor” because the

redactor has not “corrected” the text. Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to John, 64—78, 82—83.

122 Jerome H. Neyrey, The Gospel of John (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 2;
Francis J. Moloney, The Gospel of John (vol. 4 of Sacra Pagina; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press,
1998), 7.

123 Moloney, John, 7.
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an eyewitness, with amazing detail, a point that even some Jewish historians have
admitted. The writer obviously had an intimate place among Jesus’ followers.”'?* The
internal evidence includes references to “the disciple” and to “one of his disciples, whom
Jesus loved” (for example, John 13:23) which, from their contexts, allows an assumption
that they refer to the Apostle John, the Son of Zebedee. Although an eyewitness, it may
be posited that he does not use his name and only infrequently quotes himself out of
modesty.'?® Francis J. Moloney concludes from the internal evidence in John 21:24 that
the writer of the gospel is “the Beloved Disciple,” he who leaned on Jesus’ breast at the
Last Supper (13:23); stood at the foot of the cross (19:25-27); and saw the clothes in the
empty tomb and believed (20:3-10).'%°

For external evidence about the author of the Fourth Gospel, Irenaeus (among
early writers) states, “John, the disciple of the Lord, who also had leaned upon his breast,
did himself publish a Gospel during his residence at Ephesus in Asia.”'?’ Eusebius (ca.
260—ca. 340) states that John wrote his gospel after Mark and Luke wrote theirs; he
quotes Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150—ca. 215) to say that John composed a spiritual
gospel; and he preserved the writing of Polycrates (from the second century) who states
that John was a presbyter and was buried at Ephesus.!?® Stephen K. Ray concurs with this
patristic evidence and states that church history and tradition have maintained this
information.!? Craig S. Keener, using external evidence, concludes that John the son of

Zebedee wrote the substance of the Fourth Gospel.'*® Andreas J. Kostenberger,

124 Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 29.

125 1 John 13:25, “So, lying thus, close to the breast of Jesus, he said to him, ‘Lord, who is it?’”;
21:7, “That disciple whom Jesus loves said to Peter, ‘It is the Lord!’. . .”; and 21:20, “Peter turned as saw
following them the disciple whom Jesus loved, who had lain close to his breast at the supper and had said,
‘Lord, who is it that is going to betray you?’” Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 29.

126 Moloney, John, 6.

127 Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 29; Moloney, John, 6-7.

28 Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3, 1, 1 as quoted in Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 30.
129 Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 29.
130 Keener, Gospel of John, 139.
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combining internal and external evidence, agrees that “the author is an apostle, one of the
Twelve, John, the son of Zebedee, and is associated with Peter. John lived to a ‘ripe old
age’ and his was the last Gospel to be written. He wrote in Ephesus for the universal
church not just for his community.”!*!

Other modern scholars do not concur with the patristic evidence but posit various
answers for the question of authorship. Richard Bauckham holds that the author was a
disciple with a uniquely close relationship with Jesus; indeed, he is the ideal witness to
Jesus and his mission. The gospel he crafted is a structured narrative which leads the
reader to a level of trust of what he says in spite of the fact he may have been an obscure,
relatively unknown disciple.!'*?

As to where John wrote his gospel, once again, modern scholarship has many
answers to this question. Early traditions posit the Gospel of John being written in
Ephesus. However, internal evidence and the way the gospel was used in antiquity lead to
other possibilities. This internal evidence includes the way John’s gospel differs from the
Synoptics in its details of Jerusalem and Palestine, its understanding of Jewish feasts, its
use of the LXX for Scripture quotes, its translation of basic Hebrew and Aramaic words
into Greek, the fact that the Apostles are not mentioned, and that there is little evidence of
any existing church structure. After presenting details of these and other factors (12 in
all), Raymond E. Brown looks at the possible composition sites proposed by others:
Alexandria, Antioch or Syria, Northern Transjordan, Ephesus. He concludes that the

whole issue of place of composition is not important as the gospel itself appeals to

131 Andreas J. Kostenberger, John (Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament; Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2004), 6-8.

132 Richard Bauckham, The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple: Narrative, History, and Theology
in the Gospel of John (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 10—16. Bauckham states that a number of
modern scholars (O. Cullmann, R. E. Brown, R Schnackenburg, R. A. Culpepper, and B. Witherington (to
name a few) hold that the Beloved Disciple was not one of the Twelve. Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the
Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 412, n. 1.
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believers in a way which transcends place and time (see John 20:30-31). However, for
him, Ephesus seems the most likely and is the only one of the proposed sites which has
ancient attestation. The Johannine tradition most likely began in Jerusalem and Judea in
the oral tradition surrounding Jesus’ ministry, then went through an early written stage in
a Greek-speaking area near Palestine, and had its final redaction in Ephesus.'**> Andreas J.
Kostenberger and Stephen K. Ray concur with his conclusion that John wrote in Ephesus.
Despite this, the author of John displays more intimate knowledge of the areas of Judea,
Samaria, Galilee, Jerusalem, than do the synoptic writers (see John 2:20).!34

As to John’s audience and his purpose in writing, he supplies some basic
information in John 20:30-31.!3 At a time when the gnostic heresy was emerging and
later flourished and, as mentioned above, made much use of the Gospel of John, exegetes
posit that one of John’s purposes was to refute such though (that matter is evil and spirit
is good) by presenting the Incarnation as contrary evidence. John also argued against the
Judaizers, who insisted that Gentiles had to comply with Jewish law to become
Christians.!3® Andreas J. Kostenberger believes that the addressees were primarily Jews
of the Diaspora and new converts to Christianity. While John was encouraging his
community and building their faith, the fact he translates Hebrew words and Jewish

events (see, for example, John 4:9; 9:6-7; 19:31) shows that he was also writing for

133 Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to John, 199, 206.

134 Kostenberger, John, 6-8; Ray, St. John'’s Gospel, 29; Neyrey, Gospel of John, 2.

3 “Now Jesus did many other signs in the presence of the disciples, which are not written in this
book; but these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing
you may have life in his name.”

136 Gnosticism is a term which “covers a number of religious and quasiphilosophical movements
that developed in the religious pluralism of the Hellenistic world and flourished from the second to the fifth
centuries A.D.” Everett Ferguson, A—K (vol. 1 of Encyclopedia of Early Christianity; 2d ed.; New York:
Garland, 1997), 465. Also held by exegetes such as: Kostenberger, John, 8; Schnackenburg, Commentary:
Chapters 5-12, 59, 62; Keener, Gospel of John, 141, Ray, St. John’s Gospel, 34-35; Peder Borgen, An
Exegetical Study of the Concept of Manna in the Gospel of John and the Writings of Philo (Supplements to
Novum Testamentum 10; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 148-54, 189-90.
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Gentiles.'*” In other words, John was writing in a context of conflict with Jewish
authorities and was attempting to retain the community’s Jewishness while opposing the
leaders who rejected the message of Jesus. John wants his community to understand the
continuity of their Jewish heritage alongside their commitment to Christ.!¥®

We now turn to the probable date of writing of the Gospel of John. As with the
previous discussions about other aspects of the gospel, modern scholarship has still not
settled this question with certainty. Given the many examples of John’s references to
traditions found in the Synoptic Gospels, in spite of the lack of absolute proof, most
scholars agree that John, even if he did not use the gospels themselves, knew much of
their Jesus tradition which would make his writing later than theirs. As to external
evidence, many examples of attestations to the existence of John by the late second
century have been found.'* As well, archaeological evidence supports these writings: in
1935 in a remote town of Egypt a fragment of John’s gospel dating to the first half of the
second century was found (P°?). Many scholars prefer a date in the mid-nineties because
the community separated from their synagogue a decade or two before that. Modern
scholarship seems to have settled on 100-110 as the latest date for the composition of
John. Raymond E. Brown concludes that his Stage 2 probably began about 90 and his
Stage 3 no later than 110.'%
In summary, John wrote within a context of the early Christian Gentile mission in

reaction to early gnosticism and the destruction of the Jerusalem temple (70). John holds

up the Incarnation in response to the gnostics and presents Jesus as the new temple (see

137 Ray, St. John's Gospel, 34-35; Kostenberger, John, 6-8.

138 Keener, Gospel of John, 232.

139 For example: scenes in frescoes in Rome dated to the second and third centuries; Hippolytus
quotes Basilides quoting John 1:9; Polycarp references John in his letter (Phil. 7.1); and Eusebius states that
Irenaeus R{gees John in Ephesus in the reign of Trajan (98-117). Keener, Gospel of John, 140—42.

Neyrey, Gospel of John, 2-5; Keener, Gospel of John, 140—42; Raymond E. Brown,
Introduction to John, 207-15.
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John 2:18-22; cf. 1:14; 4:21-24) as well as the fulfillment of the symbolism of Jewish
festivals (see John 5—12). These considerations place the writing after 70 and before 100.
To narrow this range further, if Thomas’s proclamation “my Lord and my God” in John
26:28 is read as a reaction to calls to worship Domitian (81-96), the writing would have
to have taken place after 81.'4!

2.5.1. John 6:51-59

In Chapter 2: Rationale for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes, we justified
the use of a portion of the Bread of Life Discourse (John 6:51-59) as a proto-eucharistic
text along with the Institution Narratives. Now we will investigate the way this pericope
has been studied from a historical-critical approach. After some preliminary comments
about the pericope, we will proceed verse-by-verse looking at the language used by John.
As mentioned above, the structure of the Gospel of John is presented in Appendix VIIL
As well, further details of the structure of John 6 are presented in another appendix
(Appendix VI: Structure of John 6 and of the Bread of Life Discourse).

Throughout this pericope, John uses “flesh*” (vv. 51, 52, 63) and “flesh and
blood” (vv. 53, 54, 55) to refer to “man as whole.” In Judaism, “flesh and blood” signifies
the sphere of activity of people in contrast to the sphere of activity of God and his
heavenly powers. When speaking of the spiritual sphere, John includes words such as
God, Logos, the Son, the spirit, spiritual and divine re-birth, and life-giving power. This
gives rise to a sharp distinction, but one without dualism, in John. Jesus becomes flesh*,
meaning that the distinction between external and spiritual has been removed. For John,
the Incarnation proved docetic spiritualists to be externalists who, like their Jewish
externalist counterparts, rejected the Incarnate One as the only mediator between God and

man. In the face of the threat by gnostic docetism felt by the Johannine church, John

141 Kostenberger, John, 8. See also Ray, St. John'’s Gospel, 30-31.
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follows a gnostic line of thought. John 6:31-33'4?

refers to this gnostic thought, to which
he adds, “but the bread is Jesus.” For John, “flesh” and “flesh and blood” refer to Jesus as
a historical being, the son of Joseph. This discourse is not a doctrinal instruction on what
came to be known as the Eucharist; rather, it is John’s way of shedding light on the reality
of the Incarnation using Jewish traditions including that of Torah and of wisdom. For
John, eucharistic eating and drinking is about both the desert experiences of eating the
manna and drinking the water as well as consuming the wisdom of God. This eucharistic
eating and drinking unites* participants with the historical Jesus.'*®

Verse 51 suggests an eschatological setting, common to the Synoptics, Paul’s
writings, Hebrews, Jewish apocalyptic literature, and rabbinic writings. In this
eschatological setting, tension exists between present realisation and future expectations.
John presents a most radical transformation of the present bread in the external sphere,
pointing to the bread of the past (the manna)* and to the present bread from heaven in the
spiritual sphere. As discussed in Chapter 2: Rationale for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic
Pericopes, vv. 51-59 present a midrashic interpretation of vv. 31-32. This midrash is
interpreted on the basis of the present spiritual reality to which it points. The underlying
theological principle is that external factors are to be used to point beyond themselves to
the spiritual reality of the Son.!**

In v. 51 Jesus refers to himself as ¢ aptog 0 {dv (the living bread) as compared to
0 dptog tfic {ofic (the bread of life) in vv. 35, 48. While Johannine literature uses both

expressions, Jesus does not refer to himself as “the living water” in spite of the use of the

142 «Our fathers ate the manna in the wilderness; as it is written, ‘He gave them bread from heaven
to eat.”” Jesus then said to them, ‘Truly, truly, I say to you, it was not Moses who gave you the bread from
heaven; my Father gives you the true bread from heaven. For the bread of God is that which comes down
from heaven, and gives life to the world.””

143 The Torah tradition includes concepts of giving life, and the theophonic vision of God; the
wisdom tradition includes concepts of invitation, eating, drinking, and self-prediction. Borgen, Concept of
Manna, 147-92.

144 Borgen, Concept of Manna, 147-92.
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phrases “living water” (John 4:10) and “water of life” (Rev 21:6; 22:1,17). There is
something significant to this phrase, the bread of life. While in v. 51 “bread” may
represent the manna in the desert for the literal-minded, or may be a metaphor for
teaching, Jesus’ words, “I am the bread of life” remove any ambiguity and show an
exclusive identity* between this bread and Jesus. As with the pattern of other “I am”
statements in John’s gospel, something positive about Jesus (he is uniquely life-giving) is
revealed along with something negative about something else (here, the manna is not life-
giving in the same way).'#’

The verb xatafdg (aorist) in v. 51 shows a change of tense from v. 50,
Katafaivov (present) which may or may not have any theological significance. The past
tense emphasises the historicity of the Incarnation; this is no seemingly-physical Jesus.
Suffice it to say that this “coming down,” in either tense, points to the Incarnation.!#°

Jesus’ use of the verb @ayn causes a misunderstanding by the audience and leads
them to question him (in v.52). However, v. 51 contains the use of the future tense oo
which is not unanimous textually but is accepted due to the nine significant manuscripts
in which it is found.'*” Jesus will be giving, simply, 6 dptoc . . . | 6apE Pov EoTv VP
g 00 KOopov Lwfig. Here are key expressions tied to the Johannine celebration of the
Eucharist*: the bread, flesh, I will give, and for the sake of. Along with this clear
eucharistic interpretation is the fundamental issue of Jesus’ self-gift* for the life of the

world, his gift of his flesh in the crucifixion*.!*

145 Neyrey, Gospel of John, 125; Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to John (1-12)
(William Foxwell Albright and David Noel Freedman, gen. eds.; vol. 29 of The Anchor Bible; Garden City,
N. Y.: Doubleday, 1966), 282.

146 Raymond E. Brown, John, 282.

147 These texts are P, P75, Vaticanus, Bezae, Old Latin, Vulgate, Sinaitic Syriac, Curetonian
Syriac, and Sahidic. Moloney, John, 220.

148 Moloney, John, 220.
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There are textual differences (beyond that of ddcw) for this text. In v. 51
Sinaiticus has “for the life of the world” linked to the verb “to give” rather than this link
to “flesh.” The resulting wording “give for the life of the world” may conform more
closely to Luke 22:19 (my body which is given for you).!#

In verse 52, the word &uéyovto,'* continues the theme of grumbling from
John 6:41 where the verb used is yoyydlm,'>! which is used in the LXX of Exod 16:7-8
along with a compound of this verb, Stayoyydlm.'**> The grumbling and arguing against
Moses and God continues in Exod 17:2 and Num 20:3 (using the verb Aowdopéw,'>*) and
in Num 11:4 (using the verb émfvpéw).'>* This shows that among the many choices of
words meaning grumbling, v. 52 includes the verb which would remind the audience of
the Exodus experience*.

The use of the murmuring and arguing verbs in close proximity (vv. 41, 52)
echoes the murmuring of the Jews in the desert followed by their arguing among
themselves in Exodus 16. This murmuring and arguing amounts to rebellion against God.
This recalling of the Exodus event helps in the understanding of the link with the manna
and the transition to the eucharistic section of the discourse which follows. For Paul, the
manna and water from the rock are types* of the two eucharistic gifts (1 Cor 10:3-4). The
hearers’ misunderstanding springs from their materialistic interpretation of the words

which often occurs in John, and he exploits this confusion to reveal their unbelief.'>>

149 Raymond E. Brown, John, 282.
From pdyopot meaning, “to engage in heated dispute, without use of weapons, fight, quarrel,
dispute.” Danker, BDAG, 623.
Meaning “to express oneself in low tones of disapprobation, grumble, murmur.” Danker,
BDAG, 204.
152 Meaning, “complain, grumble.” Danker, BDAG, 227.
153 Meaning “revile, abuse.” Danker, BDAG, 602.
154 Meaning, “to have a strong desire to do or secure someth., desire, long for.” Danker,
BDAG, 371. Moloney, John, 224; Raymond E. Brown, John, 282; Kdstenberger, John, 215.
155 Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 60.



194

As well, v. 52 contains the pronouns o0tog (“he,” or literally “this one™), likely
said contemptuously as in v. 42'°° and [adtod] (“his”), which is retained in this project in
the light of textual evidence both for and against its inclusion.'®’

Overall, the question in v. 52 is likely posed to highlight the meaninglessness of
Jesus’ words to the hearers; it also leads him to explain how he is the fulfilment of the
gift of manna during their ancestors’ wandering in the desert. The end result is a
hardening of hearts toward Jesus (as will be seen in the individual verse treatment). Jesus’
reply speaks concretely of eating and drinking with words that point to the eucharistic*
elements, which are to be consumed in the same way bread and wine are consumed at any
meal: truly chewed and drunk*,!3

In vv. 53-65, John has Jesus expand what he said in v. 51b about his flesh; here he
includes the expression, “flesh and blood.” The argument is structured with each verse
following the same pattern: first, a mention of eating flesh and drinking blood and
secondly, a mention of the necessity of this eating and drinking for salvation®, to have
eternal life, and to remain in Jesus. This focus on the necessity of eating and drinking may
come as a caution for members of the Johannine community who are reacting to
persecution. This section contains two stages of teaching about the eucharistic gifts: flesh
and blood, real food and real drink, give life (vv. 53-55) and they bring lasting union*,
eternal life, with Jesus (vv. 56-57).'%°

In v. 53, the use of 'Aunv aunv gives a solemn authority to Jesus’ words. It is the

third such introduction to an explanation given because of interruptions by a

156 “They said, ‘Is not this Jesus, the son of Joseph, whose father and mother we know? How does
he now say, “I have come down from heaven”?’”

157 Raymond E. Brown, John, 282; Kostenberger, John, 215.

158 Kostenberger, John, 216; Moloney, John, 220; Neyrey, Gospel of John, 127.

159 Pheme Perkins, “The Gospel According to John,” in The New Jerome Biblical Commentary
(ed. Raymond E. Brown, et al.; New York: Geoffrey Chapman, 1995), 962; Schnackenburg, Commentary:
Chapters 5-12, 60-61.
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misunderstanding audience. As well, it acts as a signal to the reader that the answer is
unfolding in a staged manner with both negative and positive explanations to Jesus’
claim.'® Jesus uses £av ) and, as in other Johannine “unless” statements, the message is
about transforming oneself and belonging*.!¢!

The eucharistic formula used by the Johannine community is likely represented by
the parallel sayings using cdp& rather than the c®pa of the Institution Narratives. The use
of odpé& rather than the c®pa is attested in Ignatius of Antioch (as seen in Chapter 1).
Their formula likely also had a “for, on behalf of” clause which is seen in this pericope at
v. 51b “for the life of the world.*”!62

It is important to keep in mind that the combination of the terms flesh and blood
in v. 53 represents a Hebrew idiom meaning the whole person. The bread and flesh
references recall the manna* in the desert; and the blood reference points to the blood of
the covenant™ which Moses cast upon the people (Exod 24:8). These themes may point to
the Johannine eucharistic formula similar to that of the Institution Narratives: “my blood
of the covenant” (Matthew, Mark) or ‘the new covenant in my blood” (Luke, Paul)!®

Also in v. 53 Jesus refers to himself in the third person with the title, 100 viod 0D
avBpomov. While this is the only such third person self-reference in this section, it is not

unusual in Son of Man passages in general. For some exegetes this also rules out any

sacramental understanding. Jesus is speaking of his “flesh and blood” which refers to his

160 Moloney, John, 224; Kostenberger, John, 216.

61 «jesus answered him, ‘Truly, truly, I say to you, unless one is born anew, he cannot see the
kingdom of God.’. . . Jesus answered, ‘Truly, truly, I say to you, unless one is born of water and the Spirit,
he cannot enter the kingdom of God’” (John 3:3, 5); “I told you that you would die in your sins, for you will
die in your sins unless you believe in me” (John 8:24); “Truly, truly, I say to you, unless a grain of wheat
falls into the earth and dies, it remains alone; but if it dies, it bears much fruit” (John 12:24); “Peter said to
him, ‘You shall never wash my feet.” Jesus answered him, ‘If [Eav pn] I do not wash you, you have no part
inme’” (John 13:8); “Abide in me, and I in you. As the branch cannot bear fruit by itself, unless it abides in
the vine, neither can you, unless you abide in me” (John 15:4). Neyrey, Gospel of John, 128.

162 Perkins, “John,” 962; Moloney, John, 207.
163 Raymond E. Brown, John, 282.
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whole person (Hebrew idiom; also in Matt 16:17; 1 Cor 15:50; Gal 1:16; Eph 6:12; Heb
2:14).1%* As noted in Chapter 2: Rationale for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes,
this pericope carries sacramental tones.

In summary, Jesus is reacting strongly to the arguing; he does not soften his stance
in the face of objections. As outlined in Chapter 2: Rationale for Choosing the Proto-
eucharistic Pericopes, there can be no doubt that John is making reference to what is
presently called the Eucharist. His point may be to address the rejection of the Eucharist
by a gnostic or docetic group in his community. John is calling them not to deny the
Incarnation and Jesus’ death on the cross (flesh and blood)*. John’s use of the title “Son
of Man” is not accidental. The eucharistic meal is real, but receiving the Eucharist is not
about receiving the flesh and blood of the historical Jesus but about receiving the spiritual
flesh and blood of the Son of Man.'®®

In v. 54 the verb Tpdywm (“to crunch; to eat, . . . to take food, partake of a meal”!%®)
appears as it does in three other verses in this pericope (vv. 56, 57, 58). This use, in
contrast to the pdynte of v. 53, raises various options: John may have been highlighting
the physical aspect of eating in order to ensure that there was no minimalising of the
necessity to eat the eucharistic food; he may have been differentiating the symbolic eating
of heavenly bread (v. 51b) from this real sacramental eating (v. 53); he may have been
repeating the verb used in v. 52; or he may have been using the verbs interchangeably.
John uses ¢60iw and its aorist forms (such as dynte) throughout his gospel while Tpayw®
is found only in John 6: 54-58 and 13:18. That these verses are found within eucharistic
pericopes points to John’s deliberate use of the verb which underscores the necessity of

physical eating of the eucharistic* bread. John may have been highlighting this physical

164 Raymond E. Brown, John, 282—83; Kostenberger, John, 216.
165 Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 61.
166 Mounce, Analytical Lexicon, 456.
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necessity in the face of docetic groups within his community. John reveals a dependence
upon the Semitic understanding of the soul with the fulfilment of life involving bodily
resurrection against the gnostics who deny the resurrection of the body.!¢” As well, in v.
54 is another phrase which is consistent with John’s understanding of death and
resurrection and which may have been employed against the docetists: Kdy® dvaotio®
a0tV Th EoydTn Huépa. o

In v. 55, Francis J. Moloney maintains that the adjective dAndng (“true”'®’) which
appears twice (once with flesh and once with blood) should actually be the adverb

aAN0GC (“truly”!”

or as he translates it “indeed”). Raymond E. Brown agrees that the
adverb of the Western tradition more accurately captures Jesus’ insistence that eating his
flesh and drinking his blood have genuine value.!”! Furthermore, this verse brings to
mind the discussion in vv. 27 and 32'7? about spiritual food and drink*. John is making
links between Jesus and the fulfillment® of the Old Testament feeding in the desert. In the
Bread of Life Discourse, Jesus does not soften the teaching; he does not say the disciples
have misunderstood; rather, he states, “My flesh is real food, my blood is real drink.”
Aidan Nichols sees in this the Johannine community’s doctrine of the real presence*. A

general textual rule of thumb is that the more difficult reading must be preferred. In this

case, the adjectival reading is the more difficult one. John is highlighting that this

167 Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 62; Moloney, John, 224. The context of John
13:18 is the Last Supper and John inserts tpayyw into a citation of Ps 41:10. Raymond E. Brown, John, 283.

168 Raymond E. Brown, John, 283; Moloney, John, 225.

0 Mounce, Analytical Lexicon, 62.

170 Mounce, Analytical Lexicon, 62.

71 this, Francis J. Moloney is following these mss: Sinaiticus, Bezae, Koridethi, Athos, Old
Latin, Vulgate, Sinaitic Syriac, Curetonian Syriac, and the Peshitta. Moloney, John, 225; Raymond E.
Brown, John, 283.

172 «pg not labour for the food which perishes, but for the food which endures to eternal life,
which the Son of man will give to you; for on him has God the Father set his seal” (v. 27) and “Jesus then
said to them, ‘Truly, truly, I say to you, it was not Moses who gave you the bread from heaven; my Father
gives you the true bread from heaven” (v. 32).
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eucharistic food and drink are truly what food and drink should be; next comes the
promise of eternal life*.!”3

In v. 56, the promise, &v £uol pével Kaym &v avtd, is given to those who eat and
drink. This “remain” or “abide” is not referring to a physical space but to membership*
with Jesus who gives eternal life (v. 54).!7* As well, it points to John 15:3-7'7° which is
another pericope containing a likely eucharistic symbol, in this case that of the vine.!”®

The effect of mutual indwelling arises from the fact that receiving the Eucharist
brings about an intimate connection® with Jesus. In v. 56 a participial phrase identical to
that in v. 54 states that the one who partakes remains in Jesus and Jesus remains in the
partaker. As will be seen in v. 57, this association with Jesus brings the partaker into the
sphere of God’s life. It is the eucharistic* participation which brings this personal union*
which is key to our eternal life. This immanence formula contains points of contact with
the Pauline formulas of “through Christ” and “in Christ.”!”’
In v. 57 the two strands (flesh and blood, eating and drinking) become more

personal'’

and include the phrase 6 (®v matnp, which is a New Testament hapax
legomenon.'” It may have been used as a reminder of the 6 &ptog 6 (v of v. 51. The
Father-Son relationship is now being extended to include the participant in the

Eucharist®*. The language in this verse also points toward John’s Last Supper Discourse

173 Kostenberger, John, 216; Nichols, Holy Eucharist, 14—15; Schnackenburg, Commentary:
Chapters 5—12, 63; Perkins, “John,” 962.
174 Neyrey, Gospel of John, 128.

“You are already made clean by the word which I have spoken to you. Abide in me, and I in
you. As the branch cannot bear fruit by itself, unless it abides in the vine, neither can you, unless you abide
in me. [ am the vine, you are the branches. He who abides in me, and I in him, he it is that bears much fruit,
for apart from me you can do nothing.”

176 Raymond E. Brown, John, 283; Kostenberger, John, 216.

177 8 chnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5-12, 63; Perkins, “John,” 962.
178 Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 60—1.

179 From Greek, dmag Aeydpevov, “something said only once.”
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(in particular to John 14:20-21 and 17:21a). The verse is all about life: Jesus has life
“because of the Father” and the partaker has life because of Jesus.'3

While Francis J. Moloney points out that the preposition dia followed by the
accusative case may have a meaning of “through, by means of” rather than “because
of,”13! this differentiation does not change the overall theme of life.!®? Furthermore,
Andreas Kostenberger may be overanalysing when he states that John’s use of the
personal pronoun pe rather than the more direct “my flesh and my blood” makes this
pericope at best secondarily sacramental.'®3 As we have seen in Chapter 2: Rationale for
Choosing the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes, the pericope is eucharistic.

In v. 57 the focus returns to “eating” (“drinking” appeared for the last time in v.
56) thereby forming an inclusion with the beginning of this pericope.!'3* Therefore, the
circle is complete: God sends his Son into the world for our salvation; through the Son,
man obtains life by communication with the Son in faith (vv. 29, 35, 40, 47) and in the
Eucharist (vv. 53-54).!%

Verse 58 begins with the phrase ovtoc éotv 6 &ptog which, although it lacks an
antecedent, clearly refers to Jesus’ flesh. Here the same wording as in v. 50 is

encountered, although this verse has no purpose clause. The discourse proper concludes

180 «1n that day you will know that I am in my Father, and you in me, and I in you. He who has my
commandments and keeps them, he it is who loves me; and he who loves me will be loved by my Father,
and I will love him and manifest myself to him” (John 14:20-21); “that they may all be one; even as thou,
Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be in us” (John 17:21a). Perkins, “John,” 962—3. While
“the living Father” only appears here, “the living God” appears in both the Old and New Testaments.
Raymond E. Brown, John, 283; Kdstenberger, John, 216.

181 Moloney, John, 225.

2 516 “w. acc. of pers. and freq. as expr. of favorable divine action.” Danker, BDAG, 226.

183 Kostenberger, John, 216-17.

184 Raymond E. Brown, John, 283—84.

85 » Jesus answered them, ‘This is the work of God, that you believe in him whom he has sent.
(v. 29); “Jesus said to them, ‘I am the bread of life; he who comes to me shall not hunger, and he who
believes in me shall never thirst.” (v. 35); “For this is the will of my Father, that every one who sees the Son
and believes in him should have eternal life; and I will raise him up at the last day.” (v. 40); “Truly, truly I
say to you, he who believes has eternal life.” (v. 47) Schnackenburg, Commentary. Chapters 5—12, 64.

299
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at v. 58 with a stark contrast reminding the hearers of those who ate and died.'®® Once
again, an inclusion brings the Exodus account of the feeding in the desert* to mind; now
the knowledge* that Jesus is the true bread is known. In v. 49, Jesus referred to “your”
fathers; here he says “the” fathers.'®’

Verse 58 continues with the phrase, 0 ¢£ o0pavod, which some consider sapiential
rather than sacramental. However, the language in this pericope links the themes of
belief* and eternal life* in close connection with the eucharistic* celebration of the
Johannine community. Verse 58 wraps up the Johannine eucharistic discourse per se.!'®®

In this project, the Johannine proto-eucharistic pericope ends at v. 59 which
contains the location of the teaching: the synagogue in Capernaum.'®” Other New
Testament evidence tells of such teaching taking place at synagogues. That the word
ouvayoyf is used anarthrously may point to a wish to downplay the specificity of
Capernaum as the location of the discourse. The fact that it also occurs at a synagogue
may be John’s way of presenting Jesus’ teaching as one “which presupposes, fulfills[*],
and transcends the OT.”!%°

In conclusion, according to John Koenig, W. Wilkens posits that John has shifted
Jesus’ words over the bread and wine from the Last Supper Account to the Bread of Life

Discourse in chapter 6 in order to spread the theme of the Jewish Passover throughout his

gospel.!”! However, Raymond E. Brown disagrees, asserting “it is quite likely that

186 Raymond E. Brown, John, 284; Perkins, “John,” 963.

187 «y our fathers ate the manna in the wilderness, and they died” (v. 49). Raymond E. Brown,
John, 284.

188 Moloney, John, 225; Schnackenburg, Commentary.: Chapters 5—12, 64—65.

189 Perkins, “John,” 963 For example, John 18:19-20; cf. Matt 13:54; Mark 1:21; 6:2; Luke 4:15;
6:6. Kostenberger, John, 217.

190 Schnackenburg, Commentary: Chapters 5—12, 65.

191 John Koenig, The Feast of the World’s Redemption: Eucharistic Origins and Christian
Mission (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Press, 2000), 195.
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Passover was already mentioned in [chapters] 2 and 6, and that the redactor was simply
shifting material from one Passover feast in Jesus’ life to another.”!*?

3. CONCLUSION

In this chapter we have dealt with each of the five proto-eucharistic pericopes in a
very structured manner. There appear to be two different traditions giving rise to the four
Institution Narrative pericopes: a eucharistic tradition (Mark 14:22-24; Luke 22: 19-20;
1 Cor 11:23-26) and a final-meal tradition (Luke 22:15-18; Mark 14:25).!3 As seen in
detail in the section on Luke’s Institution Narrative (above), there is debate over the
redaction of Jesus’ words over the bread and the cup.!** The four accounts each link the
Eucharist with a supper meal and Jesus’ death. Paul alone places the meal “on the night
when he was betrayed” while the others tell of Jesus’ actual betrayal in the following text.
Paul’s letters do not have a Passion narrative and he does not state that the meal shared
was a Passover meal.!”> The four accounts are similar with the treatment of the bread: the
action is take, thank, (Matthew and Mark add a blessing,) break, and state an
interpretation. Matthew, Mark, and Luke add the giving to those with him. Jesus invites
all his disciples “to relate the bread to Jesus’ death that is on their behalf.. . . invites them
into communion with one another in a remembering community, the church.”!® As seen
above, the Johannine Eucharist is presented in the proto-eucharistic portion of the Bread
of Life Discourse in John 6. John does not present an “Institution” of the Eucharist but he
does state that believers must eat Jesus’ flesh and drink his blood to have eternal life.

John Donahue warns two possible dangers arising from the centrality of the

Eucharist to Christians: a tendency to conflate the various pericopes and the possibility of

192 Raymond E. Brown, Introduction to John, 85.

193 Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 1716.

194 Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 373.
195 Collins, First Corinthians, 430.

196 Collins, First Corinthians, 430.
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over-exaggeration of the real presence. However, he also points out that “Vatican II
provided an excellent guideline for proper interpretation by speaking of the ‘twofold table
of the Lord’s Word and of the Supper.””'*” Evident in the four accounts is the pre-
existence of a liturgical form which still, in New Testament times, has variety. Mark and
Matthew (which is dependent on Mark) are the shortest; Paul adds “which is for you” (v.
24) Luke adds “given” (v. 19). Mark and Matthew have no command to repeat (as do
Paul and Luke).'”® As seen above, John focusses on the link between Jesus’ flesh and
blood and the food and drink that believers must consume in order to have eternal life.
Jesus gives this gift of eternal life as he is the Son of Man who has come down from
heaven.

We have completed a structured historical-critical analysis of each of the five
proto-eucharistic pericopes by investigating general information about the book in which
each pericope is found (four in gospels, one in a letter) prior to looking at information
about the pericope and details about each verse. We have discussed briefly the
development of the texts as far as Jesus’ words, instructions, and actions. The data as
uncovered in this chapter forms the input for analysis through the lenses of the canonical
approach as outlined in Chapter 3. With the required data at hand, we now proceed to the

key components of the canonical approach.

197 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 400.
198 Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 425.
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Chapter 5

A Canonical Reading of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes

1. INTRODUCTION

Thus far we have reviewed early church writings about the Eucharist and early
church writers’ use of the proto-eucharistic pericopes (Chapter 1); have developed a
rationale for categorising the many eucharistic-allusive pericopes in the New Testament
in order to identify the five proto-eucharistic pericopes (Chapter 2); explained the
canonical approach, identified it as a suitable tool for exploring the five proto-eucharistic
pericopes, and outlined how it will be utilised here (Chapter 3); and explored the five
proto-eucharistic pericopes using historical-critical exegesis and identified the six themes
uncovered in our survey of the work done to date (Chapter 4). We are now prepared to
continue the study by taking a canonical stance before these five pericopes. As outlined in
Chapter 3, the five pericopes will be read under the three frameworks known as the
“canonical content,” the “canonical context,” and the “canonical conversation.” The final
step (canonical conversation) reveals the early church’s theology of the Eucharist as given
through the biblical texts.

We begin with the canonical content in which we will look at each of the
pericopes while keeping the other four within view. This will be done in order of the
writing of the books within which the five proto-eucharistic pericopes are found. Various
forms of a “Synoptic Exercise” are found in four Appendices below: Appendix IX:
Comparison of Greek Texts of Matthew, Mark, and Luke; Appendix X: Comparison of
Greek Texts of Mark, Luke, and Paul; Appendix XI: Comparison of Greek Texts for
Common Features of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Paul; and Appendix XII: Comparison of

Greek Texts For Unique Features of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Paul.
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Following this look at the inter-relationships of the pericopes, we will round out
the canonical content step investigating changes in Jesus’ words of institution and his
instructions, and the changes to the eucharistic actions. These changes reveal three
threads to the liturgical traditions in the early church.

Only after this detailed look at the five pericopes together will we be able to
proceed with the canonical context and the canonical conversation.

2. CANONICAL CONTENT: THE FIVE PERICOPES INTERPRETED
TOGETHER

In the following sub-section, each pericope will be discussed in the order of the
assumed dating of the writing of the book in which it is found with general comments
preceding more specific points. The reason for this approach stems from the belief that
each author, redactor, and accepting community began with a meaningful text and then
adapted it to meet the current needs of that community.

2.1. General Comments on Each of the Pericopes

The Institution Narrative as presented in Corinthians likely represents the formula
known in Pauline churches and at Antioch;' however, Justin Martyr maintained that
1 Cor 11:23-26 “does not directly represent any one of the canonical traditions.” The
primitive nature of this text is evidenced by Paul’s reminder that he has already told them
how to celebrate the Lord’s Supper® as well as by the lack of a smooth balance between
the actions described and the words spoken with the bread and wine. Jesus does not say
“this is my blood” and while Paul gives details (ebxapioTioag #kAacey kol Zimev) for
the bread (v. 24), he merely reports bwoadTwg for the cup (v. 25). Balance does occur in

Jesus’ instructions: ToOTO TMOLETTE €ig TNV &unv &vdpvnoty (v. 24) and To0TO

! Meier, “Eucharist at the Last Supper,” 341.
2 McGowan, “Early Interpretive Communities,” 80.
3 Maccoby, “Paul and the Eucharist,” 267.
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MOLETTE, OOGKIG Eav TivnTe, €l TRV &unyv dvduvnaoty (v. 25). Still, caution must be
exercised, recognising that the community’s shaping of their source material, which
introduced balance to the pre-Pauline tradition was, most probably, liturgically driven;
these may not be Jesus’ exact words.*

Following this natural process to create balance through parallelism,> we turn to
Mark’s presentation of the Institution Narrative from his community in Rome.® While
Mark is the earliest gospel version of the Institution Narrative, the fact that he typically
edits texts for his Gentile audience serves as a reminder that the earliest gospel does not
necessarily present the earliest text of a particular event.” While the Twelve are not given
instruction to drink, the text states that they drank. Mark has introduced balance in the
actions described with the bread and the cup (AaBwv dpTov edAoynoac €kAaoev kal
Edwkev adTOig (V. 22) and Aafuv moTrjplov edxoploTRoog €dwkev adTolg (v. 23).
The lack of instruction to repeat these actions and words indicate this part may be more
primitive than 1 Cor 11:23-26. So, it is evident that in some areas the earlier formula
appears in Paul’s account while in other areas it appears in that of Mark.®

The journey of development continues with the most complex of the Institution
Narrative pericopes, that of Luke, for which discussions abound. While much of Luke’s
gospel is taken from Mark, the Institution Narrative appears to be dependent on the
Pauline form. Scholars do not all agree on the possibility that Luke had available
1 Cor 11:23-26; some hold that he knew the liturgical rite because he belonged to a

Pauline church, while others maintain that he used the letter in crafting his Institution

4 Meier, “Eucharist at the Last Supper,” 340; Collins, First Corinthians, 427; Peter Henrici, “‘Do
This in Remembrance of Me’: The Sacrifice of Christ and the Sacrifice of the Faithful,” Communio 14
(Summer 1985): 146.

3 Barry D. Smith, “The More Original Form of the Words of Institution,” Zeitschrift fiir die
neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der dlteren Kirche 83, no. 3—4 (1992): 177.

6 Meier, “Eucharist at the Last Supper,” 341.

7 Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 374.

8 Meier, “Eucharist at the Last Supper,” 341.
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Narrative.’ The comparison of the three texts in Appendix X: Comparison of Greek Texts
of Mark, Luke, and Paul demonstrates that the latter position is more tenable (i.e., that
Luke had before him Paul’s letter as he composed his gospel). For John P. Meier, Luke
“represents the most advanced and mixed stage in the tradition, with a basically Pauline
tradition being meshed with elements from Mark, Luke’s liturgical tradition, and Luke’s
own redaction.”'® Luke balanced Mark’s simple account by having Jesus talk of ordinary
eating and drinking (vv. 15-18) before the eucharistic words (vv. 19-20).!! Both Luke and
Paul make this event personal through their assertion that Jesus’ actions are not for
Mark’s general moAAGv (which can only be general, standing on its own), but for the very
personal Ou®v.'? Luke adds the warning of the apostles’ coming separation from Jesus
(vv. 16, 18) while stressing (more so than either of Matthew or Mark) that their ongoing
communion with Jesus springs from their sharing in the cup, the new covenant in his
blood."

I. Howard Marshall states that H. Schiirmann, suggests Mark is indebted to the
tradition in Luke. This conclusion arises from his view that Mark’s use of the word
AopPBdvw is liturgical terminology which Luke would have been unlikely to drop.

I. Howard Marshall, posits that Luke appears to predate 1 Corinthians because Luke’s

wording goes beyond that of Mark: both Paul and Luke report that Jesus’ body is T0 Omép

? Representing those who believe Luke did not read 1 Cor 11:23-26: Meier, “Eucharist at the Last
Supper,” 342; Collins, First Corinthians, 430; John T. Pless, “Implications of Recent Exegetical Studies for
the Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper: A Survey of the Literature,” Concordia Theological Quarterly 48,
no. 2-3 (1984): 206. Representing those who maintain that Luke had the text: Pierre Benoit, “Eucharist,” in
Dictionary of Biblical Theology (trans. Arthur F. McGovern; ed. Xavier Léon-Dufour; Boston: Pauline
Books & Media, 1988), 145-49.

10 Meier, “Eucharist at the Last Supper,” 343.
1 Meier, Marginal Jew: Roots, 397-98.

12 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 801.
13 Jozef Verheyden, “Documenta Q: The Reconstruction of Q 22, 28-30,” Ephemerides
Theologicae Lovanienses 76, no. 4 (2000): 414.
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Opdv (1 Cor 11:24; Luke 22:19) to which Luke adds, 5184uevov.'

Some scholars see Luke’s Institution Narrative not as evidence of an independent
tradition specific to Luke, but as a development from Mark’s account which Luke
extensively reworked .!> On the side of independent development of the Institution
Narrative pericopes is scholar Hyam Maccoby, who posits that Luke has added a
eucharistic theme to an existing apocalyptic narrative, leading to a narrative which is
strained as opposed to the smoother accounts found in Mark and Matthew.'®

The final Institution Narrative pericope to be discussed is that of Matthew, which
is accepted as secondary to Mark. It appears that he has made his typical redactive
changes to Mark. In a clear effort to bring about greater symmetry to the two parts of the
eucharistic liturgy, Matthew’s Jesus parallels the words said with the bread and those said
over the cup. These changes also give more weight to Jesus’ authority and indicate the
existence of a liturgical rite (vv. 26, 27). While Mark connects the forgiveness of sins
with John’s baptism, Matthew connects it more directly to the Eucharist by adding to
Jesus’ words over the cup: Zkxuvvouevov eig dbeotv quapTidV (v. 28) to show that this
forgiveness is brought about by consuming (in the Eucharist) Christ’s blood which was
shed for the faithful.!”

The final proto-eucharistic pericope is verses 51-59 of John’s Bread of Life
discourse (John 6:22-59). John has made no attempt to present an Institution Narrative.
Rather, he presents a narrative which in its first and last verses mentions bread and flesh
alone. The remainder of the references to flesh are parallelled with references to blood

(vv. 53, 54, 55, 56). This eating of Jesus’ flesh and drinking of his blood brings about

14 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 797, 803.

13 For Maccoby, it is the overlap and doubling in Luke’s account which reveals the attempt at
refining the narrative. Meier, Marginal Jew: Roots, 397-98.

16 Maccoby, “Paul and the Eucharist,” 255.

17 Collins, First Corinthians, 430; Pless, “Implications of Recent Exegetical Studies,” 206; Meier,
“Eucharist at the Last Supper,” 342; Viviano, “Matthew,” 670.
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eternal life and being raised on the last day: 6 Tpoy®v pov v cdpka Kol Tiveov pov to
atpa Exer Loy aidviov, Koyd ovaothon anto Th £oydrn quépa (v. 54). John also
reiterates that Jesus’ flesh and blood are true food and drink (v. 55).

Having made these general observations about each of the five proto-eucharistic
pericopes, we now turn to an investigation of the changes in the accounts. First, we look
at the changes to Jesus’ words of institution and to his instructions.

2.2. Investigating Changes in Jesus’ Words of Institution and Instructions

Investigating the changes in the words of institution and in Jesus’ instructions for
repetition reveals that: Mark and Matthew have the shortest words while Paul (v. 24) and
Luke (v. 19) add Omép Oudv, to which Luke adds a further §188uevov;!® Paul and Luke
have the closest reported words, as is evidenced by Luke further modifying a text which
had already seen liturgical development.'® As for the command to repeat Jesus’ words
and actions: Mark and Matthew have no such instruction;?° Paul’s account gives
instructions for both the bread and the cup while Luke’s has the instruction only with the
bread.?! The question of why Luke omitted the instruction for the cup remains
unanswered. There is, however, a difference in the purpose of the instruction: Paul’s
account indicates that Jesus is to be remembered in the future while Luke’s indicates that
the rite is to be repeated in the future.?

In John, who does not present an Institution Narrative, Jesus’ words are “&€av un

Paynte v cdpka T0d viod Tod AvOpdTov Koi Tinte avTod TO aina, ovk &xete (N &v

18 Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 153; France, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 568.

19 Murphy-O’Connor, “First Corinthians,” 809.

20 This command is absent from Mark because “by the time his gospel was written this would have
been taken for granted on the basis of regular liturgical experience.” France, Commentary: Mark, Greek
Text, 567.

21 Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 425; Henrici, “Sacrifice of Christ,” 146.

221, Howard Marshall states that Schiirmann holds the original instruction was as in Luke and that

Paul added the instruction for the cup due to a liturgical interest in parallelism. Marshall, Commentary:
Luke, Greek Text, 804.
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gavtolc” (v. 53) along with a promise of eternal life. These words concerning the
necessity of eating the flesh and drinking the blood of the Son of Man appear to be John’s
way of accomplishing what the Institution Narratives did through Jesus’ direct
instructions to his disciples along with the descriptions of Jesus’ actions.

Having looked at the changes to Jesus’ words of institution and instructions in the
five accounts, we now look at the changes in the eucharistic actions in the five accounts.

2.3. Investigating Changes in the Eucharistic Actions

As for the eucharistic actions: all four Institution Narrative accounts have: take,
thank (bless in Mark, Matthew), break, and an “interpretive word” for the bread. Jesus’
act of giving to them does not occur in Paul. Jesus’ interpretive word invites all, those
present as well as future disciples, “to relate the bread to Jesus’ death that is on their
behalf. It conveys oneness in Christ (cf. [1 Cor ]10:17) and invites them into communion
with one another in a remembering community, the church. The cup provides a share in
the new covenant.”?? John’s account, which is not an Institution Narrative, contains an
interpretive word as well: it is only 6 Tpdy®V pov TV clpra Kol Tiveov pHov T oipa &v
guol HEVEL KAY® €V aOTd (V. 56).

2.4. Three Threads of Liturgical Traditions

Having looked at the changes in Jesus’ words of institution and instruction along
with the changes in the eucharistic action, it is evident that three liturgical traditions are
found within the five proto-eucharistic pericopes: Mark/Matthew, Paul/John, and Luke.
While all four Institution Narratives involve a supper at the time of Jesus’ death, only
Paul states it was that very night. Paul has not set his Institution Narrative in a Passion
narrative, in fact he neither tells of Jesus being handed over nor presents any Passion

narrative.?*

23 Collins, First Corinthians, 430; Henrici, “Sacrifice of Christ,” 147.
24 Collins, First Corinthians, 430; Pless, “Implications of Recent Exegetical Studies,” 206.
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The variations between the four Institution Narrative texts are minor, other than
the command to repeat the Eucharist (omitted by Mark/Matthew; its presence in Paul and
Luke bespeaks its early origins).?* Each of the Institution Narrative pericopes appears to
be a liturgical tradition; together they offer valuable insights into the celebration of the
Lord’s Supper by the early church.?® The final proto-eucharistic pericope, that of John,
reveals that the Johannine community followed the liturgical tradition of Paul. John’s use
of “flesh” rather than the “body” of the Institution Narratives represents a different
translation of the Aramaic word used by Jesus.?’

Several avenues of development took place with the proto-eucharistic pericopes.
To begin with, Paul wrote his letter to remind the Corinthians how the Lord instituted the
celebration at the Last Supper in order to correct their liturgical celebrations of the Lord’s
Supper; Mark simply describes the Last Supper event; John gives a balanced presentation
of the community’s liturgical celebrations with parallel references to the flesh and the
blood in the Bread of Life Discourse; and Luke combines the eucharistic institution with
explicit instructions from Jesus to continue the rite.?

The most simple developmental thread is the thread from Mark to Matthew.
Matthew takes Mark’s account and gives it more elegant and more liturgical Greek.
Matthew’s theological emphasis is revealed in the language he employs to demonstrate:
1) that it is Jesus’ blood which is being shed expressly for the forgiveness of sins,
EKYUVVOUEVOV £1G ddeaty GuapTi@V (v. 28); 2) that it is Jesus himself who will drink
with them in the kingdom, pe®’ Opdv (v. 29) and 1§ BaoiAeia Tod maTpdg pou (v. 29);

and 3) that Jesus has primacy in Matthew’s mind when he explicitly names Jesus first

25 paul’s correspondence with the Corinthians is earlier than any of the Gospel accounts of the
institution of the Eucharist. Benoit, “Eucharist,” 146.

26 Benoit, “Eucharist,” 145.

27 Peder Borgen, “John and the Synoptics: Can Paul Offer Help?” in Tradition and Interpretation
in the New Testament (ed. Gerald F. Hawthorne; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 86.

28 Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 104-5; Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 804.
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(v. 26) and has Jesus give the words of instruction himself (vv. 26, 27). Matthew has also
made Mark’s reference to the kingdom more personal by changing it to Tfj BaciAeig ToD
maTPAGg pou (v. 29).

A more complex developmental thread occurred when Luke combined Paul and
Mark to present a final-meal tradition and a eucharistic narrative in one event. Luke also
uses more elegant Greek than does Mark and he sets a more solemn tone at the beginning
of the pericope with ’EmiBupia émebbunoa (v. 15). Luke also gives Jesus primacy by
mentioning him prior to mentioning the apostles (v. 14), provides a liturgically balanced
account with the thanksgiving over both the bread and the cup (vv. 17, 19), and adds an
explanation that the action is 70 Omep Oudv (vv. 19, 20). Luke also reveals his concern
for the coming of the kingdom o0 1 BactAeia T0D 000 #AON (v. 18) against Mark’s
focus on the kingdom as a place in which he will drink, v Tfj BaociAeig ToD Beov
(v. 25), and Paul’s more personal &xpic o0 £A0n (v. 26). John not only keeps the focus
on the necessity for each person to eat the flesh and drink the blood of the Son of Man in
order to have eternal life (within his Bread of Life discourse), but also presents a richer
testamentary discourse at the Last Supper in later chapters.

As mentioned in Chapter 2: Rationale for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic
Pericopes, scholars speculate as to the silence of John’s community on the institution of
the Eucharist in the Last Supper account. However, the Johannine proto-eucharistic
pericope presents evidence that the Johannine community understood the importance of
the celebration of the Eucharist in much the same way as the communities who presented
the institution of the Eucharist in the context of the Last Supper.?’

As has been demonstrated above, each of these developments added meaning, but

not arbitrarily; rather, meanings changed within the boundaries of the text and the

29 Francis J. Moloney, The Gospel of John (vol. 4 of Sacra Pagina; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical
Press, 1998), 207, 220.
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community appropriating the text.*°

2.5. Canonical Content Conclusion

In our theology of the Eucharist we need to keep all five of the proto-eucharistic
pericopes in mind as not one of them provides a complete picture. Appendix XII:
Comparison of Greek Texts for Unique and Common Features of Matthew, Mark, Luke,
and Paul shows the unique features of each of the Institution Narrative pericopes along
with the elements which are found in the four Institution Narrative accounts.’! The four-
fold eucharistic action, “take, bless, break, and give,” is seen in Mark, Luke, and
Matthew, but is missing in Paul. The presentation of the event ranges from a simple
recounting of the Last Supper with no instruction to repeat the action (Mark and
Matthew) to a variously balanced, liturgical celebration which is to be repeated (bread
only in Luke, both bread and cup in Paul). Jesus’ interpretive words change from the
impersonal moAAGV in Mark to a more personal Op@v in Paul and Luke. Matthew keeps
the mTOAAGV but mentions the further purpose: éxkyuvvopevov eig ddeatv GUAPTIOV.
Matthew emphasises the communal aspect of the meal and that it is Christ’s shedding of
his blood which gives forgiveness of sins to participants. By sharing in the cup within the
community his forgiveness is available to participants.

The eucharistic nature of the celebration is present in all accounts but is
emphasised in Luke. Luke also stresses the apocalyptic nature of the celebration with
Jesus’ words about separation from the disciples, a separation which they may mitigate in
community through sharing 70 motriptov 1 xouvr d1a0rjkn é&v 1@ alpati pov. Jesus’
authority is underscored by Matthew and Luke while Luke alone states that, not only is

Jesus’ offering a personal one, but also that Jesus knowingly includes his betrayer in the

30 McGowan, “Early Interpretive Communities,” 76.
31 Because John’s proto-eucharistic pericope is not an Institution Narrative, it is not presented with
the other four proto-eucharistic pericopes in the “Synoptic Exercise” charts.
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Last Supper. As mentioned above, John’s proto-eucharistic pericope, through its language
which is similar to the Institution Narratives of the Synoptic Gospels, provides evidence
of the importance of the Eucharist to the community.

As mentioned, John’s gospel does not present an Institution Narrative but in the
Bread of Life discourse he reveals that the Johannine community understood the
Eucharist and its importance to them. In his presentation, John uses different words to
indicate that the Incarnate Word of God is present in the living bread, his flesh. The
community members are called to participate by eating this flesh and drinking his blood.

Having explored the first of the three canonical approach frameworks (the
canonical content) in which we see each in relationship with the others, we now turn to
the second framework (the canonical context) as we move outward in our canonical
exploration of the proto-eucharistic pericopes.

3. CANONICAL CONTEXT: THE PERICOPES IN LIGHT OF OTHER
SCRIPTURAL TEXTS

Keeping in mind the details uncovered in the first framework, the canonical
content, this section of the project examines other Scriptural passages which are linked in
some way to one or more of the proto-eucharistic pericopes. This link involves the
setting, theme(s), or specific words or patterns of words used by each writer. We will
discuss these links in three sections: first, we begin with observations about the links of
each pericope to verses outside the pericope but within the book in which it is found;
secondly, we will investigate the links from any of the proto-eucharistic pericopes to New
Testament texts outside of the book in which it is located; and thirdly (and finally) we
will look at the Old Testament roots apparent in these five texts. Because this project
involves the use of the canonical approach in which we interpret texts within the canon,
the first section will be ordered by the canonical order of the books (then chapter and

verse) which contain the five proto-eucharistic pericopes. In the second and third
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sections, the observations will be ordered primarily by the six themes identified in
Chapter 1: Status Quastionis: The Eucharist in the New Testament and presented in table
form in Appendix II: Themes Apparent in Relevant Texts.>> Within these themes the
observations will be explored in book, chapter, and verse in the canonical order for the
New Testament and book, chapter, and verse as found in the Septuaginta edited by Alfred
Rahlfs and Robert Hanhart*® for the Old Testament.

3.1. Each Proto-eucharistic Pericope Within its Book

As stated above, this section will examine the links between each proto-
eucharistic pericope and other verses within its canonical book.** We will discuss these
links in the order in which the books appear in the canon of Scripture followed by the
chapter and verse for the link. The reason for this switch to the canonical order is the
conviction that the text’s environment (where it is placed, as well as what comes before
and after it), influences the interpretation of the text.

3.1.1. Matthew 26:26-30

Matthew’s proto-eucharistic pericope is found at Matt 26:26-30 with v. 28
containing the pinnacle reference in Matthew’s gospel to the theme of forgiveness*. This

theme is woven throughout his gospel, specifically at: Matt 1:21; 5:23-24; 6:12, 14, 15;

2 Asa reminder, the six themes are: 1) body and blood, elements change, food and spiritual
nourishment; 2) sacrificial aspect; 3) thanksgiving (Eucharist); 4) ecclesial aspect, union with Christ; 5)
knowledge; 6) typology. Within each theme, the links will be discussed in canonical order of the reference.
Where something links to more than one other verse in the book, the observation will be made at the first
reference and include all other instances.

33 All citations will be taken from Alfred Rahlfs and Robert Hanhart, Septuaginta (Altera ed.;
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesselschaft, 2006) unless otherwise indicated.

34 These links represent a compilation of material from many sources: for Matthew, Harrington,
Matthew, 367-68; and Viviano, “Matthew,” 670. For Mark: Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 395-97; and
Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 373—76. For Luke: Karris, “Luke,” 715-16; and
Johnson, Luke, 336—40. For John: Moloney, John, 223-25; Perkins, “John,” 962—63 and Kostenberger,
John, 215-17. For Paul: David E. Garland, ! Corinthians (Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New
Testament; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003), 544-48; Collins, First Corinthians, 431-34; and
Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 153
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9:6; and 18:21-23.%° In Matthew’s gospel, the Emmanuel prophecy* (v. 29) appears at
Matt 1:23 and is alluded to with the promises of Jesus’ abiding presence in Matt 18:20;
and 28:20.3® This is of particular importance as Matthew has written his gospel with an
inclusion of the Emmanuel prophecy as an overarching theme.>” As with all the proto-
eucharistic pericopes, Matthew’s “take, bless, break, give”* language evokes the earlier
feeding miracle pericopes found at Matt 14:13-21 and Matt 15:32-39. Links are obvious
between any meal in the gospel and the Last Supper which is the culmination of all
meals; not only did he eat with his disciples, he also ate with sinners as is evident in the
story of the meal with tax-collectors and sinners just after Matthew responds to Jesus’ call

(the meal located in Matt 9:9-13).%® Similarities in the wording of Matt 26:21 and Matt

3 “réEeTan 8¢ LIV, Kal kKoAéoelg TO vopa adToD “Inoodv: adTOg ydp oWoeL TOV Adov

0700 4o TAV GpoPTIAY adTAV” “She will bear a son and you are to name him Jesus, because he will
save the people from their sins” Matt 1:21; “¢&v o0v mpoadépng 70 §dpdv cou Zmi 70 BuctacTHpLov
KGkel pvnodfig 6Tt 6 &derddg gou Exel TL kaTd gou, doeg ékel TO APV cou Eumpoadev TOO
BuotaoTnpiou kai Umaye mp@Tov S10AAGYNOL TG ESeAPG oou, kol TETe EABLV TPSadepe TO SBPSV
oov” “Therefore, if you bring your gift to the altar, and there recall that you brother has anything against
you, leave your gift there on the altar, go first and be reconciled with your brother, and then come and offer
your gift” Matt 5:23-24; references at Matt 6:12-15 concern the Our Father; “{va 8¢ €idfjte §T1 £éEovaiav
Exel 6 LIOg TOO GvBpdiTou €ml TAg Yfig ddrévar quapTiag - TéTe Aéyel TG mapoAuTikd, “EyepBeic
&pdv oou TV kKAlvny kol Smaye eig TOV olkdv gou” “‘But that you may know that the Son of Man has
authority on earth to forgive sins’~he then said to the paralytic, ‘Rise, pick up your stretcher, and go home’”
Matt 9:6; and references at Matt 18:21-23 are to the parable of the unforgiving servant. Harrington,
Matthew, 368.

36« 1500 1) mapBévog év yaoTpl €Eel kal TéEeTar LIV, Kol koAégouaty TO Gvopa adToD
"Eppavound, § oty uebepunveudpevoy Me® fudv 6 0edg” ““Behold, the virgin shall be with child and
bear a son, and they shall name him Emmanuel,” which means ‘God is with us’” Matt 1:23;“00 ydp elotv
800 1 Tpelg ouvnypévol eig TO &udv dvopa, Ekel eipt &v péow adT@v” “For where two or three are

gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst of them” Matt 18:20; and “618dokovTeg
adToLG TNPETY mAvTa Soa EveTelAduny OHiv: kal 1800 &yt ued” VAV eipt mdoag Tog Muépag Ewg
Th¢ ouvTedeiac To0 ai@vog” “And behold, T am with you always, until the end of the age” Matt 28:20.
An “inclusion” is a literary device used to frame text by which an author underscores the

importance of a particular theme. In this case there is a macro-inclusion of the form A-B-A'encompassing
most of the Gospel of Matthew which demonstrates the importance of the fulfilment of the Emmanuel
prophecy from the Old Testament in the person of Jesus and his ministry as reported by Matthew. Thus
Matthew shows the continuity with their Jewish past. Aune, Dictionary of NT and Early Christian
Literature, 229. Viviano, “Matthew,” 670.

38 Viviano, “Matthew,” 670.
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26:26°° demonstrate that vv. 21-29 were originally two separate stories which have been
placed side by side in the canon. The first pericope tells of the betrayer’s presence at the
meal and this would remain in the hearers’ minds as the story moves to the institution of

the Eucharist at that same meal.*°

More will be said about the placement of the
information on the betrayal in a separate section later.

3.1.2. Mark 14:22-26

We now turn to Mark’s proto-eucharistic pericope (Mark 14:22-26) to investigate
links from verses within the pericope to the rest of Mark’s gospel. The Marcan themes of
the coming of the kingdom of God* and Mark’s eschatological* view (that the kingdom
is both already here and, at the same time, not quite here) are spread throughout his
gospel. The Marcan theme of the coming of the kingdom of God* first appears in Mark
1:14-15,*! where Jesus proclaims the nearness of God’s kingdom, and its last mention is
in the proto-eucharistic pericope at v. 25. The fact that Mark has used an inclusion with
this pair of verses indicates the importance of the theme of the coming of the kingdom of

God. As well, the ideas of repentance™® and of fasting* link to Mark 1:14-15 (above); and

Mark 2:19-20.%> As with all the proto-eucharistic pericopes, Mark’s account evokes his

39 kol 2aB1EVTLY QOTAY elmev, ~ApRy Adyw Opiv 8T €1¢ & OudvY mopaddaet pe” “And

while they were eating, he said, ‘Amen, I say to you, one of you will betray me’”” Matt 26:21; in comparison
to “ "EoBiévTwv 8¢ adTdv AaBwv & “Inoolg dpTov kal edroyrioag ékAacev kot 8oug Toig
noOnTaic eimev, AdBeTe dpdyeTe, TOOTS 20TLV TO 0OpS pov” “While they were eating, Jesus took bread,
said the blessing, broke it, and giving it to his disciples said, ‘Take and eat; this is my body’” Matt 26:26.

40 Harrington, Matthew, 367.

M eMera 8¢ 10 mapadodfivat Tov “lwdvvny AA0ev 6 “Inoodg eig Tiv F'oAtdaiav
Kknpvoowv 1O edayyéAtov To0 B0l kal Aéywv 8Tt TemiripwTat 6 katpdg kol fyytkev i actAeia
To0 000" HETavVOETTE KOl TLOTEVETE €V TG 0ayyeAiw” “After John had been arrested, Jesus came to
Galilee proclaiming the gospel of God: ‘This is the time of fulfillment. The kingdom of God is at hand.
Repent, and believe in the gospel” Mark 1:14-15.

“kai glmev adTolg 6 “Inoodg, M1 8GvavTatl ol viol Tod vuuddvog v ¢ & vopdiog peT
aOTAV €0TLY vnoTelelv; 6oov xpdvov €xouaty TOV VOpbiov HeT adTdv o d¥vavTal vraTebeLy.
EAeboovTal 8¢ fuépat dtav dmoapdf & adTdv & vupdiog, kal TéTe vnoTeboovaty év ékeivny TH
Nuépa” “Jesus answered them, ‘Can the wedding guests fast while the bridegroom is with them? As long as
they have the bridegroom with them they cannot fast. But the days will come when the bridegroom is taken
away from them, and then they will fast on that day” Mark 2:19-20.
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earlier feeding miracle pericopes (Mark 6:34-44 and 8:1-9) which share the “taking,
giving thanks, breaking, and giving”* language of the proto-eucharistic pericopes. That
the Son of Man came to give his life* for the ransom of many (v. 24) evokes Mark
10:45.% Mark’s proto-eucharistic pericope begins with a solemn tone which was already
set in Mark 14:18.* Furthermore, comparing the tone of v. 18 with v. 22 demonstrates
that Mark was using two separate pericopes: Mark 14:18-21 and 14:22-25.% In Mark
14:23, “and gave it to them” repeats, with the cup, the action spoken of in v. 22 which
may remind the hearer of the self-giving* of Jesus in death and of the betrayer’s action*
and the consequences which arose.*® According to Mark, #miov &£ adTod mavTeC
(14:23); the word mdvTeg appears also in vv. 27, 31, and 50*” meaning that the
eucharistic table is one of grace bestowed upon the participants independent of their

possible merits. Jesus’ final kingdom saying (v. 25) also points forward to Mark 15:2, 9,

Bkt yd&p 6 Lidg ToD GvBp@ToL 00Kk NABeV SLakovnOfvar BAA StakovAoal kol Sodvat

TV Yuxnv adTod AdTpov &vTi moAAGV” “For the Son of Mad did not come to be served but to serve and
to give his life as a ransom for many” Mark 10:45.

et Gvaxepévuy adTdv kol ¢001évTwv 6 *Inoode elmev, ~Aunv Aéyw Oplv 8Tt €lg &8
OpAV Tapadwoet pe 6 EoBi{wv pet £pod” “And as they reclined at table and were eating, Jesus said,
‘Amen, I say to you, one of you will betray me, one who is eating with me’” Mark 14:18.

Mark 14:18 above; “Kai £€0016vtwv adTdv Aafuwv dpTov cudoyroog Ekdaoev kai Edwkev
adTolc kal elmev, AdBeTe, TOOTS 20TV TO 0Gud pov” “While they were eating, he took bread, said the
blessing, broke it, and gave it to them, and said, ‘Take it; this is my body’” Mark 14:22. This is the same
observation as was made earlier for Matthew’s gospel with the linguistic similarities in Matt 26:21 and
26:26. Similarly, Mark’s proto-eucharistic pericope was determined to be Mark 14:22-26 as explained in
Chapter 2: Rationale for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes. Harrington, Matthew, 367.

“T1L 6 pEv LidG TOD GvBpwToL LTIdyeL kaBWG YéypamTol mepl adToD, odal 8¢ TG
GvOpdTy Zkelvy U 00 6 LIOG TOD &dvBpdToL TapadiSoTar: kKoAdV adTd i 0dk EyevvriOn &
dvBpwmog Ekeivog” “For the Son of Man indeed goes, as it is written of him, but woe to that man by whom
the Son of Man is betrayed. It would be better for that man if he had never been born” Mark 14:21. In this
verse the verb mapadidmpt appears as a passive (mapadidotar) which is sometimes referred to as the “divine
passive” and is a cognate of the verb used in vv. 23, 24 (£dwkev from 6idmp).

Tkt Myer adT01g 6 Inoodg 8Tt [TdvTeg okavéoriabrioeade, 611 yéypamtar, [TatdEw
TOV TMotlpéva, kol Ta mpdParta StackopmiadrioovTal . . . & 8¢ Ekmeploo®g EAGAeL, TEav 8én pe
ouvamobavely got, o0 un og dnopvrioopat. woadTwg 6 kal MAvTeG EAeyov . . . kal dpévTeg adTOV
gpuyov mévTeg” “Then Jesus said to them, ‘All of you will have your faith shaken, for it is written: “I will
strike the shepherd, and the sheep will be discpersed.’ . . . But he vehemently replied, ‘Even though I should
have to die with you, I will not deny you.” And they all spoke similarly. . . . And they all left him and fled”
Mark 14:27, 31, 50.
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12, 18, and 26* which are proclamations that the crucified* Jesus is the king, as well as
to Mark 15:43-46 where Joseph of Arimathea, who was waiting for the kingdom of God*,
gives his new tomb for Jesus’ body.*

3.1.3. Luke 22:14-23

We now turn to the third canonical gospel, that of Luke. The term 1 ®pa is used in
Luke’s proto-eucharistic pericope (Luke 22:14-23) with the same solemnity as in other

pericopes spread throughout his gospel.>® The theme of fulfillment* to which Luke refers

B xad g¢mpdTnoey adTov 6 IiAaTog, X0 €1 6 BaoiAedg Tdv “lovdaiwv; 6 8¢ dmokp1Oeic

adT@ Aéyet, TO Myetg . . . 6 8¢ TTidaTtog dmekpiBn adToig Mwyv, OfAeTe dmoAdow Opiv TOvV
BaoiAéa T@v lovdaiwv; . .. 6 8¢ TiA&Tog MaALy dmokpiBeic EAeyev adTolg, T{ 0dv [0éAeTe] MoLfow
[Bv AéyeTe] TOV Baoiréa TGV “lovdaiwv; . . . kal fpEavTo domdleabar adTdv, Xdipe, BaciAed Tév
“Tovdaiwv: . . . kal Qv 1 Emypadn Thg aitiog adTod émyeypoppévn, O Baoidedg TV lovdaiwv”
“Pilate questioned him, ‘Are you the king of the Jews?’ He said to him in reply, ‘You say so.’. . . Pilate
answered, ‘Do you want me to release to you the king of the Jews?’ . . . Pilate again said to them in reply,
‘Then what [do you want] me to do with [the man you call] the king of the Jews?’ . . . They began to salut
him with, ‘Hail, King of the Jews!” . . . The inscription of the charge against him read, ‘The King of the
Jews.”” Mark 15:2,9, 12, 18, 26.
4 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 395-99; Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 426,
30 <qcai mav 76 MARBoC RV Tod Acod mpocgevyduevov EEw TH Wpa Tod Bupiduatog” “Then,

when the whole assembly of the people was praying outside at the hour of the incense offering” Luke 1:10;
“kol aOTH TH dpa EmoTdoa dvBwporoyelTo TG Be@ kai EAdAet mepl adTod MACLY TOlG
mpoadexopévolg AiTpwoty lIepovoodriy” “And coming forward at that very time, she [Anna] gave
thanks to God and spoke about the child to all who were awaiting the redemption of Jerusalem” Luke 2:38;
“¢v ¢kelvy T dpa €0epdmeuoey moAAOOG md véowv kal paoTiywy kal TveupdTwy TovNne@Vv Kal
TUGACTG TOANOTG ExaploaTo BAEmeLy” “At that time he cured many of their diseases, sufferings, and evil
spirits; he also granted sight to many who were blind” Luke 7:21; “ "Ev a07fj Tf dpqa fyariidoaTo [¢V]
TQ TvedpoTt T &ylw xal elmev, “EEoporoyodual oot, méTep, kGpte ToD 0Bpavod kol TAg YAg, 8Tt
dméxpudag TadTa Ao CoPAV Kal GUVETAOV Kal drmekdAupog adTd vmiolg: val 6 maThp, 6Tt 06Twg
evdokia éyéveto Eumpoabév oou” “At that very moment he rejoiced [in] the holy Spirit and said, ‘I give
you praise, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, for although you have hidden these things from the wise and
learned you have revealed them to the child-like. Yes, Father such has been your gracious will” Luke 10:21;
“10 yap dytov mvedpa 818dEel Opdg &v adTh Ti Bpa & Sel eimely . . . To0TO 8¢ yivdiokeTe Tt €l
{de1 6 oixoSeondTng moia Wpa 6 kKAEmTNG EpxeTat, o0k &v ddfikev StopuxBfival TOV oikov adToD.
kai Opelg ylveoBe Erowpor, 8Tt 1) dpa 00 SokelTe 6 LIOG TOO &vBpdimou EpxeTat. . . et 6 kUplog
700 SovAou Zkelvou &v Huépa f) o0 Tpoodokd kal &v pa 1 00 yivdoket, kai SixoToprioet adTdV
kal TO pépog adTol peTd TOV dnioTwy Orjoel” “For the holy Spirit will teach you at that moment what
you should say. . . . “Be sure of this: if the master of the house had known the hour when the thief was
coming, he wouldnot have let his house be broken into. You also must be prepared, for at an hour you do
not expect, the Son of Man will come. . . . then that servant’s master will come on an unexpected day and at
an unknown hour and will punish him severely and assign him a place with the unfaithful ” Luke 12:12,39-
40,46; “ "Ev a0THj TH dpa mpoafAbdy Tiveg Papiodiot Aéyovteg adTd, “EEeABe kal mopedou
&vtedlev, 6Tt “Hpwidng 0éAcl oe dmokTelvar” “At that time some Pharisees came to him and said, ‘Go
away, leave this area because Herod wants to kill you” Luke 13:31; “ka®” fjuépav &vTog pou ped” Opdv
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(v. 16 of the proto-eucharistic pericope) appears throughout his gospel with different
aspects: it occurs in the kingdom of God,’! may be at that kingdom’s eschatological*
banquet where one reclines at the table (Luke 13:29 and Luke 14:15-24?) and the full
liberation in the coming of Son of Man is revealed (Luke 21:28); and the celebratory
nature of the early Christian communities’ meals*, as exemplified in the meal on the road
to Emmaus (Luke 24:30-42). Luke’s gospel features many meals and the Last Supper is
the last one shared with the earthly Jesus. Many of Luke’s meals provide a backdrop to
the controversies which arise between Jesus and the Pharisees due to the Pharisaic belief
that they alone had the right to speak of God’s will for the community.>* As well, Luke

knows that controversies centring on the functioning of the community’s leaders have

&v TQ 1ep® oVk EEeTeivaTe Tag xelpag &m éué, AN adTn éoTiv OPAV 1 dpa kai 1) éEovaia To0
ox6Toug” “Day after day I was with you in the temple area, and you did not seize me; but this is your hour,
the time for the power of darkness” Luke 22:53.

Seqeat 1800 gon owwmdv kai pn Suvduevog AaAfoar dxpt fg Huépag yévnTtan TadTa, &vO’
v o0k Em{oTevoag Tolg Adyolg pou, ofTiveg mAnpwdioovTal eig TOV kaipdv adTdV” “But now you
will be speechless and unable to talk until the day these things take place, because you did not believe my
words, which will be fulfilled in their proper time” Luke 1:20; “fpEato 8¢ Aéyetv mpog adTodg §Tu
uepov memMipwTat 1 ypadn altn &v Toig Woiv Opdv” “He said to them ‘Today this scripture passage
is fulfilled in your hearing”” Luke 4:21; “ *Eme187] émAifjpwoev mdvTta Ta pripata adTo0 eig Tag dkodg
700 AaoD, elofM0ev eig Kapopvaoly” “When he had finished all his words to the people, he entered
Capernaum” Luke 7:1; “ol 0¢BévTeg &v 8SEN EAeyov TV EEodov adToD, fiv fueAev mAnpodv év

"TepovoaAiu” “who appeared in glory and spoke of his exodus that he was going to accomplish in
Jerusalem” Luke 9:31; and “kai mego0vTal oTdpoTt poaxaipng kal aixpaAwTiodioovtal eig Ta €0vn
mévTa, kai lepovoainu ZoTat maToupévn OO E0vAv, &xpt 00 MANPWOGCLY Katpol 0vav” “They
will fall by the edge of the sword and be taken as captives to all the Gentiles; and Jerusalem will be
trampled underfoot by the Gentiles until the times of the Gentiles are fulfilled” Luke 21:24.

32 “xai ffeovoty &md dvaToAdv Kkal Soupdv kal &md Boppd kal véTou kal dvakAtOrioovTal
¢&v TR BaoiAsia 700 000 “And the people will come from the east and the west and from the north and
the south and will recline at table in the kingdom of God” Luke 13:29; at Luke 14:15-24 is the Parable of
the Great Feast.

33 “dpyxopévuv 8¢ TovTwV yiveaBar dvakipate kal émdpate TAG KEGOALG OPAV, S1ETL
¢yyiCer iy GmoAdTpwaotg Vp@v” “But when these signs begin to happen, stand erect and raise your heads
because your redemption is at hand” Luke 21:28.

>4 Other meals occur at: Luke 5:27-32 with Jesus after the call of Levi, the tax-collector; Luke
7:36-50 at the Pharisee’s house with the sinful woman who anoints Jesus; Luke11:37-54 where Jesus
denounces the Pharisees and Scholars of the Law; Luke 14:1-24 we see another meal at the house of a
Pharisee with Jesus under careful scrutiny as he heals the man with dropsy; Luke 19:7 which tells of the
Pharisees’ objections to Jesus staying at Zacchaeus’ house. Johnson, Luke, 337; Karris, “Luke,” 715.
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arisen from this Last Supper meal.*

The meal aspect also points to Luke 6:4 which
speaks of David and his men eating the bread of offering.>® Just as the other Last Supper
accounts (through the “took, blessed, broke, gave” language)*, would resonate with the
hearers, Luke’s feeding miracle (Luke 9:12-17) would also influence how they received
later teaching.®’

According to Robert J. Karris, Jesus presents a re-interpretation of the Passover in
two ways within Luke’s proto-eucharistic pericope: 1) in vv. 15-18 the focus is on the
eschatological banquet™®; and 2) in vv. 19-20 the focus is on the salvific* meaning of
Jesus’ death.>®

3.1.4. John 6:51-59

We now turn to John’s proto-eucharistic pericope (John 6:51-59) in order to
identify links from it to verses in John’s gospel outside of the pericope. The development
of thought in John 6:31-59, follows lines suggested in the Prologue (John 1:1-18) which
is likely based on a known christological hymn. This hymn celebrates the pre-existent
Word and its creative force (vv. 1-5); the Word’s ongoing guidance of humans in spite of
their frequent rejection of divine wisdom (vv. 9ab, 10-12); and the Word’s incarnation
which allows humans participation in the divine life (vv. 14-16).% Similarly, John 6:31-
59 contains themes of Torah, the theophany at Sinai, and wisdom: John takes eating and

drinking from a physical to a spiritual reality* with the bread from heaven being given the

>3 Karris, “Luke,” 715-16.

56 “{idg] elofiM@ev eig TOV olkov ToD 000 kol ToOg dpToug Thg MPobéocws AoBwv Edpayev
kot Edwkev TOlg peT awToO, 00¢ 00K EEEOTLY dayely €l pr) pdvoug Toug tepeis;” “[How] he [David]
went into the house of God, took the bread of the offering, which only the priests could lawfully eat, ate of
it, and shared it with his companions” Luke 6:4. This links the Last Supper also to Lev 24:5-9 which will be
mentioned in the section on Old Testament links below.

>7 Johnson, Luke, 337-38.

o8 Karris, “Luke,” 715.

39 Perkins, “John,” 951.
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life-giving* function of Torah, and wisdom* features from the theophany at Sinai.®®

Jesus says, “Amen, amen, ...” a total of 25 times in John’s gospel with four
instances occurring in chapter 6; these sayings are among the key claims of Jesus.®' These
introductory words indicate that the audience is about to hear a highly-structured
argument unfolding both positive and negative aspects of the issue at hand. In John 6 this
introductory expression lends solemn authority to Jesus’ words as he addresses
interruptions from his hearers who have misunderstood what he has just said.

The unusual expression, “the living Father” (John 6:56) reminds the hearer of the
relationship between the Father and the Son: the Father sent his Son to give life
(John 3:16-17); in the Eucharist, this life-giving relationship* is extended to include the
participants. The one who eats this bread will live forever (v. 58), and stands in contrast
to their ancestors who, having only manna* to eat, died.®* And, as with the other proto-
eucharistic pericopes, John presents language evocative of the feeding miracle* which is
found just before the Bread of Life discourse at John 6:1-15.9

As noted earlier, in Chapter 2: Rationale for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic
Pericopes, John 6:51-59 is a midrash on the verb ¢o8iw (found as €payov and @ayeiv in

John 6:31).% This flesh which they must eat is the flesh which satisfies as mentioned in

60 Kostenberger, John, 216, 389; Moloney, John, 224; Peder Borgen, An Exegetical Study of the
Concept of Manna in the Gospel of John and the Writings of Philo (Supplements to Novum Testamentum
10; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 154-58.
61 Jesus uses “Amen, amen” in John 1:51; 3:3, 5, 11; 5:19, 24, 25; 6:26, 32, 47, 53; 8:34, 51, 58;
10:1, 7; 12:24; 13:16, 20, 21, 38; 14:12; 16:20, 23; and 21:18. Felix Just, “‘Amen, amen’ Sayings in the
Fourth Gospel,” from http://catholic-resources.org/John/Themes-Amen.htm, accessed September 28, 2010.
“OfTwg yap rjydmnoev 6 Bedg TOV KGOHOV, BOTE TOV LIOV TOV povoyevi] Edwkev, (va Tag
6 moTebwv €ig adTOV Urp AmOANTaL GAN Ex1) Sunv aiwviov. ob yap  améoTelAev 6 Beog TOV LIOV £ig
TOV Kdapov (va kpivy TOV kéapov, AN (va owdf 6 kéopog 81’ adTod” “For God so loved the world
that he gave his only Son, so that everyone who believes in him might not perish but might have eternal life.
For God did not send his Son into the world to condemn the world, but that the world might be saved
through him” John 3:16-17. Perkins, “John,” 962—63.
63 Borgen, “John and the Synoptics,” 87.
4 gpayov is Aorist, Active, Indicative, 3pl; eayeiv is Aorist, Active, Infinitive. “ol matépeg fudv
To pdvva €payov €v T Epripw, kKobuwg EoTiy yeypappévov, “ApTov ék To0 obpavold #dwkev adTolg
dayelv” “Our ancestors ate manna in the desert, as it is written: ‘He gave them bread from heaven to eat™”
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John 6:35.%5 The midrash in vv. 51-59 shifts the symbolic meanings of eating and
drinking to the concrete eating bread and drinking wine* in the eucharistic celebration
which is necessary in order to have eternal life.®® John uses the verb £60im and its forms
such as eaynte (John 6:53) throughout his gospel. However, he uses tpdyw only five
times, always in the form 6 tpdywv;®’ four of these five instances are within the proto-
eucharistic pericope (vv. 54, 56, 57, 58); the fifth occurs at John 13:18.°® While some
exegetes point to the use of pdynte in v. 53 (in the immediate context of 6 Tpoy®V in
vv. 54-58) to support their claim that the verbs are used interchangeably, it is more likely
that John, in an attempt to combat docetic ideas about Jesus, switches verbs in the proto-
eucharistic pericope to emphasise the realism* of the eucharistic elements. Furthermore,
Jewish thought was familiar with the idea of absorbing the Law as one absorbs food. Both
John 6:51-59 and John 13:1-20 (which recounts Jesus’ washing the disciples’ feet and
contains his fifth use of 6 tp®ywv) have eucharistic backgrounds. We will speak more of
John 13:18 below because in it John introduces an Old Testament quote.®’

The strong warning of John 6:53 along with the idea of Jesus remaining* with
them (v. 56) anticipates the Farewell Discourses found in chapters 14—17, in particular to

John 14:20-217° and John 17:21.7! The idea of remaining points as well to the image of

John 6:31.

65 «elrmev adToig 6 ‘Inooldg, “Eyd eipt 6 dpTog Tiig Cwiic: 0 Epxdpevog mpog EueE ol U
melvaoT, kai 6 maoTebwv €ig éué ol ur Suprjoet midmoTe” “Jesus said to them, ‘I am the bread of life;
whoever comes to me will never hunger, and whoever believes in me will never thirst” John 6:35.

66 Perkins, “John,” 962.

7 This form is the Present Active Participle Nominitive Singular Masculine.

08«50 mepl TAVTWV VPOV Aéyw: £ye olda Tivag 2EeAeEdunv: AN {va 1 ypadr mAnpwof.

‘O Tpuywv pou TOV dpTov émfijpev &M éué TV mTépvav adTod” “I am not speaking of all of you, I
know those whom I have chosen. But so that the scripture might be fulfilled, ‘The one who ate my food has
raised his heel against me” John 13:18. This is at the Last Supper near the end of the pericope entitled “The
Washing of the Disciples’ Feet.”

69 Borgen, Concept of Manna, 93; Raymond E. Brown, John, 283; Moloney, John, 224.

“¢v gxelvn TH Nuépa yviioeobe Opeic 6Tt &yw év 7¢ maTpi pou kot OPETS &v éuol Ky &v
OMIV. 0 Exwv TAG EVTOAGG pou Kal TNEGYV adTaG EKETVAG €0TLY O Gyam®dy pe* O 8€ Ayam®dy pe
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the branch remaining attached to the vine (John 15:1-11) in particular, vv. 4-5.7

3.1.5. 1 Cor 11:23-26

We now turn to Paul’s proto-eucharistic pericope at 1 Cor 11:23-26. In v. 24, Paul
uses the word vrep (v. 24) in a cultic way: Jesus’ death is vep VU@V thereby indicating,
by the lack of further explanation, that the concept of the sacrificial* nature of Jesus’
death pre-dates this letter. Paul makes similar use of the word at 1 Cor 1:13; 15:3.73

Also appearing in v. 24, is the neuter demonstrative pronoun todto which refers to
the actions of Jesus because the word dptoc requires a masculine pronoun. Immediately
following, in v. 25, the neuter demonstrative pronoun is used again; in this case it may
refer to the cup (motpilov) as the word is neuter but given the evident parallelism of the
two verses, this also would refer to Jesus’ actions, this time with the cup. This use of a
neuter demonstrative pronoun referring to an action rather than an object also occurs at

1 Cor 6:6, 8; 7:37; and 9:16.7* This application in two parallel uses suggests that the word

dyomnOnoeTtor 6md To0 TaTPSG pov, K&AYW Gyamiow adTOV Kai Eudpaviow adTd éuauTtov” “On that
day you will realize that I am in my Father and you are in me and I in you. Whoever has my commandments
and observes them is the one who loves me. And whoever loves me will be loved by my Father, and I will
love him and reveal myself to him” John 14:20-21.

U “tya mévTeg £v dotv, kaBuig 0l, mdTep, &v ol kdyw &v oo, {va kal adTol &v flv
wotv, fva 6 kéopog moTedn 8Tt 00 pe dméoTetdag” “1 in them and you in me, that they may be brought
to perfection as one, that the world may know that you sent me, and that you loved them even as you loved
me” John 17:21.

72 “peivare &v éuol, k&yw év Opiv. kaBwg T KARHa 00 SdvaTal kopmov dpépety 4’ EauTod
Eqv pn pévn év i dumédw, oGTwg 008¢ Opelg £av pny év Euot pévnTe. éyd eip iy dumedog, Opeis Ta
KAjuaTa. 6 pévwy 2v gpol kdyd &v adTd 00Tog dpépet kopmOV TOAVV, 8Tt xwplg Znod 0d Sbvoode
oLl 0084v” “Remain in me, as I remain in you. Just as a branch cannot bear fruit on its own unless it
remains on the vine, so neither can you unless you remain in me” John 15:4-5. Perkins, “John,” 962.

73 “UepéproTal 6 Xp1oTég; un Madrog éoTavpddn Omép OUAYV, | eig TO dvopa TTadbAov
éBamntiodnTe;” “Is Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for you? Or were you baptized in the name of
Paul?” 1 Cor 1:13; “mapédwka yop Oplv &év mpditolg, 6 kol mapéAafov, 6Tt Xpiotdg améBavev Omep
TOV QAP TIAY NUAY kaTa TG ypadds” “For I handed on to you as of first importance what I also
received: that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures” 1 Cor 15:3. Collins, First
Corinthians, 425, 432.

74 <sana 38eAdOG peTA G8eAG0D kpiveTan kal ToOTO £ml dmioTwy; . . . GAAG Opelg &SikelTe
Kol dmooTepelTe, kal To0TO GdeAdpols” “But rather brother goes to court against brother, and that before
unbelievers. . . . Instead, you inflict injustice and cheat, and this to brothers”1 Cor 6:6,8. “6¢ 8¢ £oTnkev
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refers to an action not to the matter in Jesus’ hands. Other uses will be mentioned later to
underscore further that Jesus’ words here tell the hearers to do as he is doing: offer bread
and wine which become his body and blood.

The actions of Jesus (he took, gave thanks, broke, and gave)* with the bread along
with the sharing of blessing and the cup, remind the hearer of Paul’s earlier exhortation to
avoid idolatry and share meals, with the resulting sharing in the blessing as found at
1 Cor 10:16-17.7 Finally, Paul’s account of the institution of the Eucharist functions as
the pinnacle of the chiastic structure found in chapters 11 through 14 of the letter. At
1 Cor 11:1-2,7¢ Paul also brings to mind the call to live in imitation of Christ and the
traditions™® he is passing on to the Corinthians. These links to texts both preceding and
following the proto-eucharistic pericope demonstrate that Paul has basic themes (the
transformation of the elements, sacrifice, thanksgiving, ecclesial unity, and knowledge)*

in mind which he weaves throughout all his letters.”’

év Tf kapdig adTod E8paiog pr Exwv dvdykny, éEovaiav 8¢ Exetl mepl To0 id{ov BeArpaTog kai
T00TO KéKpLKEVY &V T 1810 Kapdia, TnEely TV EauTod TapOEévov, koddg Totrjoel” “The one who
stands firm in his resolve, however, who is not under compulsion but has power over his own will, and has
made up his mind to keep his virgin, will be doing well” 1 Cor 7:37. “&€av yop edayyeAiCwpat, o0k €0TLv
pot kadxnua: Gvdykn yop pot mikettar: odal ydp poi €0ty éav pn edayyeAiowpar” “If I preach the
gospel, this is no reason for me to boast, for an obligation has been imposed on me, and woe to me if I do
not preach it!”1 Cor 9:16 Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 153, 153 n.28.

75 erd moTriplov Thg edAoyiag & eddoyoduev, odxi kotvwvia éaTiv ToO aipatog To0
Xp1aT100; TOV &pTov Ev KAGpEV, 00Xl kKolvwvia Tod adpatog Tod XptaoTod EoTiv; 8TL €ig dpTog, &v
o@pa ol moAdol éopev, ot ydp mavTeg ék 100 £vog dpTou peTéxopev” “The cup of blessing that we
bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread that we break, is it not a participation in the
body of Christ? Because the loaf of bread is one, we, though many, are one body, for we all partake of the
one loaf” 1 Cor 10:16-17.

76 “‘pipnTai pov yiveobe xabug kdyw Xp1oTtod. “Emouvd 8¢ Opbg §Tu mavTa pou péuvnode
kai, kabwg mapédwka OUlv, Tag mapaddoeig kaTéxeTe” “Be imitators of me, as I am of Christ. I praise
you because you remember me in everything and hold fast to the traditions, just as I handed them on to you’
1 Cor 11:1-2.

7 Collins, First Corinthians, 425, 432; Murphy-O’Connor, “First Corinthians,” 810.

]
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3.1.6. Information on the Betrayer

The information on the betrayer cannot be placed in just one section due to the
different ways the information is presented. Matthew, Mark, and John each tell of the
coming betrayal outside his proto-eucharistic pericope (meaning the information belongs
in this section which looks at links between the proto-eucharistic pericope and other texts
within the individual book). However, Paul and Luke each place the information about
the betrayal within his proto-eucharistic pericope (meaning the information belongs in the
sections above on the particulars for each pericope). In the interest of reading canonically,
we will deal with the details about the betrayer in one place as there are links within the
individual books as well as links to other New Testament Scriptures outside the
individual books. There are also links to the Old Testament which will be mentioned
briefly here but dealt with in the relevant section (3.3.5. In Light of Old Testament
Scriptures: Ecclesial Aspect).

Paul does not present a Last Supper account in his writings; his proto-eucharistic
pericope begins by setting the scene to that night when Jesus was handed over (1 Cor 11:
23). Luke’s mention of the betrayer comes within his proto-eucharistic pericope,
immediately after Jesus’ words and actions of institution (“the hand of the one who is to
betray me is with me on the table” Luke 22:22).

These five references to the betrayal paint a picture of disunity in the early
communities (involving the ecclesial aspect theme). We will discuss the accounts in
detail, beginning with the staging of the information and then looking at the differences in
how the information is relayed and how it was heard by the participants.

Immediately before their Institution Narratives, Matthew and Mark set the stage
for the Last Supper meal: it is evening, the group are reclining at table, and Jesus foretells
the betrayer’s actions (Matt 26:20-25; Mark 14:17-21). John also reveals the betrayer’s

presence at the Last Supper (John 13:21-30), just after Jesus’ washing of the disciples’
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feet. Luke often uses a meal setting for debates, discussions, and teachings. His Last
Supper account is no exception: the disciples debate amongst themselves the identity of
the betrayer. After the Passion narrative, on the road to Emmaus two disciples were
discussing the all-important events of recent days (Luke 24:13-35).78

We consider how the information of the betrayer is given to the participants, how
they respond to the news, and the depth of problem this is to the betrayer. In all four
accounts (Paul does not present a Last Supper account), Jesus announces the coming
betrayal in the midst of this important meal. In Matthew and Mark, the announcement
occurs before the words of institution of the Eucharist; in Luke’s gospel, it occurs as part
of the proto-eucharistic pericope, after the words of institution. John’s proto-eucharistic
pericope is found several chapters before the Last Supper account, so there is great
separation between the discussion of the betrayer and the portion of John’s gospel which
reflects on the Eucharist.

In Matthew and Mark, the sorrowful disciples address Jesus in turn with the
question, “Surely, it is not I1?”” and in Matthew, Judas is the last one to ask using a phrase
which anticipates a negative answer. Instead, he hears Jesus’ response: “You have said
so.” In Luke, the account ends with the disciples questioning one another, rather than
Jesus, about which one it could be. In John, Peter asks the Beloved Disciple to find out
the identity of the betrayer from Jesus.

In Mark, Jesus states that it is one who is eating with him. In Matthew and Mark,
Jesus states that the betrayer and he will dip into the dish together; in Luke, Jesus states,
“the hand of him who betrays me is with me on the table”; in John, Jesus says that he will
hand a morsel, after dipping it, to his betrayer. Matthew and John identify the betrayer by

name; Mark and Luke do not.

78 Johnson, Luke, 149, 337, 340, 396; Karris, “Luke,” 716.
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In the three Synoptic accounts, Jesus states that it is the will of God that these
events unfold, for which the betrayer will suffer the consequences. Matthew has the most
damning consequence: “It would have been better for that man if he had not been born.”
In all cases, the presence of the betrayer overshadows the account of the Last Supper;
Jesus is sharing table-fellowship while knowing what would transpire at the hand of his
betrayer. This would have shocked people of the time because table sharing was done
with family and friends.

Did the betrayer receive that first Eucharist? The three Synoptic accounts do not
report the betrayer’s leaving the supper while John does (John 13:30).” This revelation
comes just after the washing of the feet and before the lengthy Last Supper Discourses.
Only in Luke is it certain that the betrayer was present at that moment; however, Luke
does not mention Judas by name and he also softens the consequences for the betrayer by
leaving out the dire prediction: “it would be better for that man if he had never been
born.” Luke also recounts the disciples debating the betrayer’s identity among themselves
rather than addressing Jesus.

Throughout the Gospels, Jesus eats with sinners. The knowledge of his betrayer
does not keep him from eating, even this most important meal, with his betrayer. It may
be that the events were too near for Mark to mention the name everyone would have
known. Matthew, with the passage of time, was able to name and to highlight the dire
consequences of the betrayal. Luke and John appear to be showing that Jesus knew full
well the identity of his betrayer; yet he was willing to share himself in the first Eucharist
(in Luke) or to demonstrate a willing deep level of service (in John through the washing

of the feet). In Mark 14:19 the disciples ask Jesus about the identity of the betrayer

79 ey Y / 7 PP > 2 A < ~ / > s _~ & > ~
KOl HETA TO YwHLOV TOTE 8[0’1’])\98\/ ELC EKELVOV O Z(XT(XV(XQ. }\8)/8[ oLV QUTW O IT]O'OUQ,

“0 mot£lg moinoov Téxtov. . . AaPuwv odv T Ywuiov Ekelvog EERABeY €0BGC. Ry 8& VOE™ After Judas
takes the morsel from Jesus, “Satan entered him. So Jesus said to him, “What you are going to do, do
quickly.” . .. So he took the morsel and left at once. And it was night” John 13:27,30.
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whereas in Luke’s account (v. 23) they discuss the matter among themselves indicating
Luke’s continuing parenetic intention.

The language Luke uses for the betrayal, and the fact that Jesus is handed over
(Luke 22:22), which also appears in 1 Cor 11:23 (with a different form of the verb
napadidmp, see the appendices), is also seen in Mark 1:14; 14:10, 42, 44; and 15:1,15.
These Marcan references are to John the Baptist’s arrest, Judas’s betrayal of Jesus, Jesus
being handed over to Pilate, and Pilate handing Jesus over to be crucified.?!

3.1.7. Each Proto-eucharistic Pericope within its Book: Conclusion

As each proto-eucharistic pericope was investigated, the specific theology of each
author was revealed through the emphasis apparent in the way the pericope is related.
Matthew presents an ecclesial version of the institution: he maintains a close link to Jesus
by using his name and presents a celebration in keeping with their Jewish cult
celebrations. Mark attempts to show Jesus’ self-gift in death is not the last step, he
reminds his community to look beyond that death to the new covenant, to understand the
closeness between Jesus and his disciples. For Mark the self-sacrifice is more important
than the communal-meal sharing. Luke’s Jesus is well-aware he is to be betrayed and
Luke warns his readers that any of them could betray the faith. Luke calls for self-
examination even as he presents a more gentle Jesus with his disciples. John, with his
Bread of Life discourse presents the most striking link to the manna which fed the
Israelites in the desert. For him, eating the flesh and drinking the blood of the Eucharist is
crucial for the believer to obtain eternal life. Finally, Paul’s intention is to remind the
Corinthians of the importance of correct celebration of their eucharistic meal.

This section, while looking at each proto-eucharistic pericope within its book as

well as details of the betrayer, has uncovered all but one of the six themes. The “missing”

80 Karris, “Luke,” 716.
81 These cases indicate the action being done to the person. Jesus willingly is handed over.
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theme is theme 6: typology which by definition exists between the Old and New
Testaments. Evident are the following: theme 1: the elements change, are true food which
provides both physical and spiritual nourishment; theme 2: there is a sacrificial aspect to
Jesus’ death and participants in the Eucharist are called to forgiveness and repentance;
theme 3: thanksgiving is an important aspect to the Eucharist; theme 4: there is a call to
unity with Christ within the church, the communities together form the church, and the
kingdom of God is both here and not yet here; theme 5: the dimension of knowledge is
shown in the aspects of continuity with the past and radical discontinuity with the
changes wrought by the Last Supper and the Passion which is spoken of at the meal. With
this review of the links between each proto-eucharistic pericope and verses within its
book, we now move to an investigation of the references / allusions to other texts within
the New Testament but across books.

3.2. In Light of New Testament Scriptures Outside the Individual Book

Having looked at ways each of the proto-eucharistic pericopes linked to passages
within its own book, we now widen the investigation to explore links from any of the
proto-eucharistic pericopes to other New Testament Scriptures outside of the book in
which the pericope is found. This section will be organised primarily by the themes as
uncovered in Chapter 1.3
3.2.1. In Light of NT Scriptures Outside Individual Book: Two General Motifs
We begin with two general motifs each encompassing more than one theme. First,

meals in general includes elements found in theme 1, such as physical nourishment from

82 These links represent a compilation of material from many sources: for Matthew, Harrington,
Matthew, 367-68; and Viviano, “Matthew,” 670. For Mark: Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 395-97; and
Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 373—76. For Luke: Karris, “Luke,” 715-16; and
Johnson, Luke, 336—40. For John: Moloney, John, 223-25; Perkins, “John,” 962—63 and Kostenberger,
John, 215—17. For Paul: Garland, I Corinthians, 544-48; Collins, First Corinthians, 431-34; and Winter,
After Paul Left Corinth, 153
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food and possibly spiritual nourishment from the discussion; and also elements found in
theme 4, such as the idea of unity.

Given that the proto-eucharistic pericopes all speak of eating and drinking, the
social experience of meals in the cultures of the day (both Jewish and pagan) as well as
the many times meals form a backdrop for important events in the New Testament would
have been brought to the minds of the listeners. This meal, however, is strikingly different
from other meals spoken of in the New Testament: details of the food and drink
consumed by the participants are given along with the all-important actions and words of
Jesus.3* Paul states that it was the night before Jesus was handed over (1 Cor 11:23);
Luke uses “the hour came” (Luke 22:14); and from Matt 26:20%° comes the knowledge
that the meal took place in the evening and was at least a festive meal from the
information that they reclined at table.

The second general motif is that of the feeding miracles which, with their “take,
bless / thank, break, give” language, include elements found in theme 1: physical
nourishment; and in theme 3: thanksgiving. These pericopes are found in all four Gospels
in two versions (that of feeding 4,000 and that of feeding 5,000).% These words evoke the
Institution Narratives and are also said by Paul when he was on a ship headed to Italy. He
encouraged the people to eat: “ he took bread, gave thanks to God in front of them all,

broke it, and began to eat” Acts 27:35.%

83 In the culture of the time, a person only ate with friends and family.

84 The only other meals for which we have this sort of information are the feeding miracles which
were written to evoke memories of the Lord’s institution of the Eucharist.
Oy iag 8¢ yevopévng dvéketTo peTa TOV dwdeka” “When it was evening, he reclined at
table with the Twelve” Matt 26:20.

86 The feeding miracle pericopes are found at: Matt 14:13-21; 15:32-39; Mark 6:30-44; 8:1-10;
Luke 9:12-17; and John 6:1-15. Johnson, Luke, 149, 396.

87 “e{mag 8¢ TadTa Kol AoV dpTov edxopioTnoey TG Bed Evimiov TAvTwy Kal KAAoOG
Ap&aTo éabie1v” “When he said this, he took bread, gave thanks to God in front of them all, broke it, and
began to eat” Acts 27:35.

w
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Having mentioned these two more general links, we now look at each of the
themes identified in Chapter 1.

3.2.2. In Light of NT Scriptures Outside Individual Book: Elements Change

As mentioned above, meals in general,® the feeding miracles, and Acts 27:33-37
(Paul and the shipwreck), all contain one or more aspect which fit into this first theme
because it encompasses concepts such as (physical) food and drink, and implies spiritual
nourishment, and fasting.

3.2.3. In Light of NT Scriptures Outside Individual Book: Sacrificial Aspect

We now look at the links which present the sacrificial aspect of the proto-
eucharistic pericopes. As well as sacrifice, words such as repentance, forgiveness,
messianic banquet, and handed over, fit into this theme. That Jesus’ sacrifice is vicarious

is also seen in Acts 5:21; 8:24; 9:16; 15:26; and 21:13, 26.%° Paul’s writings include many

88 Meals at Matt 9:10-13; 22:1-14; Mark 14:3-9; Luke 7:36-50; 14:15-24; 24:36-42 (road to
Emmaus); John 12:1-8; 21:12-14; and 1 Cor 10:14-17 (abuses at Corinth).

These references present Jesus’ death as for others or refer to others’ deaths as being in Jesus’
name thus having a sacrificial nature. “dkoVoavTeg 8¢ eiofiA@ov OO TOV Bpbpov eig TO 1epdv kai
¢8idaoxov. Tapayevdpevog 8¢ 6 Gpxiepeds kai ol odv adTd cuvekdAeoay TO CLVESPLOV Kal Taoav
ThVv yepovaiav Tév vidv loparA kal améaTelday €ig 1O deopwtriplov dxOfivatr adTols” “When
they heard this, they went to the temple early in the morning and taught. When the high priest and his
companions arrived, they convened the Sanhedrin, the full senate of the Israelites, and sent to the jail to
have them brought in” Acts 5:21. “Gmoxp10eic 8¢ 6 Zipwv eimev, AeriOnTe Opeic Omep 2uod TPOg TOV
kGptov 8mwg pndév EméAdn & 2ué Ov eiprikate” “Simon said in reply, ‘Pray for me to the Lord, that
nothing of what you have said may come upon me” Acts 8:24. “¢yd) yop Omodei&w adTd Soa 81 adTOV
OmEp 700 OvdpaTog pou Tadelv” “and T will show him what he will have to suffer for my name™ Acts
9:16. “avOpdimolg Tapadedwkdal Tag Puxdg adTAV OTEP ToO dvpaTog Tod kupiov UGV *Incod
Xp1oTod” “who have dedicated their lives to the name of our Lord Jesus Christ” Acts 15:26. “t67e
dmekpibn 6 INadAog, T moieite KAaiovTeg kal ouvBpUTTOVTEG HoL TRV Kapdiav; £yw yap od pévov
SeOfjvar dAAG kal Gmobavelv eig lepovoodrp éToluwg Exw Omép T00 dvduaTog Tod kupiov Inood.
.. T67e 6 TadAog maporafuwv Todg &vdpag Tf Exopévn Muépa odv adToig yviadeic, eionet eig 10
lepdv StayyéMwv TV EKmAjpwaoty TV Arep@v To0 &yviopod Ewg ol mpoonvéxdn Omtp £vog
¢kdoTou adTAV 1 Mpoapopd” “Then Paul replied, ‘What are you doing, weeping and breaking my heart? I
am prepared not only to be bound but even to die in Jerusalem for the name of the Lord Jesus’ . . . So Paul
took the men, and on the next day after purifying himself together with them entered the temple to give
notice of the day when the purification would be completed and the offering made for each of them” Acts
21:13, 26.
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references to the efficacious nature of Jesus’ death for others: e.g., 2 Cor 5:14-15, 21;%°

Gal 1:4; 2:15, 20; 4:24;°! Eph 5: 2, 25;°2 Col 1:20.%* As well, the Letter to the Hebrews

contains similar language (9:20; 10:10,16-18).%*

%0 “dg kal ikdvwaoev Nuag dtakévoug katvig 81001knG, 00 ypdupaTog GAAG Tvedpatog: 1O

YOp ypdppa Aok TEVVEL, TO 8¢ Tvedpa Cwomotel” “who has indeed qualified us a ministers of a new
covenant, not of letter but of spirit; for the letter brings death, but the Spirit gives life” 2 Cor 3:6; and “f
yd&p &ydmn 100 Xp1oTod cuvéxel fpds, kpivavTag To0To, 8T €lg OmEp MévTwy dmédavev, dpa ol
mdvTeg Gmébavov: kai Omeép mavTwy &médavev, (va ol {OvTeg unkéTL EqUTOlg LAY AN T) OTEP
adTAOV EmoBavévTL Kot £yepBEvTL . . . TOV pnj yvévTa dpopTiav Omep fudv duapTiov émoinoev, (va
NHETS Yevipeda Sikatoodvn 0e00 &v adTd” “For the love of Christ impels us, once we have come to the
conviction that one died for all; therefore, all have died. He indeed died for all, so that those who live might
no longer live for themselves, but for him who for their sake died and was riased. . . . For our sake he made
him to be sin who did not know sin, so that we might become the righteousness of God in him” 2 Cor 5:14-
15, 21.

M erop 86vTog EQUTOV UTIEP TOV GUAPTIAY MUAV, STiwg EEEANTAL NUGg &k TOO aidvog ToD
¢veaT@Tog ToVNPoD KaTd TO BEANUa To0 000 kal TaTPog MUAV” “[Jesus] who gave himself for our
sins that he might rescue us from the present evil age in accord with the will of our God and Father” Gal
1:4; “ “Hpelg ¢Voet ’lTouvdaiot kal odk && €0vav auapTwlol: . . . EG 8¢ oOkéTL &y, £ff 6& &v éuol
XpLoTég* 6 8¢ vOv C@ &v oapki, &v mioTel CA TH To0 L10D TOO Be00 TOO dyamrioavTdg pe Kai
mopaddvTog EauTov OTEP €uod” “We, who are Jews by nature and not sinners from among the Gentiles, .
.. yet I live, no longer I, but Christ lives in me; insofar as I now live in the flesh, I live by faith in the Son of
God who has loved me and given himself up for me” Gal 2:15, 20; “&Tivd 2oTiv dAAnyopodueva: adTat
yép elotv 8Vo drabfjkat, pia pev amod dpoug Liva eig Sovdeiav yevvdoa, 1iTig £0Tiv " Aydp. T0 8¢
Aydp Ziva 8pog £oTiv v T T Apafiqr cuoToixel 8¢ Tf VOV lepoucodrip, SovAelet Yap HETA TRV
Téxvwv adThAg” “Now this is an allegory. These women represent two covenants. One was from Mount
Sinai, bearing children for slavery; this is Hagar. Hagar represents Sinai, a mountain in Arabia; it
corresponds to the present Jerusalem, for she is in slavery along with her children” Gal 4:24-25.

“kol MEPLTATELTE €V Aydmm, kabuws kai 6 XploTog fydmnoey Nuag kal Tapédwkev
£quTOV OTEP MGV TIPoadopav kal Buaiav 1@ Be® eig dourv edwdiog” “as Christ loved us and handed
himself over for us as a sacrificial offering to God for a fragrant aroma” Eph 5:2; “Ot &vépeg, dyamare
TaG yuvaikoag, kabwg kai 6 XploTtog fydmnoey Tiv ékkAnoiav kal EauTdv mopédwkey Omep adThg”
“Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ loved the church and handed himself over for her” Eph 5:25.

93 kol 85U adTo0 dmokaToAAGEaL T& TdvTa eig adTSV, eipnvomotjoag 81d Tod aipoTtog Tod
oTowpod aToO, 6" adTol] eiTe Ta &ml Thg Yfig €(Te Ta &v Tolg o¥pavoig” “and through him to
reconcile all things for him, making peace by the blood of his cross [through him], whether those on earth or
those in heaven” Col 1:20.

o “Aywv, TodTo T aipa Tfig S1a@rxng fig veTeidaTto mpdg Gudg & Bedg™ “saying, ‘This is
“the blood of the covenant which God has enjoined upon you.”” Heb 9:20; “2v ¢§ OeAfuatt fytaopévol
gopév 814 Thg mpoopopds Tod avpaTog ‘Incod XptoTod £pdmot . . . ASTn 1§ d1abrikn fiv
SraBrioopat mpog adTovg pETA Tag Huépag Ekeivag, Aéyet kUpLog: 81800g vépoug pou émi
kopdiag adTdV kai &mi TV Stdvolav adTdv émypddw adTodg, kai TAV GUOPTIAY adTAV Kal TV
dvopldv adTdv 00 ur pvnabricopat £TL. dmou 8¢ ddeatg TovTwV, 0VKETL TPOTPopd Tept GuapTiag”
“By this ‘will,” we have been consecrated through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all . . .
“This is the covenant I will establish with them after those days, says the Lord: “I will put my laws in their
hearts, and I will write them upon their mind,”” he also says: ‘Their sins and their evildoing I will remember
no more.” Where there is forgiveness of these, there is no longer offering for sin” Heb 10:10,16-18.
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Links to Rom 4:25; 5:8, 9; 8:32% are apparent from the language of the “divine
passive” (mapadidotar) seen in Paul’s vv. 23-24, Mark’s v. 24, and Luke’s v. 20; the idea
that Jesus’ death was an efficacious self-sacrifice for others is also expressed. The
language of 1 Cor 11:26 that one’s participation in Jesus’ death brings God’s love into the
world fits with the language of Rom 8:39.%

As mentioned above (when looking for links within 1 Corinthians), the neuter
demonstrative pronoun is used twice to refer to Jesus’ own actions with the bread and
wine. That Paul uses this pronoun elsewhere in the same manner bolsters the argument
for this interpretation. This use is found at Rom 12:20, 2 Cor 1:17, Eph 2:8; 6:1,

Phil 3:15, Col 3:20, °7 as well as in his first letter to the Thessalonians, first letter to

95 ¢ mapeddin Si1a TG mapamTdpara NudvY kai RyEpOn dia Tiv dikaiwaty AUEV” “who was

handed over for our transgressions and was raised for our justification” Rom 4:25; “cuvioTtnotv 8¢ Trjv
£auToD Gydmnyv eig MuGG 6 Bedg, Tt €Tt GuapTWAGY EvTwv fudv XploTdg OmEP MUAY Amébavev.
oM@ 00v paArov SikatwdévTeg VOV &v T afpoTt adTod owdnadueda 8t adTod &mod Thg dpyfg”
“But God proves his love for us in that while we were still sinners Christ died for us. How much more then,
since we are now justified by his blood, will we be saved through him from the wrath” Rom 5:8-9; “S¢ ye
700 {8{ovL V100 oUk édeicaTo dAAG OTEP NEAY TAVTLWY TapEdwkev adTSV, TIBG 00Xl kKol o0V adTd TA
mévTa Huiv xapioetar;” “He who did not spare his own Son but handed him over for us all, how will he
not also %ive us everything else along with him?” Rom 8:32.

6 «odte GYupa odte Bdbog odTe Tig kTlolg ETépa SuvrioeTal MU xwpioat &mo THg
dydmmg 100 000 Thg &v XpLotd “Inood 1§ xupiyw fUAV” “nor height, nor depth, nor anything else in
all creation, will be able to separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord” Rom 8:39. Murphy-
O’Connor, “First Corinthians,” 810.

OT«3dA& 2év TEWVE & x0pOC Tov, PWpIte abTéV: 2dv S1Pd, TETILE adTév: ToOTO ydp
moldv dvBpakag Mupog owpeloelg Emt TNV kedpoArv adTol ~ “Rather, ‘if your enemy is hungry, feed
him; if he is thirsty, give him something to drink; for by so doing you will heap burning coals upon his
head’” Rom 12:20; “To0T0 00v BouAdpevog piTt dpa TH Aadpia Expnodunv; B & BouAebopatl kot
odpxa BovAeduat, va § map” Zuot 16 Nai vai kai 10 O0 od;” “So when I intended this, did I act
lightly? Or do I make my plans according to human considerations, so that with me it is “yes, yes’ and ‘no,
n0’?” 2 Cor 1:17; “1fj yap xdp17i £é0Te oeowopévol dia mioTews: kal To0To 00K £E Oudv, B£00 TO
ddpov” “For by grace you have been saved through faith, and this is not from you; it is the gift of God”
Eph 2:8; “T& tékva, OmakoleTe To1G yoveOoty Oudv [év kupiw] To0TO ydp €0Tiv Sikatov” “Children,
obey your parents [in the Lord], for this is right” Eph 6:1; “ “Ocot o0v TéAclot, To0TO dppovdpev: kai el
TL ETéPwG GPOVELTE, Kal ToOTO O Bedg OUTV dmokoAdP el “Let us, then, who are ‘perfectly mature’
adopt this attitude. And if you have a different attitude, this too God will reveal to you” Phil 3:15; “ “Ogot
o0v TéAelot, To0TO Pppovapev: kal el Tt ETépwg PPOoVELTE, Kal ToOTO 6 Bdc Opily dmokaAGp et “Let
us, then, who are ‘perfectly mature’ adopt this attitude. And if you have a different attitude, this too God
will reveal to you” Phil 3:15; “Ta téxva, OmakobeTe T01G yovedolv kaTa mavTa, T00T0 yop 0dpe0TdV
£oTLv v kuplw” “Children, obey your parents in everything, for this is pleasing to the Lord” Col 3:20.
Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 153 n. 28.
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Timothy, and the letter to Philemon.”®

3.2.4. In Light of NT Scriptures Outside Individual Book: Thanksgiving Aspect

We saw in the introduction, above, that the feeding miracle pericopes and Paul’s
words before a meal on the ship sailing to Italy (Acts 27:35) contain the word bless or
thank which would place them in theme 3: thanksgiving aspect.

3.2.5. In Light of NT Scriptures Outside Individual Book: Ecclesial Aspect

The fourth theme, the ecclesial aspect, includes ideas such as unity (with God and
with the community; the pericopes about the betrayer and his actions also belong in this
theme), the messianic banquet, continuity and discontinuity as the community changes
with the events of the Last Supper, the new covenant, eschatology, as well as the coming
of and fulfillment in the kingdom of God. In all these, it is God’s plan unfolding. From
this it is apparent that general meals would fit into this theme because in the cultures of
the time a person ate only with friends and family.

The idea of continuity and discontinuity, in other words, accepting the treasures of

the past while allowing them to be expressed in a new way (Mark 14:25) is also found at

98 «10070 y&p €oTtv BéAnpua To0 000, 6 dyltaopog VUGV, dméxeobat Opde &mo Tfig mopvelog

... &v mavTi e0xoploTELTE TOOTO YOp BéANua 000 év XploTd “1nood eig Ouag” “This is the will of
God, your holiness: that you refrain from immorality, . . . In all circumstances give thanks, for this is the
will of God for you in Christ Jesus” 1 Thess 4:3; 5:18; “700T0 kaAOV kai dmédekTOV EviTOLY TOO
owTfipog NUAV B0 . . . Emexe oeauTd kol Ti StdaockaAiq, ém{peve adTOlg" TOOTO Yap TOLBY Kal
0£aLTOV OWOELG Kal Tovg dkoVovTdg oov” “This is good and pleasing to God our savior, . . . Attend to
yourself and to your teaching; persevere in both tasks, for you doing so you will save both yourself and
those who listen to you™ 1 Tim 2:3; 4:16; “ci 8¢ Tt R8{knoév oc /) ddeidet, To0TO Epotl EANGY” “And if
he has done you any injustice or owes you anything, charge it to me” Phlm 18. Winter, After Paul Left
Corinth, 153 n. 28.
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Matt 8:11-12; 22:1-10;” Luke 13:28-29; 14:15; 22:34-39.1% The fact that Paul has
received this tradition is evidenced by the language he uses in texts such as Phil 2:6-11;!°!
this confirms earlier sacramental traditions, and the credal texts of the church.'’> Luke
states that it is God’s plan unfolding (v. 22) which also occurs in Acts 2:23; 10:42; 17:26,

31;'% Rom 1:4;'% and 1 Cor 15:3 (text above). That this celebration will be fulfilled in

i “Aéyw 8¢ OHiv 8Tt oML &To AvaToAdy kai Suoudv fiEouaty kol dvakAtbricovTtal peTd
>ABpadp kol ’Toadk kal lakaf &v Tf Baoideig T@V odpavdv, ot 8¢ viol Thg PaociAeiag

¢kPAndrcovTar eig TO okdTOG TO EELITEPOV: EKET EoTat & KAaBROG kal O BPLYHOS TAV 388vTwV” “1
say to you, many will come from the east and the west, and will recline with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob at
the banquet in the kingdom of heaven, but the children of the kingdom will be driven out into the outer
darkness, where there will be wailing and grinding of teeth” Matt 8:11-12; the Parable of the Wedding Feast
occurs at Matt 22:1-10; because the king’s invitees would not attend, he issued invitations to all found on
the streets, bad and good alike, in order that the banquet hall be filled.

00 caxel Zorar 6 KAawBOG Kal 6 Bpuypdg TOV 888vTwv, STav dPnade ABpady kot loadk
kal “lokdf kal mévTog Toug mpodriTog Ev TH Bacideiq ToO Be0d, Oubg 8¢ ékParropévous EEw. kal
fiEouaty &md dvaToAdv kal Suoudv kai &md Boppd kai véTou kai dvakAtdrjcovTtal &v T BaotAeiq
700 Be00” “And there will be wailing and grinding of teeth when you see Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob and
all the prophets in the kingdom of God and you yourselves cast out. And people will come from the east and
the west and from the north and the south and will recline at table in the kingdom of God” Luke 13:28-29;

> Akoboag 8¢ Tig TOV ouvavakelpévwy TadTa elmev adTd, Makdplog SoTig ¢dyeTar dpTov &v Th
BaoiAeia 100 0€00” “One of his fellow guests on hearing this said to him, ‘Blessed is the one who will
dine in the kingdom of God” Luke 14:15; the Last Supper meal in Luke ends with Luke 22:34-39.

“8g &v popdf 000 Omdpxwvy 00x Gpmaypdv fydoato 16 elvar {oa 0ed, GAAY EQLTOV
¢kévwaev poponv dovAou AaBWv, v OpoLHOTL AvBpWTLY yevApeos: kal oxrpaTt eopedels wg
avBpuwmog Etameivwoey EauTov yevdpevog OTkog péxpt BavdTou, Bavdtou 8¢ aTawpod. 810 kal &
0e0g adTOV OTEPUPwaey kal ExopioaTo adTd TO Gvopa TO OTEP Ay dvopa, (va &v TG GvApaTL

"Io00 mav yévu kappn Emovpaviny kai émyeiny kai kataxBoviwy kai méoa yAdooa EEovioyrionTol
dTL kOprog ’Inoodg XproTtdg eig S6Eav 000 maTpds™ “[Christ Jesus,] who, though he was in the form
of God, did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped, but emptied himself, taking the form of a
servant, being born in the likeness of men. And being found in human form he humbled himself and became
obedient unto death, even death on a cross. Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him the
name which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven and on earth
and under the earth, and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father” Phil
2:6-11.

102 Childs, Biblical Theology: Theological Reflection, 234-35, 510, 695.

03 «“r0070V TH wpLopévn BouAfj kal mpoyvwoet To0 000 EkdoTov 81a xe1pdG Avopwy
mpoamEavTteg dveidaTe” “This man, delivered up by the set plan and foreknowledge of God, you killed,
using lawless men to crucify him” Acts 2:23. “kai mopryyetAev AUV knpvEat TG Aad kal
StapoapTépacdal ETL 00TOC 20TV & dpLopévog OO ToD Be00 kP THG CWVTWY Kai vekpdv” “He
commissioned us to preach to the people and testify that he is the one appointed by God as judge of the
living and the dead” Acts 10:42. “¢moinoév Te £E Evog mav £0vog AvOpWTIwY KATOLKETY £l TaVTOG
mpoadmou Thg yfig, dploag mpooTeTayuévoug katpoug kai Tog 6pobeaiag Thg kaTotkiag adTAV
... kaOSTL ZoTnoev fuépav &v 1 péMet kpivelv Tiv oikoupévny v Sikatoalbvn, &v dvdpt ¢
dpLoev, oty mopaoxwv oLy dvaotrioag adTov ék vekp®dv” “He made from one the whole human
race to dwell on the entire surface of the earth, and he fixed the ordered seasons and the boundaries of their
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the kingdom of God (v. 18) is seen at Acts 10:41.1%

Given the oral nature of the cultures of the time, words and phrases were often
utilised by the New Testament authors to remind hearers of past situations and the way
God had worked for the community. Language and themes of looking forward to the new
covenant with both its continuity and discontinuity also occur in Rev 2:7; 7:9-10; and
19:9.1% Language similar to that of the Institution Narratives, about the new covenant’s
inauguration via Jesus’ willing death is found at 2 Cor 3:6; 5:14-15, 21 (text above); Gal
1:4; 2:15, 20; 4:24 (text above); and in the Letter to the Hebrews (7:22; 8:8-10; 9:15;
10:16-18 (text above)).'"’

regions, . . . because he has established a day on which he will ‘judge the world with justice’ through a man
he has ap})oainted, and he has provided confirmation for all by raising him from the dead” Acts 17:26, 31.

“T00 6pLoBévTog L1I0D B0l &v duvduel kaTd mvedpa dylwolvng & AvaoTaoewg
vekp®v, “Inood XpioTod Tod kupiov fudv,” “but established as Son of God in power according to the
spirit of holiness through resurrection from the dead, Jesus Christ our Lord” Rom 1:4.

“00 mavTl T® Aa®, GAAG pdpTUOLY TOTG TIPOoKeXELpOoTOVNHEVOLG OO TOD Be00, MV,
o{Tiveg ouvepdyopev kai ouvemiopev adTH PETA TO dvaoTiival adTOV €k vekp@v:” “not to all the
people, but to us, the witnesses chosen by God in advance, who ate and drank with him after he rose from
the dead” Acts 10:41.

06« Exwv 00¢g dkovadTw T{ TO Tvedpa Aéyel Tdig ZkkAnoiatg. TG VikdvTL 8ow adTd
dpoyelv €k To0 EVAou Tfig Cwiig, 8 0Ty &v 7§ mapadeiow ToD Be00” “Whoever has ears ought to hear
what the Spirit says to the churches. To the victor I will give the right to eat from the tree of life that is in
the garden of God” Rev 2:7; “MeTd TadTa €180V, kai 1800 ExAog moAlg, Ov dp1Bufical adTov 00deig
£dVvaro, £k TavTog EBvoug kal PLUAGY kal Aadv kal YAwoodv E0TAGTEG Evimiov ToD Bpdvou kal
évdmiov 100 Gpviov mep1BefAnuévoug aToAAG AUKAG Kal ¢poivikeg &v TAig xepaiv adTdV, Kal
KpdGouotv dwvi peydAn Aéyovteg, “H owtnpla TG 0ed Nudv 7§ koOnpévy Emt 760 Opdvy kal TE
dpviw” “After this I had a vision of a great multitude, which no one could count, from every nation, race,
people, and tongue. They stood before the throne and before the Lamb, wearing white robes and holding
palm branches in their hands. They cried out in a loud voice: ‘Salvation comes from our God, who is seated
on the throne, and from the Lamb’” Rev 7:9-10; “Kai Aéyet pot, F'pdpov: Makdptot ot €ig 16 deimvov
700 ydpou 100 &pviou kexkAnpévol. kai Aéyet pot, O6ToL ot Adyot dAnBivol 100 00D elotv” “Then
the angel said to me, ‘Write this: Blessed are those who have been called to the wedding feast of the Lamb.’
And he said to me, ‘“These words are true; they come form God’” Rev 19:9.

07« orék Tog00TO [KKOMl] kpe(TTOVOG d1o0nKkNG yéyovev €yyvog “Inoolg” “to that same degree
has Jesus [also] become the guarantee of an [even] better covenant” Heb 7:22; “ueppdpevog yap adtodg
Aéyet, 1800 fuépar EpxovTar, Aéyel kUplog, kal cuvTeAéow &mi TOv olkov “lopanA kai Zmt TOV
olkov ’ToUda 81a01iknV kavijv, o katd Tiv Stadrjxnyv, fiv noinoa Toig matpdotv adTdv &v
fuépa émAaBopévou pou Tiig xelpdg adTdv EEayayely adTods £k yfig AiydmTou, 6TL adTol odk
évépervay év Tfj S1aBrikn pov, kdyw rjpéAnoa adTdv, Aéyetl kUplog: T adtn 1) Stadrikn, fiv
Srabrioopat 1@ oiky IopanA petd Tdg fpépag Exeivag, Aéyel kbprog: 81800g vépoug pou eig

2 ¢
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John’s Last Supper contains a “last testament” presentation which is also present
in Luke’s Institution Narrative. The five chapters of John (13—17) tell much more than
does the short testamentary account in Luke (Luke 22:14-20) which focuses on the
transition of authority in the community after Jesus’ death.!%®

A close link is apparent between John’s proto-eucharistic pericope and
1 Corinthians 10. Likely both John and Paul drew on oral traditions in presenting their
understanding of the events of the Last Supper.'® Again, language of the shared cup is
seenin 1 Cor 10:16; 12:13'1% as well as in v. 20 of Luke’s account.

Just as Luke 22:14-20 presents Jesus’ farewell, Acts 20:17-30 presents Paul’s
farewell speech at Miletus. While there were cultural expectations for the content of
farewell speeches, there was much latitude in this content as evidenced by the brief Lucan

presentation in contrast to John’s lengthy Last Supper discourses.

TNV dtdvorav adT@v kai émi kapdiog adTdv émypdpw adTodg kai oopar adToig eig Oedv, kai
avTol £oovTai pot eig Aadv+” “But he finds fault with them and says: ‘Behold the days are coming, says
the Lord, when I will conclude a new covenant with the house of Israel and the house of Judah. It will not
be like the covenant I made with their fathers the day I took them by the hand to lead them forth from the
land of Egypt; for they did not stand by my covenant and I ignored them, says the Lord. But this is the
covenant I will establish with the house of Israel after those days, says the Lord: I will put my laws in their
minds and I will write them upon their hearts. I will be their God, and they shall be my people” Heb 8:8-10;
“Kai 8ia 10070 Stabrikng katviig peaitg éotiv, Smwg Bavdrou yevopévou eig dmoAdTpuwoty TGV
¢m T mpuw Ty Sradrikn mopaBdocwv Ty émayyeiiov AdBwaoty ol kekAnuévor Thg aiwviov
kAnpovopiag” “For this reason he is mediator of a new covenant: since a death has taken place for
deliverance from transgressions under the first covenant, those who are called may receive the promised
eternal inheritance” Heb 9:15.

198 Matthew and Mark deal with this transition outside the Last Supper accounts, at Matt 19:28
and Mark 10:42-45. Karris, “Luke,” 716.

109 Borgen, “John and the Synoptics,” 87.

10 eery moTriplov Thg edAoyiag & eddoyodpuev, odxi kotvwvia éoTiv ToD aipatog To0
Xp1aT100; TOV dpTOoVv OV KAGuEV, 00Xl kolvwvia 1700 adpaTog To0 XptaTod éaTiv; ” “The cup of
blessing that we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread that we break, is it not a
participation in the body of Christ?” 1 Cor 10:16; “kal yap &v &vl mvedpatt NUElg TavTeG €ig €V odpa
¢BamticOnuev, elte “lovdaior eite “EAAnveg eiTe 8o0Aol eiTe EAelBepot, kai mavTeg £V Tvedua
¢noTioOnuev” “For in one Spirit we were all baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or
free persons, and we were all given to drink of one Spirit” 1 Cor 12:13.
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The proto-eucharistic pericopes of Luke and Paul indicate that Jesus’ blood is
being of the new covenant which is spoken of in the letter to the Hebrews (7:22; 8:8-10;
9:15; 10:16-18; texts above). Paul’s second letter to the Corinthians also speaks of the
new covenant (2 Cor 3:6; 5:14-15, 21 (texts above)) and about the fact that it is Jesus’
willing death which inaugurates it (2 Cor 5:14-15, 21 (texts above)). This idea is also
found in his letter to the Galatians (1:4; 2:15, 20; 4:24 (texts above)).

3.2.6. In Light of NT Scriptures Outside Individual Book: Knowledge

Knowledge as a theme by which to link pericopes stems from the idea that
knowledge is given in the breaking of the bread. Clement and Origen both understand
Christ’s body and blood to signify his teaching (both discussed in chapter 1, above).
Other aspects of knowledge as a theme are discussed here.

Evidence of the same continuity / discontinuity links is present as in theme 4:
ecclesial aspect, above. From Mark 14:25, is a link to Matt 8:11-12; 22:1-10; Luke 13:28-
29; 14:15; 22:34-39; Rev 2:7; 7:9-10; and 19:9 (all texts in theme 4, above). The changes
to the community (ecclesial aspect) involve knowledge as the teachings show how the
past, with its treasures, is to be changed for present and future generations.

The tradition that Jesus taught at the synagogue in Capernaum is seen in Luke
4:31 and 7:5'"! which agrees with John’s ending of his proto-eucharistic pericope at v.
59.112 While Matthew and Mark end their proto-eucharistic pericopes with the
information that they sang psalms and then went out to the Mount of Olives, Luke gives

this information only after further discourse at the Last Supper (Luke 22:39).'!* Luke uses

e kaTAAOev eic Kadapvaodu méAty Tfg TaAtdaiac. kol Av S18dokwv adTodg &v Tolig
odBPBaaiv” “Jesus then went down to Capernaum, a town of Galilee. He taught them on the sabbath,” Luke
4:31; “Gyomd yap 16 €0vog NUAV Kol TV ocuvoywynv adTog wkoddunoev Miv” Luke 7:5, Jesus is
going to the synagogue which he is told was built by the centurian who has asked for a cure for his servant.

12 Perkins, “John,” 963.

Bekal EEeNBUV EmopeliBn kaTd TO €0og eig TO "Opog Tdv “EAcudv, fxoroldnoayv 8¢
a0T@ xai ol pabnTai” “Then going out he went, as was his custom, to the Mount of Olives, and the
disciples followed him” Luke 22:39.
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the term 1] Jpa (Luke 22:14), thereby implying an understanding of time close to that
found in John’s gospel where the term is used to refer to the time at which Jesus will
return to God because his mission is complete.'!*

The disciples disputing among themselves does not cease with their discussion of
the identity of Jesus’ betrayer (Luke 22:23); rather, it continues in Acts 6:9 and 9:29.'1°
From these texts a backdrop of debates and disputes among the followers of Jesus are
seen to be common enough to preserve in the Scriptures they were gathering.

3.2.7. In Light of NT Scriptures Outside Individual Book: Conclusion

The above analysis presents links from words, phrases, or settings found in the
proto-eucharistic pericopes to texts in the New Testament. The fact that the Institution
Narratives are set at the Last Supper meal and involve the change of elements of bread
and wine to body and blood present connections to other meals and to the feeding miracle
pericopes. These connections highlight God’s care for the people in their day-to-day life.
The importance of meals and of food are common themes in the New Testament. The use
of blood focusses the hearers’ attention on the sacrificial aspects of Jesus’ self-gift. The
language of the proto-eucharistic pericopes includes blessing and thanksgiving which are
also seen throughout the New Testament. The church is constituted through the events of
the Last Supper and the following day and the New Testament presents these as the
pinnacle for the early church. Much needed to be learned by the early church members as
they sought to build upon their past and incorporate Jesus’ life and work into their

expression of faith. The only theme not uncovered in this analysis is that of typology

114 Karris, “Luke,” 715.

15 “avéatnooy 8¢ Tiveg TOV €k Thig ouvaywyfig Tiig Aeyopévng AtBepTivwv kai
Kupnvaiwv kai ~AleEavdpéwy kal Tadv &mo Kidkiag kal ~Aoioag ouinTodvTteg TG ZTeddvy”
“Certain members of the so-called Synagogue of Freedmen, Cyrenians, and Alexandrians, and people from
Cilicia and Asia, came forward and debated with Stephen” Acts 6:9.“¢AdAel Te xai ouvelr Tel TPOG TOUG

‘EAMnvioTdg, ol 8¢ Emexeipouv dveAely adTdyv ” “He also spoke and debated with the Hellenists, but they
tried to kill him” Acts 9:29.
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which by definition cannot occur. Having seen how cohesively the message of the proto-
eucharistic pericopes belongs in the New Testament, a similar survey of the Old
Testament will be undertaken.

3.3. In Light of Old Testament Scriptures

Following the exploration of links from the proto-eucharistic pericopes to other
New Testament passages, the same process will be employed with the links from any of
the proto-eucharistic pericopes to any Old Testament text. While these links were
explored from the words, phrases, and settings of the proto-eucharistic pericopes to the
Old Testament, they will be presented under the same six themes which were identified in
Chapter 1, and used in the New Testament links section above. Within these themes, the
citations will be by book and chapter as ordered in the Septuaginta edited by Alfred
Rahlfs and Robert Hanhart. !¢

It must be remembered that the early Christians belonged to a culture steeped in
oral traditions and, for the Jewish members, their tradition included rabbinical
explanations of Scripture following midrashic patterns of thought. Not only did Old
Testament settings spring to their minds when they heard a similar scene played out as
they heard these Scriptures proclaimed, but they would have also recognised certain
words or clauses being used in specific ways to allude to stories from their ancestors.

Following the procedure of the previous section concerning links to the New
Testament, this section will begin with two general motifs before proceeding with the six

themes.

116 All citations will be taken from Rahlfs and Hanbhart, Septuaginta unless otherwise indicated.
These links represent a compilation of material from many sources: for Matthew, Harrington,
Matthew, 368; and Viviano, “Matthew,” 670. For Mark: Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 396-99; and
Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 373—76. For Luke: Karris, “Luke,” 715-16; and
Johnson, Luke, 337-40. For John: Moloney, John, 223-25; and Kdstenberger, John, 215—17. For Paul:
Garland, I Corinthians, 545-48; and Collins, First Corinthians, 432-33
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3.3.1. In Light of OT Scriptures: Two General Motifs

The two general motifs which each encompass more than one theme are: that of
meals in general and feeding miracle pericopes. For the idea of meals, the proto-
eucharistic pericopes contain “take, bless / thank, break, give” language with the bread
and similar actions with the cup evoking thoughts of Gen 14:18, 24!!7 with the bread and
wine the priest Melchizedek presents and shares. Evident here is the expectation that food
will be shared. As well, the ecclesial aspect (theme 4) is seen in Gen 6:18; 8:11; 9:8-17;
15:18 (more remotely the whole of chapter 15); 17:2-21; and 19:29.'!® These texts speak
of the binding covenants which God has undertaken with the people. The idea of a
banquet is also present in Gen 26:26-33; 31:43-54.11°

Secondly, while there is no direct equivalent of the feeding miracle pericopes in

the Old Testament, there is the pericope of Elisha feeding the hundred men in

N7 e Melyxtoedex Baoiredsg ToAnp ERveykev dpToug kal olvov: v 8¢ lepedg T0O B£0D

700 OYioTou” “Melchizedek, king of Salem, brought out bread and wine, and being a priest of God Most
High” Gen 14:18; “mAnv &v #oayov ol veaviokol kai TAg pep{dog 1@V &vp@v TV cupmopeLBévTwy
peT 2po0, Eoxw, Auvav, MapBpn, o6Tot Ajudovtat pepida” “Nothing for me except what my
servants have used up and the share that is due to the men who joined me—Aner, Eshcol and Mamre; let
them take their share” Gen 14:24.

18 <xai oTHow TV 81a0HKNY pou mMpog oé- eloededon 8¢ eig TV kIPwTdV, 00 kai ol viol
oou Kol 17 yuvr) oou kal ol YUVOIKeG TAV LIGY cou PeTa 0o0” “But with you I will establish my
covenant; you and your sons, your wife and your sons’ wives, shall go into the ark” Gen 6:18. “kai
&véaTtpedev mpdg adTOV 1) TEPLOTEPA TO PG Eomépav kal elxev dUANov ZAaiag kdpdhog &v TG
oTépatt adThg, kal &yvw Nwe &1t kekdmokev 7O Gdwp &mo T yfig” “In the evening the dove came
back to him, and there in its bill was a plucked-off olive leaf! So Noah knew that the waters had lessened on
the earth” Gen 8:11. In Gen 9:8-17 God establishes the covenant with Noah and his sons. “¢v Tf fuépa
¢keivn 81€0eT0 xUprog TG ABpap Stadrikny Aéyw T@ omépuati cou dow ™V yfiv TadTny &md Tod
moTopod AiydmTou éwg 100 moTapod Tol peydAou, moTapod EdgpdTou” “It was on that occasion that
the Lord made a covenant with Abram, saying: ‘To your descendants I give this land, from the Wadi of
Egypt to the Great River [the Euphrates]” Gen 15:18. Chapter 17 presents God’s covenant with Abram.
Gen 17:2-21 covers the establishment of the covenant of circumcision. “kai éyéveTo &v 70 ExTpiPat
kUplov mdoog Tag méAelg Thg Teploikou Euviadn 6 Bog To0 ABpaap kai ¢EaméaTelAey TOV AwT
¢k péoou Thg kaTaoTPodfic &v Th kaTaoTpéPal kiplov Tag MEAELC, &V alg kaTykel v adTolc AwT”
“Thus it came to pass: when God destroyed the Cities of the Plain, he was mindful of Abraham by sending
Lot away from the upheaval by which God overthrew the cities where Lot had been living” Gen 19:29.

19 Gen 26:26-33 presents the covenant between Abimelech and Isaac; and Gen 31:43-54 presents
the covenant between Laban and Jacob.



242

2 Kgs 4:42-44.12°

With these two general motifs, links fit into theme 1: the elements change (which
encompasses such things as physical food and drink and spiritual nourishment) and theme
4: ecclesial aspect (which encompasses unity and covenant). The next step is to organise
the other links within relevant themes.

3.3.2. In Light of OT Scriptures: Elements Change

The first theme, titled “elements change,” encompasses words such as physical
food and drink, body and blood as the physical bread and wine elements change, spiritual
nourishment, and fasting. The proto-eucharistic pericopes allude to the Israelites’
experience in the desert found in Exodus 16 and the reminder of God’s generous
provision of manna as they waited their entry into the Promised Land.

In Peder Borgen’s discussion of John 6:51-59, he maintains that the midrashic
manner of the discourse is based on Exodus 16. Jerome H. Neyrey explains the nature of
midrash to present three reasons for this link: first, traditionally homilies would begin
with a text from the Pentateuch followed by supplemental quotation from the Prophets or
Writings; secondly, the language of John 6:31-33 evokes more strongly Exod 16:15;!%!

and thirdly, Exodus 16 contains both food (the bread of John 6:31-51) and murmuring

120 ot avrp d1fiddev &k BatBoapioa kai fveykev mpog Tov dvOpuwmov 100 000

TpwToyevudTwy £ikoot dpToug kp1Bivoug kol TaAdOag, kai eimev AdTe TG Aad kol Za0iéTwoay.
xai elmev & AetToupydg adTod T{ 8& ToOTO 2viimiov EkaTov dv8pdv; kai eimev Adg Td Aad kai
¢afiéTwoay, 6Tt Tdde Aéyel kiplog DPdyovTal kol kaToAeiPpouvoty. kal Epayov: kal KATEALTTOV KOTO
TO pfipa kupiov.” “A man came from Baalshalishah, bringing the man of God bread of the first fruits,
twenty loaves of barley, and fresh ears of grain in his sack. And Elisha said, ‘Give to the men that they
might eat.” But his servant said, ‘How am I to set this before a hundred men?’ So he repeated, ‘Give them to
the men, that they may eat, for thus says the Lord, ‘They shall eat and have some left” 2 Kgs 4:42-44.
Viviano, “Matthew,” 670; Witherington, Mark: Socio-Rhetorical Commentary, 376; Donahue and
Harrington, Mark, 400; France, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 570.

121 “186vTeg 8 a1 ot viol loponA elmav ETepog 1@ ETépw T{ ZoTLy T00TO; 00 y&p
idetoav, T Av. elmev 8¢ Mwuofig mpdg adTods O6Tog 6 dpTog, v ESwkev kipLog Oplv doryelv”
“When the people of Israel saw it, they said to one another, “What is it?” For they did not know what it was.
And Moses said to them, ‘It is the bread which the Lord has given you to eat” Exod 16:15.



243

(John 6:41-43).!22 However, Marten Menken posits that the midrash in John 6 is based on
Ps 78:24.!% Given the argument that any midrash typically pointed to a text from the
Pentateuch and then to something in the Prophets or Writings, Menken’s position is not
tenable.

Hearing the proto-eucharistic pericopes may have brought Exod 12:14!'?* with its
mention of the memorial feast of the Passover to the minds of the hearers. Luke places the
words "EmBupia émebdunoa (“with earnest desire”) on Jesus’ lips in Luke 22:15; this
same expression is also used to speak of the grumbling about food in Num 11:4'?% and
about their forgetfulness of God’s provision of food in the desert Ps 105:14.!26

Jesus words “this is my body,” and “do this in remembrance of me” provide links

to Lev 4:18, 25, 30, 34; 8:15; 16:1-34; 24:7;'>” Num 5:15; 10:9-10.'%® Texts at Lev 5:8

122 “dreydyyuGev maoa ocuvaywyn vidv IopanA émt Mwuofjv kal Aopwv,” “And the whole

congregation of the people of Isracl murmured against Moses and Aaron in the wilderness” Exod 16:2. “kai
mpwl SPeabe v d6Eav kupiov év TG eicakobota TOV yoyyuouov Oudv Em 1@ 0@ fuelg 8¢ Ti
¢opev 8TL StayoyylteTe ka® Hudv; kai elmev Mwuofig “Ev 16 8186vat kGprov Opiv Eomépag kpéa
dpayelv kal dpToug TO Mpwl €ig MANOpovry 81d TO eloakodoat kUPLOV TOV YOyyUopOV OV, OV
OpETS dLayoyyVCeTe kKo NuAV: NUETG 8¢ T Eopev; 00 yop ko®' MUBY O yoyyuopog OPGY EaTLy, GAN
1 xoTd To0 0£00.” ““and in the morning you shall see the glory of the Lord, because he has heard your
murmurings against the Lord. For what are we that you murmur against us?” And Moses said, ‘When the
Lord gives you in the evening flesh to eat and in the morning bread to the full, because the Lord has heard
your murmurings which you murmur against him—what are we? Your murmurings are not against us but
against the Lord Exod 16:7-8. Neyrey, Gospel of John, 124; Borgen, Concept of Manna, 40—42.

B eai EBpekev adTolg pavva dayely kat dpTov odpavod €ldwkev adTolg” “and he rained
down upon them manna to eat, and gave them the grain of heaven” Ps 78[77]:24. Maarten. J. J. Menken,
“The Provenance and Meaning of the Old Testament Quotation of John 6:13,” Novum Testamentum 30
(1988): 39-56.

2o EoTau M Nuépa Opiy adTn pvnuéoouvov, kal £0pTdoeTe adTHV £0p TNV KUPLY &ig
mdoag TAG yeveds Opdv: vopipov aidviov EopTtdoeTe adTriv” “This day shall be a memorial feast for
you, which all your generations shall celebrate with pilgrimage to the Lord, as a perpetual institution” Exod
12:14.

BeRai 6 émipiktog 6 év adTolg Emedlunoay Embupiav, kai kabioavTeg EkAalov kai ot
viol lopomA kai eimav Tic Huac Pwptel kpéa;” “Now the rabble that was among them had a strong
craving; and the people of Israel also wept again, and said, ‘O that we had meat to eat!” Num 11:4.

26 «qeai ¢medlpnoav Embupiay év Th épfuw kai émeipacay TOV 0oV év dvidpw.” “But they
had a wanton craving in the wilderness, and put God to the test in the desert” Ps 106 (105):14.

2T «ai 8mo 100 afpartog émOroet 6 tepedg Eml 1A képaTta 700 BuolaoTneiov TOV
BuptaudTwy Thig ouvBéoewg, 8 EoTLy évdmiov kupiou, § ZoTiy &v TH oknvij To0 papTupiov: kal TO
mav aipa xxeel mpog Ty Bdaty To0 BuctacTnpiov TOV Kapmhoewy TAV TPOg TH BVpa Thg oknvig
700 popTupiov” “He shall also put some of the blood on the horns of the altar of fragrant incense which is
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and Deut 28:23'?° reveal a Semitic origin of the 10 Vmep dudv phrase. These verses speak
of the blood repeatedly used in various sacrifices offered for the people and of fasting.
Links also appear between the proto-eucharistic pericopes and Pss 74:8-9;

110:5"3 because of their mention of the cup of wine in the Lord’s hands and mention of

before the Lord in the meeting tent. The rest of the blood he shall pour out at the base of the altar of
holocausts which is at the entrance of the meeting tent” Lev 4:18. “kai é¢mOnoet 6 lepedg &md ToO
afpatog 100 TAg duapTiag TG dakTVAy éml Ta képoaTa Tod BuataoTnpiov TOV OAOKALTWHATWVY" Kal
70 mav alpa adTod Ekyxeel mopd TV Bdoty To0 BuctacTnpiov TGV dAokauTwudTwWV” “The priest shall
then take some of the blood of the sin offering on his finger and put it on the horns of the altar of
holocausts. The rest of the blood he shall pour out at the base of this altar” Lev 4:25. Lev 4:30, 34 have
only minor variations in the Greek text from Lev 4:25. “kal €odpagev adTov kai EAafev Mwuofig &mo
700 afpaTtog kai médnkev &mi T& képaTa To0 BuoloTnpiov kKUKAW TG dakTOAW kal EkabdplLoey TO
BuolaoTiplov: kai TO alpa 2Eéxeev ¢ml Thv Bdotv 100 BuataoTnpiov kai fylaoev adTd T0D
¢E1NGoaaBal ém adToD” “Then Moses slaughtered it, and taking some of its blood, with his finger he put
it on the horns around the altar, thus purifying the altar. He also made atonement for the altar by pouring out
the blood at its base when he consecrated it” Lev 8:15. Lev 16:1-34 contains the regulations about the Day
of Atonement including the scapegoat and fasting. “kai émibrjoete éml 10 Oépa Aifavov kabopodv kal
dAa, kal €oovTan elg dpToug eig dvduvnoty Tpokeipeva TG kupiw” “On each pile pile put some pure
frankincense, which shall serve serve as an oblation to the Lord, a token offering for the bread” Lev 24:7.

“kal dEel 6 &vBpwmog Trv yuvaika adTou TPOG TOV tepéa kal mpoooiael TO dBpov
mepl adTRAg TO 8ékatov ToO oldt dAcvpov kpiBivov, ol émixeel &m adTd EAalov o0dE émboet &
adTo Alpavov, EoTiv yop Buaia EnroTtumiag, Buoia uvnuoobvou Gvopipvriokouoa duopTiov” “he
shall bring his wife to the priest and shall take along as an offering for her a tenth of an ephah of barley
meal. However, he shall not pour oil on it nor put frankincense over it, since it is a cereal offering of
jealousy, a cereal offering for an appeal in a question of guilt” Num 5:15. “¢av 8¢ EENONTE eig MOAepoV
&v T yfj Opdv mpdg Todg OmevavTioug ToOg AvOeaTNKSTAG Oy, Kal ONUAveLTE TOUG OAATLYELY Kol
dvapvnobrioeade EvavTt kupiou kai Staocwdriceabe Gmd TGV Ex0pdV OUAV. Kal &v TAlg NUEPaLlg ThG
€0dpoodVNG LAY Kal v Talg £0pTdig VUMY Kal &V TAlg voupnvialg VPOV COATLETTE TAlg
OGATLYELY Tl TOTG OAoKaLTUHACLY Kal &Ml Taig Buoioig Tdv owTnpiwy Oudyv, kat &oTol OUiv
dvdpvnotg &vavTt 100 000 VPGV" €yw kOpLog 6 Bedg Op@V” “When in your own land you go to war
against an enemy that is attacking you, you shall sound the alarm on the trumpets, and the Lord, your God,
will remember you and save you from your foes. On your days of celebration, your festivals, and your new-
moon feasts, you shall blow the trumpets over your holocausts and your peace offerings, this will serve as a
reminder of you before your God. I the Lord, am your God” Num 10: 9-10.

?“xai oloetl adT& mpoOg TOV lepéa, Kal mMpoadEet 6 1epedg TO mepl Thg dpapTiog
mpdTepov: kal dmokvicel 6 lepedg TRV kepaAnv adTo0 dmo Tod apovdvrou kai ob SiteAel” “He shall
bring them to the priest, who shall offer the one for the sin offering first. Snapping its head loose at the
neck, yet without breaking it off completely” Lev 5:8. “kai €0t oot 6 odpavog 6 OmEp kepaAfig gou
xaAkoOg kal i yfj 1 OmokdTw oou o1dnpd&” “The sky over your heads will be like bronze and the earth
under your feet like iron” Deut 28:23.

30esr 6 0e0¢ xp1THg €0TLY, TOOTOV TOmelvol kal ToOTov OYol. 6TL ToTHPLOV &V Xelpl
kupiov ofvou dkpdrou MAfipeg kepdopaTog kal EkAtvey €k TodTou gig ToOTO, ATV O TPLYIAG
adTo0 ovk EEekeviiBn, mlovTal mavTeg ol duopTwAol TAG yfig” LXX Ps 74:8-9 “But from God who
decides, who brings some low and raises others high. Yes, a cup is in the Lord’s hand, foaming wine, fully
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food and the covenant. In many of the Old Testament references to the cup, the
connotation is negative (as seen in Ps 74:8-9 above). Thus the link is one of contrast, the
cup in Jesus’ hands brings salvation and forgiveness. John also includes a citation of
Ps 41:913! in John 13:18 (which is linked to John’s proto-eucharistic pericope as noted
above) which would have been familiar to the hearers.

The call to re-enact the events of the Last Supper may have reminded hearers of
Joel 2:11-14 and Hab 2:16.'3 The cup which they shared may have recalled for them the
cup of God’s wrath and the idea of fasting thereby providing links to Ezra 8:22-24 and
Isa 51:17, 22.13% There are words about true fasting which relate to this theme in Isa 58:2-

4.13% The last link in this theme is to Jer 16:7'3° with presentation of Jeremiah’s life as a

spiced. When God pours it out, they will drain it even to the dregs; all the wicked of the earth must drink”
Ps 75:8-9. “1podrv #dwkev T01g poPoupévolg adTdv, pvnaodnioeTal gig TOvV aidva Stadrikng adTod”
LxX Ps 110:5; “You gave food to those who fear you, mindful of your covenant forever” Ps 111:5.

3ot yop 6 &vBpwmog Tfig eiprivng pov, & dv fAmoa, 6 éabiwv dpToug pov,
gueydduvey & éué mrepviopdv” “Even my bosom friend in whom I trusted, who ate of my bread, has
lifted his heel against me” (Ps 41:9 [40:10]). Raymond E. Brown, John, 283; Borgen, Concept of
Manna, 93.

13210 Joel 2:11-14 the Lord asks the people to return to him with rent hearts, with fasting,
weeping, and mourning. “mAnopovniyv &Tipiag £k 86Eng Tie kal oV kal StacoAevOnTL kal oe{obnTL:
¢kUkAwoev &l ot moTrplov 8eE18g kupiov, kal cuvixOn &Tipia éml TRV 86Eav gouv” “You are filled
with shame instead of glory; drink, you too, and stagger! On you shall revert the cup from the Lord’s right
hand, and utter shame on your glory” Hab 2:16.

133 Fasting for the Jewish hearers had several aspects one of which was as a petitionary prayer. In
Ezra 8:22-24 while on the journey to Jerusalem, the people fasted and prayed rather than directly asking the
king for more troops and horsemen as they had told the king that they were in God’s favour. “ "EEeyeipou
¢Eeyelpou Gvdotndt, lepouvconp 1 modoa T6 moTrpLov To0 BupOD ¢k xelpdg kupiov: TO TOTHPLOV
yop TAg MToEwG, T0 KOVBL TOD BUPOD EE£mieg kal eEekévwoag . . . oUTwg Aéyel kOpLog 6 Bedg 6
kp{vov TOV Aadv adTod 1800 eiAnda 2k TAg xelpdg cou TO MoTHPLOV ThG TTWoEwg, TO KGVSL TOD
Bupo0, kai 00 Tpoadrion £TL mMElY 0TS “Awake, awake! Arise O Jerusalem, You who drank at the
Lord’s hand the cup of his wrath; Who drained to the dregs the bowl of staggering! . . . Thus says the Lord,
your Master, your God, who defends his people: See, I am taking from your hand the cup of staggering; The
bowl of mgf wrath you shall no longer drink” Isa 51:17, 22.

! 4“épé Nuépav ¢€ fuépag EnTodoty kai Tvaval pouv Tég 6800g EmbupodaLy: kg Aaog
Sikatoodvny memoNKws Kol kpioty 000 adTol prj éykataiedotmug aitodaiv pe vov kpiowv
Swkaiov kai 2yyiCelv 0@ ¢mbupodoly AéyovTeg T{ 8Tt 2vnoTtedoopev kol o0k e18¢¢;
¢Tamevdoapey TG PuxXAas UGV Kol 00k Eyvwg; &v ydp Talg fUépalg T@v vnoTeldv Opdv
ebpiokeTe T& OedfjuaTa OpdV kal mévTag Todg LToXELPiovg LAY moviooeTe. €l eig kploelg kal
pdxog vnoTedeTe Kol TOMTETE MUYHAlG Tamelvdy, Tva T pot vnoTedeTe Bg orjpepov dxouadfjvat &v
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warning and the Lord’s withdrawal of his friendship with the people and mentions of
food and drink.

3.3.3. In Light of OT Scriptures: Sacrificial Aspect

The next theme is that of the sacrificial aspect of the proto-eucharistic pericopes
and its link to the Old Testament. Words such as sacrifice, repentance, forgiveness,
messianic banquet, and handed over, fit into this theme. Mark and Luke connect the meal

with previous meals including that of the sacrificial meal in Exod 24:3-8.13¢ Unlike the

KpaLyT TNV dwvnyv Opdv ;” “They seek me day after day and desire to know my ways, Like a nation that
has done what is just and not abandoned the law of their God; They ask me to declare what is due them,
pleased to gain access to God. “Why do we fast, and you do not see it? afflict ourselves, and you take no
note of it?”” Isa 58:2-4

135 For differences in chapter and verse numbering in Jeremiah see http://www.world-
destiny.org/Jeremiah%20Table%200f%200rder%20MT%20t0%20LXX.html, accessed October 29, 2010.
“kai 00 pun kAaobij dpTog &v mévhel adTAV eig mapdkAnaty Eml TeBvnkdTL, 00 MoTLo00LY adTOV
moThplov eig mapdkAnaiy &mt matpl kai punTpl adTo0” “They will not break bread with the bereaved to
console them in their bereavement; they will not give them the cup of consolation to drink over the death of
father or mother” Jer 16:7.

36 “eiofifev 8¢ Mwuofig kal dinyrjoaTo TG Aad mévTa Ta prjpata 100 0ol kal Ta
Sikardparar mekpiOn 8¢ mag 6 Aaog dwnvi Pl Aéyovteg Idvtag Toug Adyoug, 00g EAdAnTeV
kUplog, motrjoopev kal dkouadpeda. kai Eypapev Mwuafig mdvTa T pripaTta kupiov. dpbpioag &¢
Muwuofig 10 Tpwl Yroddunoev BuctacTtriplov OO T0 Epog kai duideka AiBoug eig Tag duwdeka
$dLAAg ToO Iopan)- kai éEaméaTeldey Tovg veaviokoug TGV LAY IopanA, kal dvrveykav
orokauTdpaTa kol EBovoay Buaiav ocwtnpiov TG Bd pooxdpra. Aafuv 8¢ Mwuafig TO fjuiou To
aipaTog &véyxeev eig kpatfipag, TO 8¢ fjuiov To0 alpaTog mpoaéxeev MPOg TO BuaLacTHpPLOV. KAl
AoBav 1O BiBAlov Thg Stadrikng dvéyvw gig Td BTa ToD Aa0d, kai gimav [MdvTa, Soa EAdAnoev
méplog, motjoopey kai drxouadueda. Adwv 8¢ Mwuofig To alpa kateokéSacev Tou; AaoDd kal eimev

"800 1O alpa Thg Stadrikng, ng S1£0eTo kUplog TPdg BUAG et TEVTWY TAV Adywv ToUTWY.”
“Moses came and told the people all the words of the Lord and all the ordinances; and all the people
answered with one voice, and said, ‘All the words which the Lord has spoken we will do.” And Moses wrote
all the words of the Lord. And he rose early in the morning, and built an altar at the foot of the mountain,
and twelve pillars, according to the twelve tribes of Israel. And he sent young men of the people of Israel,
who offered burnt offerings and sacrificed peace offerings of oxen to the Lord. And Moses too half of the
blood and put it in basins and half of the blood he threw against the altar. Then he took the book of the
covenant, and read it in the hearing of the people; and they said, ‘All that the Lord has spoken we will do,
and we will be obedient.” And Moses took the blood and threw it upon the people, and said, ‘Behold the
blood of the covenant which the Lord has made with you in accordance with all these words” Exod 24:3-8.
Harrington, “The Gospel According to Mark,” 626; Karris, “Luke,” 716; Donahue and Harrington,

Mark, 396; Collins, First Corinthians, 390; Benoit, “Eucharist,” 147; France, Commentary: Mark, Greek
Text, 570-71.
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first covenant, this new covenant is sealed with Jesus’ blood rather than that of an animal
which can only be proleptic.'’

The fact that Jesus’ blood is ékxuvvduevov eig dpeorv duopTidY (Matt 26:28)
evokes Lev 17:11.!3 The link evident between Jesus’ words, “this is my body, . . . do this
in remembrance of me,” and Lev 4:18, 25, 30, 34; 5:8; 8:15; 16:1-34; 24:7; Num 5:15;
10:9-10; and Deut 28:23 also has a sacrificial aspect due to the verses’ focus on the blood
in the various sacrifices offered for the people. Because these links also have elements
which place them into theme 1, their texts are given above.

The sacrificial aspect is seen in Ps 19:313? as the Psalmist speaks of holocaust
offerings; the verb éxxéw (to pour out, to gush out; found in Mark 14:24 neuter,

nominative participle form, T0 Zkyuvvdpevov) is found in Ps 13:3'4°

which speaks of
bloodshed. The prophet Zechariah tells of the suffering royal Messiah in detail in chapters

9 through 14 (in particular see Zech 11:4; 13:7).'*! As well, Jesus’ blood is that of the

137 Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 427; France, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 570.
8 “f Y&p puxn méong capkdg atpa adTod 0Ty, kKol £y §£8wka adTd Opiv &ml Tod

BuataoTtnpiou ZE1AdokeaBat Tept TAV YLDV OPGV: TO ydp alpa adTod &vTi Thg Yuxfg
¢E1AdoeTaL.” “For the life of the flesh is in the blood; and I have given it for you upon the altar to make
atonement for your souls; for it is the blood that makes atonement, by reason of the life” Lev 17:11.
Viviano, “Matthew,” 670.

139 “uvnoBeiv mdong Buoiag couv kal TO dAokadTWUG GoL TavdaTw StdpoApua” LXX Ps 19:3;
“May God remember your every offering, graciously accept your holocaust, Selah” Ps 20:4.

140 “TIGvTeg EEéxAvay dua Rxpetddnoay, o0k £0TL TOLOY XPNOTATNTA, 0VK 0TIV WG
Evag: [Tadog dvewypévog 6 Adpuyg adT@V, Talg yAdooalg adTav E8oAtoboay, 10 domidwy OTo TO
xelAn adTAOV: Gv 70 0Tépa Gpdg kol mikplag yipet, EETG ol médeg adTAV Ekxéat aipa oGvVTPIpa
kol TaAaimwpia év Tolg 6801¢ adTwy, kKal 680V eiprvng ok Eyvuwoav: o0k 0Tl dpéBog Oeod
dmévavTt Tdv 600aAudv adTdV].” “They are all gone out of the way, they are together become good for
nothing, there is none that does good, no not one. [Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues they
have used deceit; the poison of asps is under their lips: whose mouth is full of cursing and bitterness; their
feet are swift to shed blood: destruction and misery are in their ways; and the way of peace they have not
known: there is no fear of God before their eyes]” Ps 13 (14):3. Brenton, LXX: Greek and English.

ersse AMyel kOprog mavTokpdTwp Iowpaivete T& mpdPata Tfig odayfic” “Thus said the

Lord, my God: Shepherd the flock to be slaughtered” Zech 11:4 “ “Popdaia, EeyépOnTL émt T00G
motpévag pov kal ém &v8pa moAlTNV pov, Aéyet kUplog mavtokpdTwp: matdEate To00G mMoLpévag Kol
¢komdoate T4 TPOPaTa, Kal EMGEW TNV XE1pd pou &mi Todg moluévag” “Awake, O sword, against my
shepherd, against the man who is my associate, says the Lord of hosts. Strike the shepherd that the sheep
may be dispersed, and I will turn my hand against the little ones” Zech 13:7.
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covenant as seen in Zech 9:11.'4?

3.3.4. In Light of OT Scriptures: Thanksgiving Aspect

This theme encompasses specific words of blessing or thanksgiving linked to
meals as in the proto-eucharistic pericopes. The call to re-enact the events of the Last
Supper may have recalled 2 Chron 20:20-22 for the hearers. In this passage Jehoshaphat
called for the people to trust in God and in the prophets sent; he appointed some to sing
thanks at which point the invaders were vanquished. Links for thanksgiving are found at
Zech 9:9'4 as the prophet calls for thanksgiving. Other such connections spring from the
New Testament authors’ emphasis on remembering what the Lord has done for the people
throughout their history and with the symbolism of the cup of salvation and the
punishment for sin that comes from God’s wrath. These links are evident in texts such as
Lam 4:21.'* Finally, while the Psalter contains many psalms of thanksgiving, the hymns
with which they ended the meal were most likely the Hallel Psalms (115-118).!43

3.3.5. In Light of OT Scriptures: Ecclesial Aspect

The fourth theme, the ecclesial aspect, includes ideas such as unity (with God and
with the community; texts linked to the betrayer and his actions belong here because of
the disunity revealed), the messianic banquet (also part of the theme of thanksgiving),

continuity and discontinuity, the new covenant, eschatology, as well as the coming of, and

142 et o0 2v afpartt Stofnkng EaméaTeldag deopioug oou &k Adkkou olk Exovtog Bdwp.”

“As for you also, because of the blood of my covenant with you, I will set your captives free from the
waterless pit” Zech 9:11.

3 “Xaipe 0¢p6dpa, ByaTep Ziwv' krjpuooe, B0yatep Iepovoainu’ 1800 6 Baotiels cou
gpxeTai oot, dikatog kai oyCwv adTdg, mpads kol EmBePnkwg émt OmoLdytov kal THAOV véov”
“Rejoice heartily, O daughter Zion, shout for joy, O daughter Jerusalem! See, your king shall come to you;
a just saviour is he, Meek and riding on an ass, on a colt, the foal of an ass” Zech 9:9.

144 “Xaipe kol edppaivou, Bbyatep I1dovpaiag 1 koTolkoboa émi yfig: kal ye &mi o¢
StedeboeTal 10 moTrplov kupiov, kai peBuabron kai dmoxeeig” “Though you rejoice and are glad, O
daughter Edom, you who dwell in the land of Uz, To you also shall the cup be passed: you shall become
drunk and naked” Lam 4:21.

145 For example, Pss 9, 10, 18, 21, 28, 30, 31, 34, 41, 65, 92, 136 all have a theme of thanksgiving.
The Hallel psalms were recited during feasts such as Passover, Pentecost, and Tabernacles.
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fulfillment in, the kingdom of God. In all these, it is God’s plan unfolding. From this it is
apparent that general meals would also belong in this theme.
Hearing the proto-eucharistic pericopes may have evoked Exod 2:24; 3:8; 6:5;

7:4; 12:14; and 15:6'%® in the minds of the hearers. These verses speak of the covenant
and of God’s care for the Israelites. Luke speaks of the betrayer’s hand on the table (v.
21); biblically the “hand” refers to power which provides another link to three of these
verses: Exod 3:8; 7:4; and 15:6. Later in Exodus, particularly in chapters 19-24 (these
chapters cover the covenant at Mount Sinai), are more verses which would have come to

mind: Exod 19:5; 23:22; and 24:1-11.'47 Mark and Luke connect the meal with previous

146« elorikouoev 6 Be0g TOV oTEVAypOV adTdV, kai Euvriadn 6 Beog TAg SLaBrkNG

a0T00 Tfig mPog ABpaap kal Ioaak kai lakwP” “he heard their groaning and was mindful of his
covenant with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob” Exod 2:24. “kai katéBnv EeAéabal adTodg &k xelpog
Alyontiny xal EEayayelv adTolg &k Thg Yfig ékelvng kal eiocayayely adTovg el yfjv dyabriv kai
mOAAR v, €ic yfiv povoav ydAa kai péAt, gig TOv Témov TGV Xavavaiwy kail XeTtaiwv kol
Apoppaiwv kal Pepelaiwy kai ['epyeoaiwy kai Evaiwv kai IeBovoaiwv” “Therefore I have come
down to rescue them from the hands of the Egyptians and lead them out of that land into a good and
spacious land, a land flowing with milk and honey, the country of the Canaanites, Hittites, Amorites,
Perizzites, Hivites and Jebusites” Exod 3:8. “kai £&yw eiorikovoa TOv aTevaypdv Tav vidv lopanA, dv
ot AiydmTiol katadovrodvtar adTols, kal éuviodny Tfig ditabrikng Op@v” “And now that I have
heard the groaning of the Israelites, whom the Egyptians are treating as slaves, I am mindful of my
covenant” Exod 6:5. “kai o0k eicakoboeTar Opudv Gapow: kai EMBOAG TRV X1pd pou & AlyumTtov
Kol €E4Ew oLV duvdpet pou TOV Aadv pou Tovg viods IopanA &k yfig AlydmTou obv Ekdikrioet
peydAn” “he will not listen to you. Therefore I will lay my hand on Egypt and by great acts of judgment I
will bring the hosts of my people, the Israelites, out of the land of Egypt” Exod 7:4. “kai &oTan 1 fjuépa
Oplv adtn pvnuéoouvov, kai EopTdoeTe adTHV £0p TNV kKuplw €ig MAOAG TAG YEVERG Op@V: VOpLHOV
aidviov EopTdoeTe adTriv” “This day shall be a memorial feast for you, which all your generations shall
celebrate with pilgrimage to the Lord, as a perpetual institution” Exod 12:14. “fj 8eE1d oov, kUple,
SeddEaaTal &v ioxli 1 8eE1d oou xeip, kbpie, #0pavaev £x0polc” “Your right hand, O Lord,
magnificent in power, your right hand, O Lord, has shattered the enemy” Exod 15:6.

“kal VOV £av dkof) dkodonTe TAG &ung dwvig kal GLUAGENTE TRV 8101jkNV pov, £oeadé
pot Aadg meptodotog &mo mAvTwy TAV EOvEv: Eun ydp EoTiy méoa 1y yfi~” “Therefore, if you hearken
to my voice and keep my covenant, you shall be my special possession, dearer to me than all other people,
though all the earth is mine” Exod 19:5. “¢av dxof dkobonTe Thg Zufic dwvfig kai motjong mévTa, doa
dv évTteidwpal got, kal QUAGENTE Trv SLtadnknv pov, €0ecbé pot Aadg Teplodalog &md TAVTWY TOV
EOVaV" &un) ydp éoTiv maoa 1) yfj, Opelg 8¢ Eoeobé pot Paoidetov tepdrevpa kai €0vog dytov. TadTo
TA PrjpaTa €peig Tolg vioic IopanA “Edv dxofj dxobonTe TAg dwvfig pouv kai motrjong mévTta, Soa
&v eimw oot, &xBpebow Tolg éxBpolc gou kal &vTikeloopal Tolg dvTikelpévolg got” “If ye will
indeed hear my voice, and if thou will do all the things I shall charge thee with, and keep my covenant, ye
shall be to me a peculiar people above all nations, for the whole earth is mine; and ye shall be to me a royal
priesthood, and a holy nation: these words shall ye speak to the children of Israel, If ye shall indeed hear my
voice, and do all the things I shall tell thee, I will be an enemy to thine enemies, and an adversary to thine
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meals, including that of the sacrificial meal in Exod 24:3-8 (text above). As well, this
new covenant is sealed with Jesus’ blood.!*®

Luke places the words ’EmiBupiq émeBdunoa (“with earnest desire”) on Jesus’
lips in Luke 22:15; these words are also used to speak of the homesickness for the
father’s house felt in Gen 31:30.!%° As well, the community’s grumbling about food in
Num 11:4 and their forgetfulness of God’s provision of food in the desert Ps 105:14
would have come to mind. These texts have been given in theme 1, above. Luke’s use of
ovai (v. 22) calls to mind the prophets who in the LXX used it as an expression indicating
disfavour or calamity (being described or desired) as in Isa 5:18-22.1%°

Matthew evokes the Emmanuel prophecy in Matt 1:23 and raises the image of the
messianic banquet of Isa 25:6.'5! Another meal evoked with the meal setting is that of Isa

53:12!32 with its hope for the messianic banquet in God’s kingdom.'** Jesus is the

adversaries” Exod 23:22. Lancelot C. L. Brenton, The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and English
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980). Exod 24:1-11 presents the ratification of the covenant at Mount Sinai.

148 Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark, 427; France, Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 570.

9 “yov odv memépevoat: Embupia ydp ¢medlunoag dmeAdely eig TOV oilkov Tod TaTpdg
oou va Ti &Aepag Todg B0Ug pov;” “And now you have gone away because you longed greatly for
your father’s house, but why did you steal my gods?” Gen 31:30.

1501 Isa 5:18-22, the prophet begins his warning with obdai in v. 18.

I “xal motfoet kdptlog coBowd TaaL Toig E0veaty Em T Epoc TodTO. MovTaL
g0dppoabvny, mlovTat oivov, ypioovtal pdpov.” “On this mountain the Lord of hosts will make for all
peoples a feast of fat things, a feast of wine on the lees, of fat things full of marrow, of wine on the lees well
refined” Isa 25:6. Viviano, “Matthew,” 670.

152 <518 0070 adTog KAnpovoprostl moAAoUG kKai T@V ioxLP@V pePLel okOAa, GvO’ v
mapeddn eig BdvaTov 1) Yuxr) adToD, KAl &v Tolg Avopolg Edoylodn” kol adTog GuapTiag TOAAGY
dvriveykev kal i Tag dpopTiag adTdv mopeddon.” “Therefore I will divide him a portion with the
great, and he sall divide the spoil with the strong; because he poured out his soul to death, and was
numbered with the transgressors; yet he bore the sin of many, and made intercession for the transgressors”
Isa 53:12.

153 Harrington, “The Gospel According to Mark,” 626.
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Servant of Yahweh from Isa 42:6;'%* consider also in this context, Isa 49:8.!5
The call to re-enact the events of the Last Supper could remind the hearers of

Josh 9:3-26:1¢ 1 Sam 4:3;137 2 Sam 18:18;"°® Neh 1:8; 9:17;'%° and Tob 1:12; 2:2.1%° The

154 “Eyw kUplog 6 Be0g EkdAead ae év dikatoolv kal kpaTiow TG xelpdg oou kai

évioybow oe kai Edwkd oe eig draBnknv yévoug, eig ¢pdg 0vdv” “I am the Lord, I have called you in
righteousness, I have taken you by the hand and kept you; I have given you as a covenant to the people, a
light to the nations” Isa 42:6.

“oUTwg Aéyel kOprog Kaip@d SekTd Emrikouad cou kai &v nuépa owtnpiog éporndnod
oot kai #dwkd oe €ig dtabriknv £Bv@v To0 kaTaoTRoal TNV yfiv kal kAnpovopfiota kAnpovopiav
¢pnjpov,” “Thus says the Lord: ‘In a time of favor I have answered you, in a day of salvation I have helped
you; I have kept you and given you as a covenant to the people, to establish the land, to apportion the
desolate heritages;” Isa 49:8. Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 396; Benoit, “Eucharist,” 147; France,
Commentary: Mark, Greek Text, 570-71.

156 Josh 9:3-26 presents the Gibeonite deception: the people of Gibeon approach Joshua to make
an alliance while looking dishevelled and worn out; they then became vassals of Joshua “hewers of wood
and drawers of water for the community and for the altar of the Lord, in the place of the Lord’s choice”
Josh 9:26.

ST eai AAOEV 6 Aadc el THY mopepBoArv, kai eimav ol mpeaPiTepot lopanA Kard i
#nToioey Nuag kOpLog orjepoV EviTiov dAA0GUAWY; AdBuwpev TRV KIBwTOV ToD 000 NUAV ék
InAwy, kol EEeA0ETw &v péow MUAY Kal odaoetl AEAG ék Xelpog ExOPAOV NUAV” “When the troops
retired to the camp, the elders of Israel said, ‘Why has the Lord permitted us to be defeated today by the
Philistines? Let us fetch the ark of the Lord from Shiloh that it may go into battle among us and save us
from the %Srgsp of our enemies’” 1 Sam 4:3.

“kal APecoarwp ETL LAV kal £oTnoev EQUTH TrV oTHANY, &V § EAjueon, kal éoTriAwaey
ad TV AaBelv, TRV oTiAnV TV &v TH KotA&S1 To0 BaciAéwg, 8Tt elmev OOk ZoTiv adT@ O1og Evekev
700 dvapfioatl T0 dvopa adTol" kai ékdAeoev TRV aThAny Xeip ABecocdwp £wg Thig Nuépag
To0TNG” “During his lifetime Absalom had taken a pillar and erected it for himself in the King’s Valley, for
he said, ‘I have no son to perpetuate my name.’ The pillar which he named for himself is called Yad-
abshalom to the present day” 2 Sam 18:18.

159 For the differences in references to chapters and verses see
http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/16-2esdras-nets.pdf, accessed October 24, 2010. “uriodnTL 81) TOV
ASyov, 6v éveTeidw TG Mwuofj maudi couv Aéywv *Ypelg £av dvouvOeTrionTe, £yw SlaokopTid Opdg
év Tolg Aaoig” LxX 2 Esdras 11:8; “But remember, I pray, the promise which you gave through Moses,
your servant, when you said: ‘Should you prove faithless, I will scatter you among the nations’” Neh 1:8.
“kai &vévevoav To0 eloakodoat kai ok Zpvriodnoay TGV Bavpaciwy cou, dv émoinoag peT
adTAV, kKl EokAfpuvay TOV TpdxnAov adTAOV kal Edwkav dpxnv émoTpéPat gig dovAsiav adTdV &v
AlydmTw. kai 00 Bedg EAerjpwy kal oikTippwv, pakpdOLHOG Kai TOAVEAEOG, Kal OUK EYKaTEALTIES
adToUg” LXX 2 Esdras 19:17; “They refused to obey and no longer remembered the miracles you had
worked for them. They stiffened their necks and turned their heads to return to their slavery in Egypt. But
you are a God of pardons, gracious and compassionate, slow to anger and rich in mercy; you did not forsake
them” Neh 9:17.

60« 00671 Zpepvipny T00 000 2v §An TH YUXA pou” “Because I remembered God with all
my heart” Tob 1:12. “kai 20caodunv 8P a oM kol lma TG VLG pov BéSioov kai dyaye dv Edv
edpng TOV ASeAGOV MUAV EvdeR, Og pépvnTar Tod kupiov: kal 1800 puevd oe” “The table was set for
me, and when many different dishes were placed before me, I said to my son Tobiah: ‘My son, go out and
try to find a poor man from among our kinsmen exiled here in Ninevah. If he is a sincere worshiper of God,
bring him back with you, so that he can share this meal with me. Indeed, son, I shall wait for you to come
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way in which these texts are linked is explained in each footnote. The term ¢£fjABov
(Matt 26:30; Mark 14:26) was used in 2 Sam 15:16 LxX.!®! The fact that the disciples
headed to the Mount of Olives after the Last Supper evokes thoughts of David’s flight
from Absalom found in 2 Sam 15:30-31. The Mount of Olives is standing as a place of
refuge and of praising God.'®?

Negative ecclesial links are seen to Amos 1:9;'®* and Mal 2:10'%* with their
mention of revocation of the Lord’s word and the violation of the covenant. As well,
Jesus’ blood is that of the covenant as seen in Zech 9:11 (text above) and, in Zechariah
14, the apocalyptic judgement takes place on the Mount of Olives. !¢

References to God’s power and the unfolding of his will are seen in Ps 9:35;

30:15;'%° 77:11-12;'%7 104:8; 105:45;'%% 110:5 (text above); 115:14-15; and 131:12.'¢°

back’” Tob 2:2.

161 o ¢EfABev O BaaiAedg kal mag 6 oikog adTol TOlg Mooiv adTAV: kal ddfikev O
Booideds déka yuvaikag T@V TOAAAKGY adTol puAdooeLy TOvV oikov.” “So the king went forth, and all
his household after him. And the king left ten concubines to keep the house.” 2 Sam 15:16.

162 <cai Aawtd dvéBatvev év Th dvaBdoel TOV EAadv dvaPaivey kai kAaiwy kol TV
KeGOANV EmikekoAuppévog kal adTog EmopeleTo AvumiddeTog, kol Tag O Aadg 6 peT adTod
gmekGALPev Gvrip TV Keparv adTod kal dvéBaivov dvaBaivovTteg kal kKAaiovTeg. - kal dvnyyéin
Aautd AéyovTeg Kai AxtTodel év Tolg ouaTpepopévolg peta ABecociwp kai elmev Aautd
Ataokédaaov 81 Trv BouAnv AxiTode, kOpie 6 0edg pov.” “But David went up the ascent of the
Mount of Olives, weeping as he went, barefoot and with his head covered; and all the people who were with
him covered their heads, and they went up, weeping as they went. And it was told David, ‘Ahithophel is
among the conspirators with Absalom.” And David said, ‘O Lord, I pray thee, turn the counsel of
Ahithophel into foolishness” 2 Sam 15:30-31.

3 «Tese AMyet kOprog “Emi 1ol Tpiolv doePelaig Tdpou kai émi Tolg Téooopoty odk
&mooTtpadroopal adTrv, &vO’ Gv cuvékAeloav aixpoAwaoiay Tod Todwpwy gic TRV ISovpaiav kai
o0k &uvrodnoayv dtafrikng &deA¢@v-” “Thus says the Lord: For three crimes of Tyre, and for four, I will
not revoke my word; Because they delivered whole groups captive to Edom, and did not remember the pact
of brotherhood” Amos 1:9.

64 “O0x1 Be0g €l ExTioev OPag; 00Xl maThp €lg MavTWY OpAV; T 8TL EykoTehimeTe
£xaoTog TOV d8eAdOV adTo0 ToO BefnAdoar TRV dLadrkny TV maTépwy OUAV;” “Have we not all one
Father? Has not the one God created us? Why then do we break faith with each other, violating the
covenant of our fathers?” Mal 2:10.

165 Donahue and Harrington, Mark, 399.

66 “BAémerg, 6TL a0 Mévov kal Bupdv kaTavoelg Tod Tapadodval adTolg elg xelpdg oour
ool o0v ZykaTodéAeitmTal 6 TTwyde, dpdavd o Roda Bonddv” LXX Ps 9:35 “But do you see; you do
observe this misery and sorrow; you take the matter in hand. To you the helpless can entrust their cause; you
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Ecclesial aspect links are evident to Jer 11:2-10; 22:9;'7° 25:15, 17, 29; and Jer 51:7.'7 If
the allusion to Isaiah 53 is played down by Luke’s wording, Omép Opdv (Luke 22:19, 20),
the link with the new covenant in Jeremiah 31 is strengthened in the comparison given

OmEp MOAAGY (Mark 26:24).!7? The xatvr) dta@rjkn (1 Cor 11:25 and Luke 22:20; is

are the defender of orphans” Ps 10:14. “pvnadeiv mdaong Buoiog oou kal 1O GAokadTwEd oou TavdTw
Stdp odpa” LXX Ps 19:3 “May God remember your every offering, graciously accept your holocaust, Selah”
Ps 20:4. “¢v Tdig xepoiv oou ol katpoi pou pooal pe ¢k xelpdg £x0pdV pou kal &k TV
KaToS1wkOVTwV pe” LxX 30:16 “My times are in your hands; rescue me from my enemies, from the hands
of my pursuers” Ps 31:16.

7 «ai emerdOovTo TOV e0epyeotdv adTod kai TdV Bavpaciwy adTod, dv EdciEev adTolg,
évavtiov TGV matépwv adTdv & Emoinoev Bavudota év yij AlydmTw év mediy Tdvews” LXX Ps
77:11-12 “They forgot his works, the wondrous deeds he had shown them. In the sight of their ancestors
God did wonders, in the land of Egypt, the plain of Zoan” Ps 78:11-12.

68 “¢pviodn eig Tov aidva Stadfkng adTod, Adyou, 00 EveteidaTo eig x1Aloag yeveds” LXX
Ps 104:8 “He remembers forever his covenant, the pact imposed for a thousand generations” Ps 105:8. “kai
Euviodn Thg Stadrxng adTod kol peTepeAlOn katd 10 MABog ToD éAéoug adToD” LXX Ps 105:45;
“For their sake he remembered his covenant and relented in his abundant love” Ps 106:45.

9 «Tog edxdc pouv T® Kupiw dmoddow, évavTiov mavTog To0 Aaod adTod. Tiutog
¢vavTiov Kupiou 6 0dvaTog TV 6aiwyv adTod” LXX Ps 115:14-15; “T will pay my vows to the Lord in
the presence of all his people. Too costly in the eyes of the Lord is the death of his faithful” Ps 116:14-15.
“€av PLAGEWVTAL o1 Liol gou Trv §1aBRKNV pou kal T& paPTYPLE pouv TadTa, & 8184w adTolg, Kal
ol viol aTAV €wg ToD aidvog kaBLodvTal &mi Tod Bpdvou couv” LXX Ps 131:12; “If your sons observe
my covenant, the laws I shall teach them, Their sons, in turn, shall sit forever on your throne” Ps 132:12.

170 For differences in chapter and verse numbering in Jeremiah see http://www.world-
destiny.org/Jeremiah%20Table%200f%200rder%20MT%20t0%20LXX.html, accessed October 29, 2010.
Jer 11:2-10 is a plea from God through the prophet Jeremiah for the people to be true to the covenant. “kai
¢gpodoy “AVE” Gv gykoaTédmov Trv Stadfknv kupiov 000 adTOV ki Tpooekbvnoay Beolg
dMoTpioig kal édovAevoav adTolg” “And the answer will be given: ‘Because they have deserted their
covenant with the Lord, their God, by worshipping and serving strange gods’” Jer 22:9.

M «0610c elmev kOpLog 6 Beog Topani Aofé TO ToTHpLov Tod ofvou Tod dkpdTou TovTOU
¢k xelpdg pou kal MoTLELG MavTa T& EBvn, TPog & éywy dmooTéMw og mPdg adTolg, . . . kal EAafov
70 MoTHpPlOV &K Xelpdg kuplou kai éméTioa T& £0vn, TPog & dméaTelAéy pe kGplog €T adTd,” LXX
Jer 32:15, 17; “For thus said the Lord, the God of Israel, to me: Take this cup of foaming wine from my
hand, and have all the nations to whom I will send you drink it. . . . Itook the cup from the hand of the
Lord and gave drink to all the nations to which the Lord sent me” Jer 25:15, 17. “kai £oTon G100V pny
BolAwvTal 84Eacbat TO ToTHPLOV &k THC XELPSS 0oL WaTe TElY, kKai ¢pelc OUTwG eimev kGpLog
[Ti6Tec mieoBe” LXX Jer 32:28; “If they refuse to take the cup from your hand and drink, say to them:
Thus says the Lord of hosts: You must drink!” Jer 25:28. “noTriptov xpocgodv Bafulav &v xeipl kupiou
peddokov maoav TRV yfv: amo Tod oivou adTig émiooav 0vn, d1d ToOTO éooAevOnoav” LXX Jer
28:7; “Babylon was a golden cup in the hand of the Lord which made the whole earth drunk; The nations
drank its wine, with this they have become mad” Jer 51:7.

172 Marshall, Commentary: Luke, Greek Text, 801.
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simply 81001jkn (i.e., not kaivr)) in both Mark 14:24 and Matt 26:28); the longer version
evokes the eschatological hope of Jer 31:31!73 which is now recast in Christ’s blood with
the new covenant.!” The hearers would have heard the references to the new covenant as
a fulfillment of the covenant spoken of in Jeremiah 31.

Ecclesial connections also spring from the New Testament authors’ emphasis on
remembering what the Lord has done for the people throughout their history and with the
symbolism of the cup of salvation and the punishment for sin that comes from God’s
wrath. These links are evident in texts such as: Ezek 21:23; 23:31-33; 33:3.17

3.3.6. In Light of OT Scriptures: Knowledge

As discussed in the links from the proto-eucharistic pericopes to New Testament

passages outside the book in which they are found, one aspect of knowledge follows the

113 1500 fuépar EpxovTat, dpnolv kbplog, kai dtabrjcopat TG oikw IopanA kal TG oikw

Touda SLadiknNV kawvriv, o0 kaTd TRV dLadriknV, 1jv d1e0éuny Tolg TaTpdaty adTAV &v fuépa
g¢mAoBopévou pou Thig xelpog adTAV EEayayely adTols ék yfig AlydmTou, 6Tt adTol odk &vépetvay
&v 11 Stafrkm pou, kal éyw fuéAnoa adTdv, Pnotv kiprog: 6Tt altn 1) ditabrikn, v dtabricopat TG
olky IopanA peTd Tag Muépag ékeivag, dnotv kiprog Atdodg duiow vépoug pou eig Tv dtdvoray
adTAV Kal €ml kopdlog adT@V ypdpw adTols" kai Eoopal adTolg elg Bedv, kal adTol EoovTal pot
elg Aadv' xal o0 un S18oEwaty €kaoTog TOV MOA{ TNV adTol Kol £kacTog TOV A8eAPOV adTod Aéywv
['vaBL Tov kOpLov: &1L mdvTeg eidricovaiv pe &md pikpod adTOV Kol £wg peydAou adTdv, 8Tt (Aewg
Zoopat TAlg ddikiaug adTAV Kal TOV GUOPTIAY adTGV 00 pun pvnaodd €T1” Jer 38:31-34 LXX. “Behold,
the days are coming, says the Lord, when I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel and the house
of Judah, not like the covenant which I made with their fathers when I took them by the hand to bring them
out of the land of Egypt, my covenant which they broke, though I was their husband, says the Lord. But this
is the covenant which I will make with the house of Israel after those days, says the Lord: I will put my law
within them, and I will write it upon their hearts; and I will be their God, and they shall be my people” Jer
31:31-34.

174 Childs, Biblical Theology: Theological Reflection, 432; Karris, “Luke,” 716.

175 Nebuchadnezzar is at the crossroads and the people of Jerusalem have broken their oath and
will be attacked. Ezek 21:23-32. “2v T 06@ Thg ddeAdfic oou Emopelbng, kal dvow TO MOTHPLOV
adTfi eig xElpdg oou. Tdde Aéyetl kOprog TO moTHpLov ThG &8eAdfic cou micoat 10 PaBd kal TO
mAQTO TO TAgoVACov ToD ouvTeAéoal pédnv kai ékAdoewg TAncBion” kal TO moTHPLoV GOaviouos,
moThplov &8eAdfic oou Tapapelog” “Because you followed in the path of your sister, I will hand you her
cup. Thus says the Lord God: The cup of your sister you shall drink, so wide and deep, which hold so much,
Filled with destruction and grief, a cup of dismay, the cup of your sister” Ezek 23:31-33. “kal 161 Trjv
popdaiav épxopévnyv ém THv yfv kai coAmion TH odAmiyyt xai onudvny 7@ Aag” “and the watchman,
seeing the sword coming against the country, blows the trumpet to warn the people” Ezek 33:3.
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thought of Clement and Origen who understand Christ’s body and blood as a way of
speaking about his teachings.

In Zechariah 14, the apocalyptic judgement (encompassing themes 4 and 5) takes
place on the Mount of Olives. Luke’s use of ovai (v. 22) calls to mind the prophets who
in the LXX used it as an expression indicating disfavour or calamity (being described or
desired) as seen in Isa 5:18-22.17°

3.3.7. In Light of OT Scriptures: Typology

This theme reveals elements (people or things) in the Old Testament which
prefigure elements (people or things) in the New Testament. There are typological links
which were discussed above under other themes: the manna the Israelites were given in
the desert and Elijah’s miraculous feeding of the 100 men with 24 loaves of bread each
are linked to the eucharistic bread. Elisha is linked to Jesus as both of them provide
nourishment. Furthermore, the people would have heard the words of the covenant as a
reference to Jeremiah and seen that prophecy fulfilled in Christ.

3.3.8. In Light of OT Scriptures: Conclusion

The links between words, phrases, and ideas in the proto-eucharistic pericopes
and texts within the Old Testament have been presented under the six themes identified in
the works of the Fathers. In each of these connections, the communities underpinning of
New Testament texts with the Old Testament honoured their past as they recognised those
Scriptures as fulfilled in Christ. In these five pericopes, Christ fulfills the Old Testament
prophecies in the events of the Last Supper and the Bread of Life discourse. In this, the
New Testament writers continue the process of rereading and reactualising which had

been present since the formation of the Old Testament itself.

176 In 1sa 5:18-22, the prophet begins his warning with ovai in v. 18.
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3.4. Canonical Context Conclusion

The rereading and reactualising uncovered by the analysis under the lens “the
canonical context” reveal the respect with which the New Testament communities held
not only their Jewish roots but as well the eucharistic traditions developing among them.
The Hebrew Scriptures which they inherited formed the foundation upon which they
understood the Christ event. They reactualised the texts to function within their own
context. This reactualising of their heritage is both a fulfillment of and an expansion of
that heritage. They did not merely repeat the Old Testament stories or those of other
communities, but added to them and explained them in a new way. It is interesting to note
that these examples reveal a continuation of the canonical process which began with the
first texts of the Jewish people as they began to listen to God’s saving word in their
lives.!”” We now move to the third and final framework: the canonical conversation.

4. CANONICAL CONVERSATION: THE BIBLICAL THEOLOGY OF
THE EUCHARIST

The New Testament texts which have been referred to throughout this project as
the proto-eucharistic pericopes have their roots in three common sources: their scriptural
heritage (the Hebrew Scriptures/Christian Old Testament), the events of the Last Supper,
and the liturgical experiences of the early communities. The differences in the texts arise
from the various liturgical expressions of the communities as they appropriated the texts,
celebrated the Lord’s Supper, and finally wrote of their experiences in order to share them
with other Christian communities and to preserve their tradition for later generations.
Their written accounts had to remain faithful to their lived liturgical experience in order

to maintain familiarity for the community.'”®

177 Collins, First Corinthians, 428.
178 Petzer, “Style and Text,” 127-28.



257

Viewing the development of the texts through the lens of the canonical approach
helps in understanding that the arguments concerning the earliest version of the
Institution Narratives are complex and the answer cannot be determined definitively.
More importantly, though, this question is not the correct one to ask because the canon
does not present just one eucharistic pericope. The complexities of the Eucharist can only
be probed by respecting two crucial thoughts: the authoritative text is the one received by
the community, and each community crafted an account which presents the significance
of the underlying event to the community. In effect each has its own “flavour” with its
particular emphases.'”’

The church ultimately received the earlier individual community traditions as one
canon containing this combination of five texts. In order to understand the meaning of the
Eucharist, the church saw that the differences in the underlying theologies and settings
had to be held in tension. It is not just those individual communities who wrote of their
experiences with the Eucharist for others’ edification. The whole church participated in
the reading of many texts in liturgy and out; eventually these five texts were felt to
present best the meaning of the Eucharist with all its complexities. These texts continued
to find a respected place in liturgical praxis and eventually the church placed them within
the recognised canon of Scripture.

The five accounts, when viewed together, present a more complete picture of the
complexities of the Eucharist. The Gospels, which are not liturgy-based, have first place
in our New Testament because they report the key events of Jesus’ life and action. The
church placed Matthew’s gospel first among them because the author was thought to be
an apostle and the “Jewishness” of his account neatly forms a bridge between the Old and

New Testaments thereby encouraging a vision of Christianity as an organic growth from

179 Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 1717.
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their religious heritage with its sacrifices. Matthew’s institution narrative highlights the
sacrificial nature of the events. The church placed Mark’s gospel next; its institution of
the Eucharist presents a more primitive rendition containing just the essential facts; for
Mark, it is sacrificial.

The church placed Luke’s gospel next with its orderly account arrived at by
combining sources. Luke’s institution narrative, the most complex of the four, contains
both a simple last testament portion and a sacrificial portion. The church kept the three
similar, synoptic accounts, together and placed John’s so-called spiritual gospel last. John
knowingly presents a gospel without an institution of the Eucharist but reveals his
community’s high regard for that liturgy within his Bread of Life discourse. John, in
particular, understands the importance of the manna to the community’s survival and
provides a very concrete connection between it and the eucharistic bread.

The final proto-eucharistic account is found in Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians
and, as such, is the earliest written account. His intent is not to witness to the life and
work of Jesus. In the section of concern to this project, Paul tells them how their Lord’s
Supper meals are to be celebrated. In effect, the church understands that the Epistles
present a picture of the issues of concern to the early church. Within the Epistles, Paul has
taken all that the Gospels will later tell about the Eucharist and explains to the
Corinthians how it should look, liturgically.

It must be remembered that faith began, not with the familiar written texts and
developed theologies, but with the community’s recollection of their experience of the
risen Christ. Furthermore, “early Christian commentators believed that the Bible spoke
with a single (though nuanced) voice and they took apparent inconsistencies between

biblical authors as an invitation to probe beneath the surface of the inspired words,” '8

180 Wilken, “Interpreting the New Testament,” 20.
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which, after all, represents the one voice of the Holy Spirit. The manuscripts are the
tradition of the church bearing witness to the original events and their impact on the
forefathers of the faith. Each community appropriated a tradition, adapted it to current
needs, and preserved it for the next generation. Each step honours what went before while
shaping what is passed on to the future.!®!

5. A CANONICAL READING: CONCLUSION

This project has taken care not to repeat what one John Pless refers to as a
common tendency in contemporary exegetical studies of the Lord’s Supper. He identifies
a propensity “toward a spiritualization of the Lord’s Supper by connecting the primary
content of the Supper with anamnesis, the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, or eschatology,
rather than the Words of Institution.”!8?

We now review the canonical approach as utilised in this project. In Chapter 4 the
five pericopes were individually investigated with the tools of the historical-critical
exegesis and all six themes identified in Chapter 1 were found in this analysis; the
information gleaned from this step formed the backdrop for the canonical content step as
the five pericopes were looked at in detail and in relationship to one another. The output
of this process is summarised in Appendix XI and XII which present the common
elements and the unique elements of the four Institution Narratives. Despite the inherent
difficulty in presenting John 6:51-59 in parallel with the Institution Narratives, if any one
of these five accounts had been omitted from the canon, vital information about the
Eucharist would be missing. However, as seen in Chapter 2, this portion of the Bread of
Life discourse “fits” with the Institution Narratives and was crucial to the project in order

to include a significant community in the early church.

Bl p c. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels, 209—11; Wilken, “Interpreting the New
Testament,” 16, 22

182 Pless, “Implications of Recent Exegetical Studies,” 210.
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Then, with the relationships between the five pericopes forming the backdrop, the
next step was undertaken: the canonical context, which involved the analysis of the
connections between the five proto-eucharistic pericopes and other verses and pericopes
in Scripture. This investigation was presented under the six themes identified in Chapter
1. These six themes had been identified after reviewing the writings of the early church.
All six themes were uncovered as the context of the pericopes was explored.

The final step, the canonical conversation, added another layer to the information
gleaned from the previous steps. Gradually, by adding significant information at each
level (details of each, details of the five proto-eucharistic pericopes together, details of the
whole of Scripture), we arrived at a complex interpretation of the Eucharist while
ensuring that no tension was disregarded in the process. The canonical approach seeks to
include all messages of Scripture; it does not favour one message over another.

The development of the proto-eucharistic accounts began prior to the earliest
surviving written account, Paul’s letter to the Corinthians, which expresses Paul’s lived
liturgical experience as he tells the Corinthians how their Lord’s Supper ought to be
celebrated. Mark’s account is written next as a simple report on Jesus’ life and willing
self-sacrifice for believers. Then, Matthew writes with elegant Greek as he takes Mark’s
account and “cleans it up” linguistically, liturgically, and theologically. Luke has written
the most complex of the Institution Narratives within his self-proclaimed orderly gospel.
John consciously presents a very different gospel. In his proto-eucharistic pericope he
highlights the connection between the manna and the bread of life which is Jesus’ flesh
given for eternal life of believers.

The church chose to place all five pericopes in a very particular manner within the
canon of Scripture. These five accounts, viewed canonically, reveal the expected
development of texts over time under the influence of the different communities and

demonstrate the communities’ tendency to present their liturgical practice as well as
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ensuring that the practice continues faithfully in the community.'®* Rather than a
chronological order, the church placed the four Gospels first to highlight the importance
of the whole of Christ’s life and to bring the Resurrection to the fore while reading about
the early church experiences. Christians read, not just the New Testament but the whole
Bible, in the context of the Passion and Resurrection of Jesus Christ.

This study of the early church’s understanding of the Eucharist through the lens of
the proto-eucharistic pericopes is important for the individual’s faith as “a proper
exegetical understanding of the Lord’s Supper will have profound and far-reaching effects
on dogmatic formulations, liturgical practice, ecumenical encounters and pastoral
care.”'®* Given that the church offers a sacramental life with the Eucharist as the “source
and summit,” it behoves the believer to understand the many valencies contained within
the liturgical celebration. At this liturgy, readings are proclaimed which highlight various
themes as found in the gospel reading of the day. Only after this proclamation of the life
and work of Jesus, does the liturgy move to the Eucharist itself. A deeper appreciation for
the Eucharist can only be achieved through a study of the Scriptures which began the
development of the rich theology of the Eucharist.

Before employing Brevard Childs’s canonical approach, the history of biblical
scholarship on the Eucharist revealed too many relevant pericopes to use for a systematic,
focussed study. At the same time, though, this analysis did reveal six themes apparent in
the writings of the early church. Through analysis of the language and settings of the
Institution Narratives a categorisation of these eucharistic-allusive pericopes in the New
Testament revealed five closely aligned pericopes which would represent the major
communities of the period. Given the need for detailed analysis of five pericopes and

their interrelationship, the canonical approach of Brevard Childs was chosen as the most

183 McGowan, “Early Interpretive Communities,” 75.
184 Pless, “Implications of Recent Exegetical Studies,” 203.
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apt. The analysis per se began with the historical-critical analysis of the five individual
accounts, studied how they are intertwined, presenting a complex picture of the Eucharist.
Not only were the five accounts interrelated, they contained links within themselves to
texts within each book, within each collection of books, within the New Testament, and
within the Bible. After investigating these links, the language of the results were
reviewed. At this point, the themes which had been found in the work of the Fathers were
revealed and the information organised to highlight the existence of the very same
themes.

From this, it is evident that the canonical approach, while not focussing on the
Fathers, has respected the foundation laid by them while not returning to a pre-critical
analysis. In fact, this process of taking the historical-critical data further, through the
lenses of the canonical approach, has strengthened the input of the Fathers for Christians
today. It also reveals that a biblical theology of the Eucharist cannot be found without

exploring the links through the three lenses: canonical content, context, and conversation.



Conclusion

1. INTRODUCTION

As stated at the beginning of this project, the intention was to study the Eucharist
in the New Testament using Brevard Childs’s canonical approach. This approach would
investigate a number of texts which would give as complete a picture as possible of the
understanding of the Eucharist of the early church communities. In a project such as this
exegetical study, a decision must be made concerning the number of pericopes which can
be reasonably reviewed at one time in a manageable fashion.

2. REVIEW OF THE THESIS

The project began, in Chapter 1: Status Quastionis: The Eucharist in the New
Testament, with a review of the exegetical work which has been done on the many
eucharistic-allusive texts of the New Testament. We began with this extensive look at the
biblical scholarship with the expectation that scholars would have settled on a small
number of pericopes closely connected to the experience of the Eucharist in the early
church communities and as a way of ensuring that this project would add to the existing
scholarship.

The resulting analysis revealed that this project will add pertinent information to
the conversation about the Eucharist’s place in the church. However, the expectation of
uncovering a small number of relevant pericopes was not met. Rather, six themes: 1)
body and blood: the elements of bread and wine undergo a change, becoming the body
and blood of Christ and they nourish the recipient both physically and spiritually; 2)
sacrificial aspect; 3) thanksgiving aspect (the very meaning of Eucharist); 4) ecclesial
aspect which brings about not only union with other participants but also with Christ; 5)
knowledge aspect; and 6) typology were apparent within the discussions by scholars

throughout history. This chapter also underscored the need to remain tightly focussed on a
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small number of pericopes which are reasonably inclusive of the early church
communities. The extremely wide range of pericopes referenced by these writers is
presented in Appendix III: Scripture References / Allusions in the Relevant Texts. Given
that these writers did not, for the most part, intend to present a systematic, well-footnoted
exposé on the Eucharist, a systematic way to narrow the number of texts to be used in the
project was sought.

In Chapter 2: The Rationale for Choosing the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes, we
presented the author’s logical, systematic method for categorising the many New
Testament pericopes which touch on some aspect of the Eucharist. The choice of just five
proto-eucharistic pericopes is explained and justified through the analysis of the language,
setting, and characters of the texts. The inclusion of the Johannine pericope was justified
through the analysis of the words for the eucharistic elements (c®pa, 6apE, and aipo) and
through a study which upheld its eucharistic nature. Finally, the beginning and ending
verses for each pericope were determined by justifiable characteristics of time, characters,
and theme. Appendix V: Categorising Eucharistic Pericopes of the New Testament
contains a tabular and pictorial presentation of the first section of this chapter.

Only after reviewing the manner in which biblical scholarship on the Eucharist
has been done and after identifying the pericopes to be used in this project could we
identify an approach which is able to rise to the challenge presented by the study of five
pericopes. In Chapter 3: Methodology, we explained the canonical approach of Brevard
Childs revealing it as a valid exegetical stance to take in order to preserve the voices of
the individual communities. We then outlined how the final two chapters of the project
would unfold.

In Chapter 4: Historical-critical Analysis of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes, we
laid down the foundation by a study of each pericope, in chronological order of the

generally accepted date of the writing of the New Testament book in which each pericope
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is located, using the tools of historical-critical analysis. This involved a detailed look at
each verse within the pericopes and revealed the presence of each of the six themes
identified in Chapter 1. This data, concentrating on the details of each pericope, forms the
input for a canonical reading.

In Chapter 5: A Canonical Reading of the Proto-eucharistic Pericopes, we
followed the canonical approach, as presented in Chapter 3, to read the five pericopes
under the three lenses: canonical content, canonical context, and canonical conversation.
The first section (canonical content) continued to examine the details of each pericope,
but here with reference to the other four pericopes. The initial material is organised by the
generally accepted dating of the writing of the book because each author, redactor, and
accepting community began with a meaningful text and reactualised it to meet their
particular needs. The canonical content was further explored by investigating the changes
to Jesus” words of institution and instructions, along with the changes to the eucharistic
actions. Finally, the three threads of liturgical tradition were presented. With the five
pericopes informing one another and yielding a more complex picture of the Eucharist
than any one on its own, we then proceeded to the next framework, the canonical context.

The importance of the context of a text is highlighted in this framework. Because
interpretation is altered by the surroundings in which a text is read, the canonical context
studied each proto-eucharistic pericope within its book, and looked at ways in which the
betrayer is presented in the texts. This portion of the framework was presented in
canonical order. We did not stop with just the individual books because the context of a
text is larger than that. At this point, rather than continue with canonical order of the
books, we switched to the themes uncovered in Chapter 1. These six themes had been
found throughout the history of writings on the Eucharist and our investigation revealed

each of them in light of other New Testament texts and in light of Old Testament texts.
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The final framework, the canonical conversation, builds upon the information
revealed in the first two frameworks. This conversation honours the voices of the
individual early church communities with neither the privileging of one voice nor the
conflation of all voices. The common core is identified and each community’s
understanding is added to the analysis resulting in a complex image which includes the
tensions between the voices. The church saw that the mystery of the Eucharist can only be
revealed in part and the canonical conversation framework allows a reactualising of the
biblical theology of the Eucharist for the contemporary church. This biblical theology of
the Eucharist is summarised in the conclusion to the chapter

3. CONCLUSION

This Conclusion looks over the project which sought the exegetical underpinnings
of the theology of the Eucharist in the New Testament. As stated in the Introduction, the
five proto-eucharistic pericopes were explored with the lenses of the canonical approach
of Brevard Childs. These five pericopes present, in scriptural form, the Eucharist as
understood by the early church communities. The lenses of the canonical approach
respect the differences of the authors and their individual communities while uncovering
the common core. None of the individual stances were ignored because the context of
Scripture as a whole was maintained.

As seen, the canonical approach presents a view of the Eucharist with all six
themes identified in the writings of the early church included. The Eucharist: 1) is a meal
in the physical sense which also has a spiritual aspect wherein the bread and wine become
body / flesh and blood; 2) has a sacrificial aspect which includes such things as
repentance and forgiveness (the changed elements are understood as an efficacious
offering for sins); 3) involves thanksgiving (the very meaning of the Greek word

evyaploTém is to give thanks); 4) has an ecclesial aspect involving union with Christ and
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with one another, an anticipation of the kingdom of God, and the idea of covenant (and
the betrayer whose actions speak of the breaking of that union); 5) involves knowledge
which is transmitted to the participants through their sharing with one another; and 6) has
typological features wherein the manna and Elisha of the Old Testament prefigure the
bread and Christ as we receive the Eucharist.

This project has demonstrated that the canonical approach of Brevard Childs is an
excellent tool for uncovering the rich diversity of the Eucharist as understood by the early

church.
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APPENDIX I: GREEK TEXTS AND TRANSLATION

Matt 26:26-30

26 | "Edfi6vTwv 8¢ adTdV AaBwv 6 'Inoodc | And, while they were eating, Jesus took
dpTov kai ebAoyroag EkAacev kat 6oug | bread and blessed it, broke it and gave it
TOlG padnToig eimev, AdBeTe pdyeTe, to the disciples saying, “Take, eat, this is
T00TS 0TIV TO OAUA Hov. my body.”

27 | kol AaPuv moTriplov kal edxoptoTioas | And having taken a cup and given thanks,
Edwkev adTOlg Aéywv, [TieTe €€ adTOD he gave it to them saying, “Drink from it,
TAVTEC, all of you,

28 | ToDTO Ydp EoTiv TO alpd pouv Thg for this is my blood of the covenant
d1abrikng TO mEPL TOAADY concerning many, being shed for the
EKYLUVVOUEVOV Elg dPETLY GUOPTIOV. forgiveness of sins.

29 | Aéyw 8¢ Oplv, 00 pn miw & dpTu &k And I say to you, I certainly will not drink
ToUTOUL TOD YEVHHATOG THG GuTEAOL from this fruit of the vine from now until
ews ¢ T(]HEPAO‘Q éKel}mQ oTav auTo that day when I may drink it with you
mivw ped” VPOV karvov €v Th BaotAeiq | anew in the kingdom of my Father.”

ToD TaTPAG pov.

30 | Kot OpvrioavTteg £ERjABov €ig T0 "Opog | And, having sung hymns, they went out to

TV EAci@v. the Mount of Olives
Mark 14:22-26

22 | Kai £0016vTwv adTdv Aofuv dpTov And while they were eating, he took
807\Oxﬁ0(1§ &xAaoey kal &Swkev adTolg bread, blessed it, broke it, and gave it to
Kal eimev, AdBeTe, T00TS 0TV TO OWUA | them and said, “Take, this is my body.”
oL

23 | xai AaBwv moTriplov edxapLoTHOAOG And having taken a cup, he gave thanks,
&Swxev adTolg, kail €mov & adTod gave it to them, and they all drank from it.
MAVTEC.

24 | kol elmev adTolg, ToOTS €0ty T0 alpd | And he said to them, “This is my blood of
pou Tfg Sta@Mfkng TO Exxuvvipevoy the covenant which is being shed for
OmEP TMOAAG V. many.

25 | dunv Aéyw Oty 6Tt 00KETL 00 pn) miw €k | Truly, I say to you that I certainly will no
100 yevruaTtog Thg duméAov Ewg Tiig longer drink from the fruit of the vine
npépag ékeivng Stav adTo mivew katvov | yptil that day when I drink it anew in the
év Tij PaoiAeia ToD B£0D. Kingdom of God.”

26 | Kai bpvrioavTeg €EfABov €ig 10 “Opog | And, having sung hymns, they went out to

TOV EA®dv.

the Mount of Olives.
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Luke 22:14-23

14 | Kol &7e &yéveTo 1 dpa, dvémeoev kai ot | And when the hour came, he reclined at
&méoTorol obV adT(. table and his apostles were with him.

15 | xai eimev mpog adTolg, “Embuuia And he said to them, “With earnest
¢neddunoa To0TO TO MAoXA dayely ped’ desire, I longed to eat this Passover with
OHAV PO TOD pe mobET: you before I suffer;

16 | Aéyw yap Opiv 871 00 pn ¢dyw adTo €wg | For I say to you that I certainly will not
6Tou MANPwOT &v TH PactAeiq ToD Be0D. | eat until it is accomplished in the

kingdom of God.”

17 | xai 8e&dpevog moTrplov e0xaploTioas | And he took a cup, gave thanks, and said,
eimev, AdBeTe ToOTO Kal SropepioaTe “Take this and share it among yourselves;
gig EauTolg:

18 [ Aéyw ydp Oplv, [6T1] 00 un miw &mo 100 | for I'say to you that I certainly will not
vOV &mo To0 yevrpaTog THig duméAou drink the fruit of the vine from now until
£wg oL 1 BaotAeia ToD Oe0d #A0T. the kingdom of God comes.”

19 | kal AaBuwv dpTov edXaPLOTHOOG And he took bread, gave thanks, broke it,
&xAacev xal Edwkev adTolg Aéywv, and gave it to them saying, “This is my
TOU:FO €0TLV TO OWHA HOL TO LTIEP VHWV | body which is given for you; do this in
d186pevov ToOTO MOLETTE €ig TNV Eunv remembrance of me.”

&vdpvnouv.

20 | kal TO TOTHPLOV WOAVTWG HETA TO And the cup, likewise, after they had
dewmvAoal, Aéywv, TodTo 70 moTipLov 1| | eaten, saying, “This cup is the new
Kowvr dtabnkn év T@ atpatt pov To covenant in my blood, which is being
OTEP OPAYV EKXLVVOPEVOV. shed for you.

21 | mAnv i8o0 1 xeip 100 mapadidévTog pe | But, look; the hand of the one who is
HET &uoD éml Thig Tpamélng. betraying me is with me at the table.

22 | 6TL 6 LG pév ToD AvBpWTOL KATA TO Because the son of man, according to
wpLopévov mopeveTAl, TNV obai TY what is decreed, dies; besides, woe to that
avOpuy Exelvy 8oL mapadidoTar. man through whom he was handed over.”

23 | kal adTol fpEavTo cuCNTELY TPOG But they began to argue among

gauTtolg TO Tig dpa €in €§ adTAV O
ToOTO PEAAWV TIPACTELV.

themselves who of them might be the one
who was about to commit this.




270

John 6:51-59

51 | &yd elpt 6 dpTog 6 LAV 6 &k ToD I am the living bread which came down
o0pavod kaToRdg dv Tig ¢dyn & from heaven, if anyone eats this bread he
TouToL TOD dpTOV CNoEL €ig TOV /OllUWO‘,/ will live forever; and the bread which I
Kat 0 apTos ¢ Ov eyw duwow 1 0GP MOV | will give is my flesh for the life of the
éTolv Omép Thg T0O KOopoL Cwiig. world.

52 | "EudxovTo odv mpdg dAARAoug ol ) Then the Jews disputed among

"lovdalot AéyovTeg, Tl Sbvatat ovTog themselves saying, “How is this man able
MKty 600vau Thv odpka [adTod] dayelv; to give us his flesh to eat?”

53 | elmev 00v adT0oig 6 'Inoodg, ”Apnv dunv | And Jesus said to them, “Amen, amen,
Aéyw Oy, Eav pn ¢dynTe TV odpka say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the
TOO 9l00 T00 GvBpuwmou kal TiNTe adTOD | son of man and drink his blood, you shall
TO aipa, ok &xeTe Cwnyv év EaToig. not have life in you.

54 | 6 Tpuywy pou TV odpxa kal mivwy pou | The one who eats my flesh and drinks my
70 alpa Exel Conv aidviov, kdyw blood has eternal life and I will raise him
GvaoTiow adTov T £0XATn NHEPQ. up on the last day.

55 | N yap 0dp& pou GAndng éoTiv Ppdolg, For my flesh is true food and my blood is
Kal TO atpd pov dAnOrg éoTiv méoLg. true drink.

56 | 6 Tpuywv pou TV odpxka kal mivwy pou | The one who eats my flesh and drinks my
TO atpa &v Euol pévet kayw &v a0Td. blood abides in me, and I in him.

57 | xaBwg dméoTelAéy pe 6 EdV maTnp kKdyw | Just as the living father sent me and I live
Cd 81a TOV MaTépa, kal O TPpWywv pe because of the father, so the one who eats
kdkelvog Crioet dU Epé. me will live because of me.

58 | 0616g oTiv 6 dpTog O ZE 0dpavod This is the bread which has come down
KaTaBdg, od kabuwg Epayov ol maTépeg from heaven; not like the fathers ate and
Kol dmébavov: & Tpdywv ToOTOV TOV died, the one who eats this bread will live
dpTov Coet gig TOV aidva. forever.

59 | TodTa elmev &v ouvaywy 818d0kwv &v | He said all these things as he taught in the

Kapapvaoip.

synagogue at Capernaum.
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1 Cor 11:23-26

23 | 'Eyw yop mapéAoafov &mod 100 kupiov, & | For I received from the Lord what I
Kol mapédwka Oy, OTL O KUPLOG handed on to you: that the Lord Jesus, on
2 ~ bl ~ \ 3 / .
{,T]GOUQ EV T VUKTL 1} TopedideTo the night when he was betrayed, took
EAaPev dpTov bread

24 | kai edxaploTioag EkAacey kKal ELTEV, and he gave thanks, broke it, and said,
To0T16 pov €0ty T0 oGpa TO OTMEP LPAV* | “This is my body which is for you; do this
TOOTO TMOLELTE €l TNV éunv &vAuvnowv. | in remembrance of me.”

25 | WwoadTwG KAl TO TOTHPLOV HETA TO Likewise, after they had eaten, he also
deimvijoat Aéywv, TodTO TO TOTNPLOV I} | took the cup saying, “This cup is the new

\ / bl \ bl -~ 2 ~ (74 . .

Kalvr] d1abnkn €oTiv év TO Eud afpaTtt covenant in my blood; do this as often as
TOUTO TOLELTE, OOOKLG €AV TVNTE, €1 you drink it in remembrance of me.”
TV éunyv &vdpvnoty.

26 | 60dKig yap &dv éoBinTe TOV dpTOV For as often as you eat this bread and

ToOTOV KOl TO TMOTRpLOV TivnTE, TOV
BdvaTov ToD kupiou kaTayyéAAeTe
dxplg oL EAOT).

drink the cup, you announce the death of
the Lord until he comes.




APPENDIX II: THEMES APPARENT IN RELEVANT TEXTS
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# | Theme # | Theme
1 body and blood; elements change; 4 | ecclesial aspect;

food and spiritual nourishment union with Christ
2 | sacrificial aspect 5 | knowledge
3 thanksgiving (Eucharist) 6 | typology
Father / Document Dates 112 (3 |4 6
Ignatius of Antioch d.ca. 110 |V 4
Justin Martyr ca. 100/110—ca. 165 AR Arars
the Didache ca. 140 AR Arars
Irenaeus ca. 140-202 |V 4
Clement of Alexandria ca. 150-211/216 AR Arars
Tertullian ca. 155/160—ca. 240/250 |V v
Hippolytus d. 235 AR Arars
Origen ca. 185-253/254 |V v
Cyprian of Carthage d. 258 |V 4
Cyril of Jerusalem ca. 315-386 |V v
Ambrose of Milan ca. 333-397 |V 4
Theodore of Mopsuesia d. 428 axs 4
Cyril of Alexandria d. 444 |V 4
Leo the Great Pope 440-461 |V 4
Patristic Writers and Texts VI V|| v
Radbertus; Ratramnus 790-1088; d. ca. 868 Ve v
Berengar 999-1088 v
Peter Lombard ca. 1100-1160 v
Thomas Aquinas ca. 1225-1274 AR Arars v
Bonaventure 1221-1274 AR Arars v
Medieval Writers VI V|| v




APPENDIX III: SCRIPTURE REFERENCES / ALLUSIONS IN RELEVANT TEXTS

J. Jeremias,
X. Léon-Dufour,
S. B. Clark

Thomas Aquinas

Bonaventure

Berengar,
Lanfranc,

W of St.Tierrey,
Peter Lombard

Radbertus,
Ratramnus

Cyril of Alex.

Theodore M.

Ambrose

Cyril of Jer.

Tertullian,
Hippolytus,
Origen,
Cyprian

Origen

Origen

Clement of Alex.

Ignatius, Justin,
Irenaeus,
the Didache

Justin

* =Proto-euch
~ =part of p-e
& =more than p-e

Genesis

Exodus

Leviticus

Numbers

Deuteronomy

1 Maccabees

Job

Psalms

Proverbs

Song of Songs

Wisdom

Sirach

Isaiah

Lamentations

Ezekiel

Daniel
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J. Jeremias,
X. Léon-Dufour,
S. B. Clark

1

L-D

Thomas Aquinas

Bonaventure

Berengar,
Lanfranc,

W of St.Tierrey,
Peter Lombard

WStT

Radbertus,
Ratramnus

Cyril of Alex.

Theodore M.

Ambrose

Cyril of Jer.

Tertullian,
Hippolytus,
Origen,
Cyprian

T,H, O

Origen

Origen

Hippolytus

Clement of Alex.

v

Ignatius, Justin,
Irenaeus,
the Didache

all

Didache

* =Proto-euch
~ =part of p-e
& =more than p-e

Zechariah

Malachi

NT Feeding Miracles

Matthew

Matt 1-25

&

Matt 26:17-30

Matt 26:22

Matt:26:23

Matt 26:24

&

Matt 26:20-28

&

Matt 26:20-30

*k

Matt 26:26-30

Matt 26:26-28

!

Matt 26:26

Matt 26:26-27

!

Matt 26:28

Matt 26:28-29

Matt 26:39,42
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J. Jeremias,
X. Léon-Dufour,
S. B. Clark

1

L-D

1

1

L-D

1], C

L-D

Thomas Aquinas

Bonaventure

Berengar,
Lanfranc,

W of St.Tierrey,
Peter Lombard

WStT

Radbertus,
Ratramnus

Cyril of Alex.

Theodore M.

Ambrose

Cyril of Jer.

Tertullian,
Hippolytus,
Origen,
Cyprian

Hippolytus

Origen

Clement of Alex.

v

Ignatius, Justin,
Irenaeus,
the Didache

* =Proto-euch
~ =part of p-e
& =more than p-e

Mark 1-13

&

Mark 14:12-26

&

Mark 14:17-24

&

Mark 14:17-26

%

Mark 14:22-26

Mark 14:22

Mark 14:24

Luke 1-21

&

Luke 22:7-39

Luke 22:14-18

Luke 22:14-20

%

Luke 22:14-23

Luke 22:18

Luke 22:19

Luke 22:20

Luke 22:21-23

Luke 23-24

John 1-5
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J. Jeremias,
X. Léon-Dufour,
S. B. Clark

L-D

1], C

1

Thomas Aquinas

Bonaventure

Berengar,
Lanfranc,

W of St.Tierrey,
Peter Lombard

WStT

WStT

WStT

Radbertus,
Ratramnus

Cyril of Alex.

Theodore M.

Ambrose

Cyril of Jer.

Tertullian,
Hippolytus,
Origen,
Cyprian

Origen

Origen

Orig, Cyp

Orig, Cyp

Origen

Clement of Alex.

v

v

Ignatius, Justin,
Irenaeus,
the Didache

* =Proto-euch
~ =part of p-e
& =more than p-e

John 6

John 6:1-21

John 6:25-71

&

John 6:26-65

John 6:32,33

John 6:34,35

John 6:49-50

John 6:50

%

John 6:51-59

John 6:51-58

John 6:51

John 6:51b

John 6:51¢-58

John 6:51-52

John 6:52

John 6:53-56

John 6:53-57

John 6:53
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J. Jeremias,
X. Léon-Dufour,
S. B. Clark

1J,L-D

I

Thomas Aquinas

v

Bonaventure

Berengar,
Lanfranc,

W of St.Tierrey,
Peter Lombard

WStT

Radbertus,
Ratramnus

Cyril of Alex.

Theodore M.

Ambrose

Cyril of Jer.

v

v

Tertullian,
Hippolytus,
Origen,
Cyprian

Origen

Orig, Cyp

Origen

Orig, Cyp

Origen

Cyprian

Orig, Cyp

Origen

Hippolytus

Clement of Alex.

v

v

Ignatius, Justin,
Irenaeus,
the Didache

* =Proto-euch
~ =part of p-e
& =more than p-e

John 6:54-57

John 6:54

John 6:55

John 6:56

John 6:57

John 6:58

John 6:59

John 6:60

John 6:63

John 6:66

John 10-21

Acts

Romans

1 Cor 1-10

1Corll

&

1 Cor 11:17-34

&

1 Cor 11:22-26

1 Cor 11:23-25

277



J. Jeremias,
X. Léon-Dufour,
S. B. Clark

L-D,C

Thomas Aquinas

Bonaventure

Berengar,
Lanfranc,

W of St.Tierrey,
Peter Lombard

WStT

Radbertus,
Ratramnus

Cyril of Alex.

Theodore M.

Ambrose

Cyril of Jer.

Tertullian,
Hippolytus,
Origen,
Cyprian

Origen

Cyprian

Orig, Cyp

Origen

Origen

Clement of Alex.

v

Ignatius, Justin,
Irenaeus,
the Didache

* =Proto-euch
~ =part of p-e
& =more than p-e

%

1 Cor 11:23-26

1Cor11:24

1 Cor 11:25

1 Cor 11:26

1 Cor 11:27

1 Cor 11:29-30

1 Cor 13-156

2 Corinthians

Galatians

Ephesians

Philippians

Colossians

Hebrews

1 Timothy

1 Peter

2 Peter

1 John

Revelation

278
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APPENDIX IV: USE OF THE PROTO-EUCHARISTIC PERICOPES IN RELEVANT TEXTS

Writer

Matt

Mark

Luke

John

1 Cor

Clement of Alexandria

Tertullian

Hippolytus

Origen

Cyprian of Carthage

Cyril of Jerusalem

Ambrose of Milan

Theodore of Mopsuesia

Cyril of Alexandria

NAYAYAYAYAYA

Leo the Great

Patristic Writers

\

Radbertus; Ratramnus

William of St. Thierry;

Thomas Aquinas

Bonaventure

Medieval Writers

J. Jeremias

X. Léon-Dufur

S. B. Clark

Modern Writers

SIS SIS ]s

SIS SIS ]s

AN NI N NS NI ENE N

AN A AN AN AT AN AYAYAYAYATAYAYARAYA

AN NI NI NS NI R NS RN
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APPENDIX V: CATEGORISING EUCHARISTIC PERICOPES OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

1 Meals (for example) Matt 9:10-13; 22:1-14; Mark 14: 3-9; Luke 7:36-50;
14:15-24; 24:36-42; John 12:1-8; 21:12-14
Feeding Miracles Matt 14:13-21 and lls; Matt 15:32-39 and lls
2 | John’s Last Supper John 13-17
2a | Abuses at Corinth 1 Cor 10:14-17
Road to Emmaus Luke 24:30-31
3 Bread of Life Discourse John 6:51-59
4 Institution Narratives Matt 26:26-30; Mark 14:22-26, Luke 22:14-23;

1 Cor 11:23-25

1 General Table-fellowship
2 John’s Last Supper
2a “Problem”
Pericopes

3 Bread of Life

4 Institution
Narratives
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APPENDIX VI: STRUCTURE OF JOHN 6 AND OF THE BREAD OF LIFE DISCOURSE

The overall Structure of John Chapter 6 is based on scenic and linguistic considerations
while the structure of the Bread of Life Discourse is based on the dialogue:'

vv. 1-15 Feeding Miracle
vv. 16-21 Walking on Water Miracle
vv. 22-59 Bread of Life Discourse
vv. 22-27
vv. 28-29
vv. 30-33
vv. 34-40
vv. 41-51
vv. 52-59

vv. 60-65 Consequences (part 1)
vv. 66-71 Consequences (part 2)

'Johannes Beutler, “The Structure of John 6,” in Critical Readings of John 6 (ed. R. Alan
Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff; Biblical Interpretation Series 22; Leiden: Brill, 1997),123-4, 126.
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APPENDIX VII: GREEK TEXTS SHOWING VOICES

JESUS NARRATOR PAUL

Matt 26:26-30

26

27

28

29

30

"EcB1évTwy 8¢ adTdGY AaBwv 6 “Inocodc dpTov katl edAoynoag €kAaoev Kol
§ol0g TOlg podnTaic elmev, AdBeTe dpdyeTe, TOOTS 0TIV TO GBUA poUL.

Kol AaBwv moTrplov kai edxaploTioag €dwkev adTolg Aéywy, ITieTe £¢
adTO0 TAVTEG,

T00TO Ydp 20Ty T aipd pou Thg tadrikng TO el TOAAGY EKYUVVOUEVOV
elg ddeotv QuapTIOV.

Aéyw 8¢ Opiv, 00 pn miw & &pTL €k ToUTOL TOD YeEVApATOG THG GUTEAOL
£wg TAG Nuépag Ekeivng 6Ttav adTd Tivw pued OUAV kavov év Th BaciAsia
ToD maTpdg pov.

Kal dpvroavteg EERABoV eig 10 "Opog TGV “EAaidv.

Mark 14:22-26

22

23

24

25

26

Kat £¢0016vTwv adTtdv AaBwv dpTov edAoyrioog €kAaoev kal Edwkev adTOlG
xai elmev, AdBeTe, TOOTS 0TIV TO CWHA pOUL.

Kai AaBwv moTrplov edxaploTioog €dwkev adTOlG, kai émiov ¢€ adTod
TAVTEG.

kai glmev adtoic, TodTd ZoTiv TO alpd pou Thg Stadrxng T Ekxuvvépevov
OTEP TTOAAGDV.

Gunv Aéyw Opitv 6Tt 00kETL 00 pr) miw €k ToD yevrpaTog Thg dumédou £wg
Thg Muépag ékeivng éTav adTo mivw katvov év Th BaciAsia ToD 0£00.

Kal dpvroavteg EERABoV eig 10 "Opog TGV “EAai@v.
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KEY JESUS NARRATOR PAUL

Luke 22:14-23

14 Kol 61e éyéveTo 1) wipa, dvémeoev kai ot amdéoToAot OV adTE.

15 xai elmev mpog adtolg, Embupia ¢mediunoa 10010 TO Mdoxa dayelv ped’
OpGV PO TOD pe moOETV”

16 Aéyw yap Oply 6Tt 00 pr) ¢dyw adTo €wg 6Touv TANPWOR év Tfj PactAsiq Tod
0¢e00.

17 xai SeEdpevog moTApLov edxaploTRoog eimev, AdBeTe ToOTO Kal
Stapepioate €ig £auTOVG*

18 Aéyw yap upw [OTl] 00 un 1w &mo To0 VOV &mo ToD yevriHaTog Thg
&uméAou €wg o0 1y BaotAeia ToD B0 #A0T).

19 Kol AaBwv dpTov edxaploTrioog €kAaoev kal €dwkev adTolg Aéywv, TodTo
£0TLYV TO OBPE pov TO OTEP OUAV S18OUEVOV TOOTO TOLETTE €1 TNV Eunv
dvauvnotv.

20 Kol TO TOTNPLov WwoadTwg PETA TO detmvijoat, Aéywv, ToOTo TO TOTHPLOV 1)
kouvn d1abnkn &v 7@ alpati pou 1O OTEP OUAYV EKXLVVOHEVOV.

21 mARY 1600 i xeip ToD MapadidovTog pe PeT €uod éml THg Tpamélng.

22 4Tt 6 V1O pév ToD dvBpWiTToL KATA TO WPLOPEVOVY TTopevETAL, TAT|V o0al TG
&vOpuiTy Ekeivy 5100 mapadiSoTat.

23 kat adTol fjpEavTo cuLNTETY TPOg EauTovg TO Tig dpa ein €€ adTAY O

TOOTO PEAWY TIPATOELV.
John 6:51-59
51 gyw elptL 6 dpTog O CAN 6 €x ToD 0dpavod kaTaBds: Edv Tig ¢dyrn €k ToUTOUL

100 dpToV Eroet €ig TOV aidva, kal 6 &pTog &£ OV Eyw duiow 1 odpg pov
gToly OmeEP Thg ToD kéopoL Cwiig.

52 "EpdyovTo odv mpdg &GAARAoug ot louddiol AéyovTeg,
5
53 elmev o0v O(UTOlg 0 Inooig, ’ Apnv oqmv ?\syw Upw eonv pr] ¢0tyr]T£ ™mv
oapKa T00 L100 TOD &vBpdiToL kai TinTe AdTOD TO atpa, o0k ExeTe Cwny &v
£QTO1G.
54 6 TpWywv pou TRV odpka kai m{vwv pou TO atpa et Cunyv aidviov, kéyw

dvaoTriow adTov TH EoxaTn Nuépa.
55 1 Y&o 0dpE pou dAndrig ¢oTiv Bpdoig, kai TO alud pou GAndrg ZoTiv

méo1G.

56 6 TpWywv pou TRV odpka kai m{vwy pou TO alpa &v Zpol pével kdy &v
adTQ.

57 KoBWG GméoTEIAEY pe O CAV TaTnp kdyw G 61d TOV maTépa, Kol O TpWYywv
HE KAKETVOG CRoet 8L Zpé.

58 00166 ZoTiv 6 8pTog 6 2E 0dpavod kaTaBdg, od kabuwg Ehayov ot maTépeg

Kol améBavov: 6 Tpuywv TodTOV TOV &pTov Crioel €ig TOV ai@va.
59 ToadTa elmev év ouvaywyij 618dokwy v Kapapvoolp.
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KEY JESUS NARRATOR PAUL

1 Cor 11:23-26

23 "Eyo) yap mopédafov &mod Tod kupiov, 6 kal mapédwka Oy, 6Tt O kOpLog
"Inoodg 2v T vukTl ) mapedideto #AaPev EpTov

24 xal edxaploTioag EkAacey kal Eimev, To0Té pod 2oty TO odpa 7O OTEP
OU@V* TOOTO TOLETTE €1g TV &unv AvAapvnotv.

25 WooTWG Kal TO TOTHPLOV PETA TO detmvijoat Aéywv, ToOTo TO MOTHPLOV 1)

katvn Stadnkn €oTiv év T £ud alpaTt: To0To TMoLElTe, O0dKIg EGv TivnTe,
elg ™V éunyv dvdauvnouv.

26 60dKIG yap éav €00inTe TOV dpTOV TOOTOV Kal TO MOTHPLOV TvNTE, TOV
0dvaTov Tod kupiou kaTayyéMeTe dxpig ol EAOT).
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APPENDIX VIII: STRUCTURE OF THE GOSPEL OF JOHN

Structure of the Gospel of John for the purpose of showing where the proto-eucharistic
pericope is found.'

1:1-18 The Prologue

1:19-12:50  The Book of Signs
1:19-51 The First Days of Jesus
2:1-5:54 From Cana to Cana
5:1-10:42 The Feasts of “the Jews”

5:1-47 Jesus and the Sabbath

6:1-71 Jesus and the Passover
6:1-15 Feeding of the Five Thousand
6:16-21 Walking on Water
6:22-40 Dialogue: Jesus is bread from heaven
6:41:51a Dispute over Jesus’ origins
6:51b-59 The bread is Jesus’ flesh
6:60-66 Dispute: Jesus loses disciples
6:67-71 Peter’s confession

7:1-8:51 Jesus and Tabernacles: 1
9:1-10:21 Jesus and Tabernacles: 11
10:22-42 Jesus and Dedication
11:1-12:50  Jesus Turns Toward “The Hour”
13:1-20:29  The Book of Glory
20:30-31 Conclusion to the Gospel

21:1-25 Epilogue

'Francis J. Moloney, The Gospel of John (vol.4 of Sacra Pagina; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical
Press, 1998), 23-24.

*Raymond E. Brown, et al., The New Jerome Biblical Commentary (2d ed.; New York: Geoffrey
Chapman, 1995), 950.



APPENDIX IX: COMPARISON OF GREEK TEXTS OF MATTHEW, MARK, AND LUKE

Matthew and Mark Matthew and Luke

Mark and Luke

Matt 26:26-30

Mark 14:22-26

Luke 22:14-23 (vv. 14-17 Luke only)

(v.29)

(v.25)

15 N o B, (6 RN im0 700
vOv &mid 700 yevriporog The duméou Ewg
oV N BaoiAsia ToD B0 ENOT).

26 "EaOiévTwv 5¢ adTdv IEEEN 6 °Inoodg

EEEN <o e0oyrioas ERMGEENREN 500

Tolg puadnTaic eimev, AdBeTe dpdyeTe,

22 Kai 2¢o0iévTwv adtov NEEEN -
eu)\oynoo«; ERMBEENIREN 5 xcv avTolg Kal
elmev, AdBee, ODTOIEOTINITOIGONGIION.

19 ol RN BBEEN -Oxap omoog
ERABEENNREN 5. cv ooToig Adywv, NS
ECHINESOISHNENGE o ontp Ouav S156uevov

TOOTO TOLETTE €i¢ TV &unyv dvduvnaotv.

27 K&l AcBov HOTHBEON <ol c0xopLoTrioag
Edwkev adTolg Aéywyv, IieTe €§ adTOD
MAVTEG,

23 K@l AcBuv HOTHBESY 0xop10Trioog

Edwkev alTolig, kal Emov €€ adToD MAVTEG.

28 [OBEE ydp 2oty 10 dipd B8 Thc
S1ofnkng 1O MEPL MOAADYV
elg ddeatv QuapTIOV.

24 xai eimev adToic, [HOBNE 0Ty TO olpd

88 tric 51a0rikng TO omép
TOAAGV.

20 K8l o ORI «)ooTwg peTd TO

deimvijoat, Aéywv,

B8 0 motiplov ) kauvr 100K &v T
afpori B8 70 Omip Opdv :

29 NS 5 BN BUMN on do éx
TodTou T00 yevipaTog Thg dumétou Ewg
Thig NMuépog éxeivng 6Tav adTo mivw ped’
OpdV kouvov év T BaotAeiq 10D moTpdg
HOu.

25 Sunv NN B S+ ooxéT U
£x 70D yeviuatog Thg dumédov Eug Tig
Nuépoag éxeivng étav adTo Tivw Kavov év
TH PaotAeia 100 H£00.

(v. 18)

(vv. 21-23 Luke only)

30 Kai dpvioavteg €EfABoV eig TO "Opog
TOV EAoudv.

26 Kai dpvioavteg €EfABov ig 10 "Opog
TV “EAct@dv.
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APPENDIX X: COMPARISON OF GREEK TEXTS OF MARK, LUKE, AND PAUL

Key: NISERBURSIENGIBAE Mark and Luke Mark and Paul_Luke and Paul

Mark 14:22-26

Luke 22:14-23 (vv. 14-17 Luke only)

1 Cor 11:23-26

(v.25)

18 Aéyw ydp Opiv, [67t] 00 prj miw &mo T00
vOV &mo ToD yevruaTtog Thg GuméAou Ewg ouv N

~ 7

BaaoiAsia 700 Bg0d £A0T.

22 Kai 20016vtwv adtdv AaBov HEieN
edAoynoag #8wkev adTOlG Kal
glmev, AdPeTe,

19 ko Aoy BB 0o omrioas ERIGEEN

B8l #5wxkev adToig Aéywv,

MG EORN FONSHNE W8N o ontp opov
8186uevov ToOTO TOLETTE €1¢ TRV EUnV
&vdpvnaoty.

23 "Eyd yap mopédaBov dmo 100 kupiov,  kal
mapédwka OUiv, 6Tt 6 kUplog “Inocoldg év T
VUKTL 1) TopedideTo EAafev

24 xai e0xoproTioos ERNCOENIREN £\ eV,
MGG 5 ESHN MMSHNE o onzp Ouov: ToOTO

TMOLELTE €l¢ TRV éunv &vduvnaotuv.

23 B8l Moo v ORI 0xop10mHoog ESwkev

adTolG, Kal &mov &¢§ adToD MAVTEG.

20 K8l o HOMERIRN o oolTwg peTd TO

deimvijoat, Aéywv

24 xai glmev adTOIC,
E0TLV TO Aipd pou Tfig Stabnkng T
EKXUVVOPEVOV OTIEP TTOAADV.

BB o motriptov 1) kawvry Stadnkn &v TH
afpati pou 10 OMEP OPBV EKXUVVOUEVOV.

25 doadTwe KBl 7O HOMHPNeN 1eTo TO

deimvijoat Aéywv.

BBBE8 0 motriplov i kv Stadrikn ZoTiv &v
TQ éu afpati: ToOTO TMOLETTE, OOAKLG €AV
mivnTe, €lg TRV Eunv dvauvnotv.

25 dpﬁv Aéyw Oy 6Tt OVKETL 00 pun) Tiw £k
T00 yz—:vr]poc'rog Tng oqma}\ou ewg Tng Nuépag
ékelvng 6tav adTO Tivw KaLvov v Th
BaoiAsia T00 O€00.

(v. 18)

v. 26 Mark only

vv. 21-23 Luke only

v. 26 Paul only
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APPENDIX XI: COMPARISON OF GREEK TEXTS FOR COMMON FEATURES OF MATTHEW, MARK, LUKE, AND PAUL

Key: Matt, Mark, Luke, Paul

Matt 26:26-30

Mark 14:22-26

Luke 22:14-23 (vv. 14-17 Luke only)

1 Cor 11:23-26

(v.29)

(v. 25)

18 Aéyw ydp Opiv, [67t] 00 un miw &mo
T00 VOV &md To0 yevripaTog Tiig
Gumédou €wg o0 1 BaotAeia ToO B0
\0n.

26 "Edf16vTuv 8¢ adT@v AaBwv 6
"Inoolg dpTov kai cvAoyrioag EkAagey
Kall Sovc Tolc padnTaic eimev, AdBeTe
ddyeTe, T00TS EOTLY TO OBPG LOL.

22 Kai £a016vtwv adTtdv AaBav dpTov
edloyrjoag EkAaoey Kat €dwkev adTalg
kal gimev, AdPeTe,

T00TS €0TLV TO Owpd pOoL.

19 kai AaBwv 8pToV dxapLoTHoOG
gkAaoey kal £dwkev adTolg Aéywy,

To0T4 0TIV TO GOUG poL TO OTIEP OGOV
8188pevov To0TO TOLETTE €ig TRV Eunv
dvdpvnatv.

23 ’Eyw yop mapéAaBov amo Tod
kupiov, § xai mopédwka Opiv, 6TL 6
kGptog “Incodc 2v Tf vukTl §
mapedideTo Erafev EpTOV

24 xal edxoploTHoog EkAaoey Kal
ey,

To0T4 pov éaTiy TO GdpA TO OTEP
OM@V- TOOTO TOLETTE €ig TNV Eunv
dvdpvnatv.

27 kal AaBuv moTHpLoV Kai
edxaplotrioag €dwkev adTolg Aéywy,
[MicTe £ adTOD TAVTEC,

28 F00T0 ydp 20TV TO oipd pou Thg
S1a0nxng TO TEPT TOAAGY
gkxuvvdpevov eig dpeatv GuapTIdV.

23 kal Aafwv moTHELOV £0X0PLOTHOOG
#Swkev aOTOlG, kal £mov &€ adTod TdvTeg.

24 xai gimev avToic, Te0T6 0Tty T6 alpd
pou Tfig dtabrikng TO ékxuvvdpevov OTEP
TOAAGV.

20 kal 10 MOTHPLOV WoadTwG PETA TO
dewmviioat, Aéywv,

TobT0 10 MoTrpLov 1 kawvry dtabrikn év 10
afpari pou 16 OMEP OPAV EkYLVVEPEVOV.

25 GoadTwg Kol TO MOTHPLOV peTd TO
deimvijoat Aéywv.

TodTa 7O moThpLov i kauvy Stadrkn éoTiv
&v TQ 2u@ afpati- ToOTO TOLETTE, OTAKIG
&av mivnTe, €lg TNV &unv dvdapvnouv.

29 Aéyw 8¢ OHiv, 00 un miw & dpTL &x
ToUToL TOD yevrpaTtog Thg dumédou €wg Thg
Nuépag ékeivng dTav adTo Tivw ped’ Sudv
katvov év T Baotdeig 100 maTpdg pou.

25 Gunv Aéyw Opilv 6Tt o0kETL 00 prj miw ék
700 yevipaTog Thg dumédou Ewg Tiig fuépag
¢keivng tav adTo mivew kavov &v Th
BootAeiq T0D O£00.

(v. 18)

(vv. 21-23 Luke only)

30 Kai dpvrioovTeg EEfABov eic 10 "Opog
TOV “EAi@v.

26 Kai dpvrioavteg ¢EfjABov €ig T0 “Opog
TGV CEAaudiv.

v. 26 Paul only
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APPENDIX XII: COMPARISON OF GREEK TEXTS FOR UNIQUE AND COMMON FEATURES OF MATTHEW, MARK, LUKE, AND PAUL

Key: - Mark Luke  Paul

Matt, Mark, Luke, and Paul

Matt 26:26-30

Mark 14:22-26

Luke 22:14-23 (vv. 14-17 Luke only)

1 Cor 11:23-26

(v.29)

(v.25)

18 Aéyw yap Opiv, [67t] 00 un miw &mo
T00 VOV &mo To0 yevripaTog Tiig
aumédou €wg 00 1 BaoiAeia ToO B0
\0n.

26 *Ea0i6vTwy
dpTov
xAaoev kal
AdBeTe
pou.

adTOV APV

simev,
, TOOTS £€0TLY TO OGP

22 Kai £g016vtwv adTtdv AaBav dpTov
edloyrjoag EkAaoey Kat €dwkev adTalg
kal gimev, AdPeTe,

T00TS €0TLV TO Owpd pOoL.

19 kai AaBwv 8pToV dxapLoTioOg
gkAagey kal #dwkev adToig Aéywv,

To0T4 €aTLV TO GOUG pOL TO OTIEP OGOV
8184uevov ToOTO TOLELTE €ig TNV &unv
dvdpvnaotv.

23 "Eyw yop mapélaBov dmo 100
kupiov, § xai mopédwka Opiv, 6TL 6
KGptog “Inoodc &v TH vukTi 1
mapedideTo EAafev EpTOV

24 xal edxoploTHoog EkAaoey kal
Eimev,

To0T4 pov éaTiy TO GdpA TO OTEP
OM@V- TOOTO TOLETTE €ig TNV Eunv
dvdpvnatv.

27 Kai AaBuv fothplov Kl
edxaplotrioag €dwkev adTolg Aéywy,
¢€ a0ToD TAvTECG,

£0TLv TO alpd pou Tfig
TOAADV

28 mol0TOo
Sta0nxng
Zxyuvvouevov

23 kal Aafwv moTHELOV £0X0PLOTHOOG
#Swkev aOTOlG, kal miov &€ adTod TavTeg.

\ 7 £ ~ A7 s \ T 7
24 xai eimev adTolg, ToDTO £€0TLv TO alpd
pou Tfig dtabrikng TO ékxuvvdpevov OTEP
TOAAGV.

20 kal 10 MOTHPLOV WoadTwG PETA TO
dewmviioat, Aéywv,

TobT1o 16 moTripLov ) kawvr) Stadnkn &v 10
afpari pou 16 OMEP OPAV EkxLVVEPEVOV.

25 GoadTwg Kol TO MOTHPLOV peTd TO
deimvijoat Aéywv.

TodTa 7O moThpLov i kauvy Stadrkn éoTiv
&v TQ &ud alpoti- To0TO TOLETTE, OATKIG
£av mivnTe, elg TRV éunv dvdpvnaouy.

29 Ayw BB Oiv, ob pn miw EIlGEE 2«
ToUToL TOD YevrpaTtog Thg dumédou €wg TG
Nuépag ékeivng GTav adTod Tivw

Katvov év T1 Baotdeiq

25 Gunv Aéyw Opiv 6Tt o0kETL 00 prj miw ék
700 yevipaTog Thg dumédou Ewg Tiig fuépag
¢keivng tav adTo mivew kavov &v Th
BootAeiq ToD O£00.

(v. 18)

(vv. 21-23 Luke only)

30 Kai dpvrioovTeg EEfABov €ic 10 "Opog
TOV “EAL@v.

26 Kai dpvrioavteg ¢E£fABov €ig T0 “Opog
TGV CEAaudiv.

v. 26 Paul only

289



290

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Primary

Aland, Barbara, Kurt Aland, Johannes Karavidopoulos, Carlo M. Martini, and Bruce M. Metzger, eds. The
Greek New Testament. 4th revised ed. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2000.

Aland, Kurt, ed. “Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum.”. In Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum: Locis Parallelis
Evaneliorum Apocryphorum et Patrum Adhibits Edidit Kurt Aland. 2d ed. Stuttgart:
Wiirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1965.

Brenton, Lancelot C. L. The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and English. Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1980.

. The Septuagint With Apocrypha: Greek and English. Reprint London 1851: Samuel Bagster &
Sons. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1999.

Joosten, Jan. “Source-Language Oriented Remarks on the Lexicography of the Greek Versions of the
Bible.” Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 81, no. 1 (2005): 152-64.

Metzger, Bruce M. A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament. 2d ed. Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft/German Bible Society, 1994.

Mounce, William D. The Analytical Lexicon to the Greek New Testament. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1993.

Rahlfs, Alfred, and Robert Hanhart. Septuaginta. Altera ed. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesselschaft, 2006.

Senior, Donald, and John J. Collins, eds. The Catholic Study Bible (NAB). 2d ed. New York: Oxford
University Press, 2006.

The Catholic Bible Association of Great Britain, ed. The Holy Bible: Containing the Old and New
Testaments: Revised Standard Version. Catholic ed. San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1966.

Methodology

Alexander, Patrick H., John F. Kutsko, James D. Ernest, Shirley A. Decker-Lucke, and David L. Petersen,
eds. The SBL Handbook of Style: For Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies.
Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1999.

Balla, Peter. “Evidence for an Early Christian Canon (Second and Third Century).” Pp. 372-85 in The
Canon Debate. Edited by Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 2002.

Barr, James. The Concept of Biblical Theology: An Old Testament Perspective. London: SCM Press, 1999.

. Holy Scripture: Canon, Authority, Criticism. Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1983.

Bartholomew, Craig, Colin Greene, and Karl Mdller, eds. Renewing Biblical Interpretation. Vol. 1 of
Scripture and Hermeneutics Series. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000.

Bartholomew, Craig, Scott Hahn, Robin Parry, Christopher Seitz, and Al Wolters, eds. Canon and Biblical
Interpretation. Vol. 7 of Scripture and Hermeneutics Series. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2006.

Barton, John. Holy Writings, Sacred Text: The Canon in Early Christianity. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster
John Knox Press, 1998.

Beauchamp, Paul. Parler d’Ecritures saintes. Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1987.

. “Quand Dieu parle en plusieurs temps.” Pp. 49-60 in Parler d’Ecritures saintes. Paris: Editions du
Seuil, 1987.

Bellet, Maurice, Alfred de Baets, Michel de Certeau, André Dumas, José-W. Michaux, Olivier du Roy, and
Thierry Snoy. Crise du biblisme, chance pour la Bible. Paris: Editions de I’Epi, 1973.

Benoit, Pierre. “Eucharist.” Pp. 145-49 in Dictionary of Biblical Theology. Edited by Xavier Léon-Dufour.
Translated by Arthur F. McGovern. Boston: Pauline Books & Media, 1988.

Bibby, Reginald. Restless Gods: The Renaissance of Religion in Canada. Toronto: Stoddart, 2002.
Blenkinsopp, Joseph. “The Formation of the Hebrew Bible Canon: Isaiah as a Test Case.” Pp. 53-67 in The
Canon Debate. Edited by Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.:

Hendrickson, 2002.

Brodie, Thomas L. The Birthing of the New Testament: The Intertextual Development of the New Testament

Writings. Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2004.



291

Brown, J. Dickson. “Barton, Brooks, and Childs: A Comparison of the New Criticism and Canonical
Criticism.” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 36 (December 1993): 481-9.
Brown, Raymond E. “Historical-Critical Exegesis and Attempts at Revisionism.” The Bible Today 23
(1982): 157-65.
Butler, Sara. The Catholic Priesthood and Women: A Guide to the Teaching of the Church. Chicago:
Hillenbrand Books, 2007.
Callaway, Mary C. “Canonical Criticism.” Pp. 142-55 in To Each Its Own Meaning: An Introduction to
Biblical Criticisms and Their Applications. Revised and expanded ed. Edited by Steven L.
McKenzie and Stephen R. Haynes. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1999.
Childs, Brevard S. Biblical Theology: A Proposal. Facets ed. Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press, 2002.
. Biblical Theology in Crisis. Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1970.
. Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments: Theological Reflection on the Christian Bible.
Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press, 1993.

. The Book of Exodus: A Critical, Theological Commentary. Old Testament Library. Louisville,
Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1974.

. “The Canon in Recent Biblical Studies: Reflections on an Era.” Pro Ecclesia 14, no. 1 (2005): 26-
45.

. “Childs Versus Barr.” Interpretation 38, no. 1 (1984): 66-70.

. “Introduction: Reflections on the Reissue of William Perkins’ Commentary on Galatians.” Pp. xiv-
xvi in 4 Commentary on Galatians. Gerald T. Sheppard. New York: Pilgrim Press, 1989.

. Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979.

. Isaiah: A Commentary. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001.

. The New Testament as Canon: An Introduction. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985.

. Old Testament Theology in a Canonical Context. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985.

. The Struggle to Understand Isaiah as Christian Scripture. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004.

. “Toward Recovering Theological Exegesis.” Pro Ecclesia 6, no. 1 (1997): 16-26.

. “Walter Brueggemann’s Theology of the Old Testament: Testimony, Dispute, Advocacy.” Scottish

Journal of Theology 53, no. 2 (2000): 228-33.

Clarke, Kent D. “Canonical Criticism: An Integrated Reading of Biblical Texts for the Community of
Faith.” Pp. 170-221 in Approaches to New Testament Study. JSNT Supplement Series 120.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.

Dickens, W. T. Hans Urs von Balthasar’s Theological Aesthetics: A Model for Post-critical Biblical
Interpretation. Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 2003.

Dreyfus, Frangois. “L’actualisation a I’intérieur de I’Ecriture.” Revue Biblique 83 (1976): 161-202.

Dunn, James D. G. “Has the Canon a Continuing Function?” Pp. 558-79 in The Canon Debate. Edited by
Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002.

. “Levels of Canonical Authority.” Horizons in Biblical Theology 4 (1982): 13-60.

Ehrman, Bart D. The New Testament: A Historical Introduction to the Early Christian Writings. 2d ed.
New York: Oxford University Press, 2000.

Evans, Craig A. “The Scriptures of Jesus and His Earliest Followers.” Pp. 185-93 in The Canon Debate.
Edited by Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002.

Farmer, William R. “Reflections on Jesus and the New Testament Canon.” Pp. 321-40 in The Canon
Debate. Edited by Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson,
2002.

Fowl, Stephen. “The Canonical Approach of Brevard Childs.” The Expository Times 96 (March 1985): 173-
76.

. “Learning to Narrate Our Lives in Christ.” Pp. 339-54 in Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor of
Brevard S. Childs. Edited by Christopher Seitz and Kathryn Greene-McCreight. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1999.

Funk, Robert W. “The Once and Future New Testament.” Pp. 541-57 in The Canon Debate. Edited by Lee
Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002.

Gamble, Harry Y. The New Testament Canon: Its Making and Meaning. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985.

Granados, José, Carlos Granados, and Luis Sanchez-Navarro. Opening up the Scriptures: Joseph Ratzinger
and the Foundations of Biblical Interpretation. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008.



292

Greer, Rowan A. “The Good Shepherd: Canonical Interpretations in the Early Church?” Pp. 306-30 in
Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor of Brevard S. Childs. Edited by Christopher Seitz and
Kathryn Greene-McCreight. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999.

Grelot, Pierre. “L’exégése biblique au carrefour.” Nouvelle Revue Théologique 98, no. 6 (1976): 416-34,
481-511.

Hahn, Scott Walker, and John Seitze Bergsma. “What Laws Were ‘Not Good?” A Canonical Approach to
the Theological Problem of Ezekiel 20:25-26.” Journal of Biblical Literature 123, no. 2
(2004): 201-18.

Helmer, Christine, and Christof Landmesser, eds. One Scripture or Many? Canon from Biblical,
Theological, and Philosophical Perspectives. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004.

Hendel, Ronald S. “The Most Original Bible Text, How to Get There: Combine the Best from Each
Tradition.” Bible Review 14, no. 4 (2000): 28-39.

Johnson, Luke Timothy. “Does a Theology of the Canonical Gospels Make Sense?” Pp. 93-108 in The
Nature of New Testament Theology. Edited by Christopher Rowland and Christopher Tuckett.
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2006.

Kittel, Bonnie. “Brevard Childs’ Development of the Canonical Approach.” JSOT 16 (1980): 2-11.

Komonchak, Joseph A., Mary Collins, and Dermot A. Lane. The New Dictionary of Theology. Wilmington,
Del.: Michael Glazier, 1987.

Kysar, Robert. Voyages with John: Charting the Fourth Gospel. Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press,
2005.

Lemcio, Eugene E. “The Gospels and Canonical Criticism.” Biblical Theology Bulletin 11, no. 4
(1981): 114-22.

Léon-Dufour, Xavier, ed. Dictionary of Biblical Theology. Updated 2d ed. Translated by P. Joseph Cahill.
Boston: St Paul Books & Media, 1995.

Lightstone, Jack N. “The Rabbis’ Bible: The Canon of the Hebrew Bible and the Early Rabbinic Guild.”
Pp. 163-84 in The Canon Debate. Edited by Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders.
Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002.

Lim, Johnson T. K. 4 Strategy for Reading Biblical Texts. Studies in Biblical Literature 29. New York:
Peter Lang, 2002.

McDonald, Lee M. The Biblical Canon: Its Origin, Transmission, and Authority. Peabody, Mass.:

Hendrickson, 2007.
. The Formation of the Christian Biblical Canon. Revised 3d ed. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson,
2003.

McDonald, Lee Martin, and James A. Sanders. The Canon Debate. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002.

McDonald, Lee Martin, Porter. Early Christianity and Its Sacred Literature. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson,
2000.

McKenzie, Steven L., and Stephen R. Haynes. To Each Its Own Meaning: An Introduction to Biblical
Criticisms and Their Application. Revised and expanded ed. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John
Knox Press, 1999.

Malina, Bruce J. The New Testament World: Insights from Cultural Anthropology. 3d revised and expanded
ed. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001.

Martens, Elmer A. “Moving from Scripture to Doctrine.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 15, no. 1
(2005): 77-103.

Marthaler, Berard L., Gregory LaNave, Jonathan Y. Tan, and Richard E. McCarron. New Catholic
Encyclopedia. 2d ed. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2003.

Martin, Francis. “Mary in Sacred Scripture: An Ecumenical Reflection.” The Thomist 72, no. 4 (October
2008): 525-69.

Metzger, Bruce Manning. The New Testament: Its Background, Growth, and Content. Nashville, Tenn.:
Abingdon Press, 1965.

Meyer, Ben F. “Mises en question de la méthode historico-critique par le texte et le lecteur.” Concilium 233
(1991): 13-25.

Morgan, Donn F. Between Text and Community: The ‘Writings’ in Canonical Interpretation. Minneapolis,
Minn.: Fortress Press, 1990.

Nations, A. L. “Historical Criticism and the Current Methodological Crisis.” Scottish Journal of
Theology 36 (1983): 59-71.



293

Origen. Origen: An Exhortation to Martyrdom, Prayer, First Principles: Book IV, Prologue to the
Commentary on the Song of Songs, Homily XXVII on Numbers. Translated by Rowan A. Greer.
The Classics of Western Spirituality. New York: Paulist Press, 1979.
Patzia, Arthur G. The Making of the New Testament.: Origin, Collection, Text and Canon. Downers Grove,
I1l.: InterVarsity Press, 1995.
Paul, André. “Les limites de I’exégese et les lieux de la lecture.” Spiritus 17, no. 63 (1976): 146-60.
Poirier, John C. “The Canonical Approach and the Idea of ‘Scripture’.” Expository Times 116, no. 11
(August 2005): 366-70.
Pontifical Biblical Commission. The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church [21 September 1993].
Sherbrooke, Que.: Editions Paulines, 1994.
Ratzinger, Joseph, Pope Benedict XVI. Jesus of Nazareth: From the Baptism in the Jordan to the
Transfiguration. Translated by Adrian J. Walker. New York: Doubleday, 2007.
Refoulé, Francois. “L’exégese en question.” Le Supplément 27, no. 111 (1974): 391-423.
Richardson, Alan, and John Bowden. 4 New Dictionary of Christian Theology. London: SCM Press, 1984.
Rowland, Christopher, and Christopher Tuckett, eds. The Nature of New Testament Theology. Malden,
Mass.: Blackwell, 2006.
Sailhamer, John H. Introduction to Old Testament Theology: A Canonical Approach. Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1995.
Sanders, James A. “The Bible as Canon.” The Christian Century 98 (2 December 1981): 1250-5.
. Canon and Community: A Guide to Canonical Criticism. Guides to Biblical Scholarship: Old
Testament Series. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984.
. From Sacred Story to Sacred Text: Canon as Paradigm. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987.
. “Intertextuality and Dialogue.” Biblical Theology Bulletin 29, no. 1 (1999): 35-44.
. “The Issue of Closure in the Canonical Process.” Pp. 252-63 in The Canon Debate. Edited by Lee
Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002.
. “The Most Original Bible Text, How to Get There: Keep Each Tradition Separate.” Bible
Review 16, no. 4 (2000): 40-9.
. “Response to Lemcio.” Biblical Theology Bulletin 11, no. 4 (1981): 122-4.
. “Scripture as Canon for Post-Modern Times.” Biblical Theology Bulletin 25, no. 2 (1995): 56-63.
. “‘Spinning the Bible’: How Judaism and Christianity Shape the Canon Differently.” Bible
Review 14, no. 3 (1998): 23-9.
. “Text and Canon: Concepts and Method.” Journal of Biblical Literature 98, no. 1 (1979): 5-29.
Seitz, Christopher, and Kathryn Greene-McCreight. Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor of Brevard S.
Childs. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999.
Sloyan, Gerard. “Biblical Theology.” Pp. 118-29 in The New Dictionary of Theology. Edited by Joseph A.
Komonchak, Mary Collins, and Dermot A. Lane. Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier, 1987.
Smith, D. Moody. “John, the Synoptics, and the Canoncial Approach to Exegesis.” Pp. 166-80 in Tradition
and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in Honor of E. Earle Ellis for His 60th Birthday.
Edited by Gerald F. Hawthorne. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.
Spina, Frank W. “Canonical Criticism: Childs Versus Sanders.” Pp. 165-94 in Interpreting God’s Word for
Today: An Inquiry Into Hermeneutics from a Biblical-Theological Perspective, vol. 2. Edited by
Wayne McCown and James Earle Massey. Wesleyan Theological Perspectives. Anderson, Ind.:
Warner Press, 1982.
Tate, W. Randolph. Biblical Interpretation: An Integrated Approach. 3d. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson,
2008.
Théobald, Christoph. Le canon des Ecritures. Etudes historiques, théologiques et systématiques. Lectio
Divina 140. Paris: Cerf, 1990.
Trebolle Barrera, Julio C. The Jewish Bible and the Christian Bible: An Introduction to the History of the
Bible. Translated by Wilfred G. E. Watson. Leiden: Brill, 1998.
Trobisch, David. “The Council of Jerusalem in Acts 15 and Paul’s Letter to the Galatians.” Pp. 331-38 in
Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor of Brevard S. Childs. Edited by Christopher Seitz and
Kathryn Greene-McCreight. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999.
Tuckett, Christopher M. Reading the New Testament: Methods of Interpretation. London: SPCK, 1987.
Via, Dan O. What Is New Testament Theology? Guides to Biblical Scholarship: New Testament Series.
Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press, 2002.




294

Vogels, Walter. “Cette impossible théologie biblique: Bilan et prospectives.” Science et Esprit 48
(1996): 251-71.

. “Les limites de la méthode historico-critique.” Laval Théologique et Philosophique 36
(1980): 173-94.

Wall, Robert W. “The Significance of a Canonical Perspective of the Church’s Scripture.” Pp. 528-40 in
The Canon Debate. Edited by Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 2002.

Wall, Robert W., and Eugene E. Lemcio. The New Testament as Canon: A Reader in Canonical Criticism.
JSNT Supplement Series 76. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992.

Wells, Paul. “La méthode historico-critique et les problémes qu’elle pose.” La Revue Réformée 33
(1982): 1-15.

Wood, Susan K. Spiritual Exegesis and the Church in the Theology of Henri de Lubac. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1998.

Yarchin, William. History of Biblical Interpretation: A Reader. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2004.

Young, Frances M. Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999.

Ziesler, J. A. “New Testament Theology.” Pp. 398-403 in A New Dictionary of Christian Theology. Edited
by Alan Richardson and John Bowden. London: SCM Press, 1984.

Language and Anthropology

Behm, Johannes. “aipa.” Pp. 172-6 in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 1. Edited by
Gerhard Kittel and Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Translated by Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1964.

Borgen, Peder. An Exegetical Study of the Concept of Manna in the Gospel of John and the Writings of
Philo. Supplements to Novum Testamentum 10. Leiden: Brill, 1965.

Brenton, Lancelot C. L. The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and English. Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1980.

Clark, David K. “Interpreting the Biblical Words for the Self.” Journal of Psychology & Theology 18, no. 4
(1990): 309-17.

Daly, Robert. The Origins of the Christian Doctrine of Sacrifice. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1978.
Danker, Frederick William, ed. 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian
Literature: Based on Walter Bauer’s. 3d ed. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000.

Ellis, E. Earle. “Soma in First Corinthians.” Interpretation 44, no. 2 (April 1990): 132-44.

Grelot, Pierre. Corps et sang du Christ en gloire: Enquéte dogmatique. Lectio Divina 182. Paris: Cerf,
1999.

Gundry, Robert H. Soma in Biblical Theology with Emphasis on Pauline Anthropology 29. Society for New
Testament Studies Monograph Series 29. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976.

Jewett, Robert. Paul’s Anthropological Terms: A Study of Their Use in Conflict Settings. Arbeiten zur
Geschichte des Antiken Judentums und des Urchristentums 10. Leiden: Brill, 1971.

Johnson, Andy. “On Removing a Trump Card: Flesh and Blood and the Reign of God.” Bulletin for Biblical
Research 13, no. 2 (2003): 175-92.

Jones, Iwan Rhys. “C H Dodd and the Welsh Bible: A Fading Influence.” Expository Times 119, no. 8
(May 2008): 380-84.

Kittel, Gerhard, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds. Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. Translated by
Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76.

Kohlenberger, John R., Edward W. Goodrick, and James A. Swanson. The Greek English Concordance to
the New Testament with the New International Version. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1997.

Leithart, Peter J. “Old Covenant and New in Sacramental Theology New and Old.” Pro Ecclesia 14, no. 2
(2005): 174-90.

Marshall, I. Howard. “Living in the ‘Flesh’.” Bibliotheca Sacra 159, no. 636 (October 2002): 387-403.
Moulton, W. F., and A. S. Geden, eds. A Concordance to the Greek Testament: According to the Texts of
Westcott and Hort, Tischendorf and the English Revisers. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1957.

Robinson, John A. T. The Body: A Study in Pauline Theology. Studies in Biblical Theology 5. London:
SCM Press, 1952.



295

Schweizer, Eduard. “cdp&.” Pp. 98-151 in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 7. Edited by
Gerhard Friedrich and Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Translated by Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971.

. “o®pa.” Pp. 1024-94 in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 7. Edited by Gerhard
Friedrich and Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Translated by Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1971.

Smith, Robert Harry. “Matthew 27:25: The Hardest Verse in Matthew’s Gospel.” Currents in Theology and
Mission 17, no. 6 (December 1990): 421-28.

Spatafora, Andrea. Symbolic Language and the Apocalypse. Ottawa: Novalis, 2008.

Taillieu, Dieter. “The Sauma Controversy After 1968.” Orientalia Lovaniensia Periodica 28 (1997): 43-54.

Welch, Lawrence J. “Logos-Sarx? Sarx and the Soul of Christ in the Early Thought of Cyril of Alexandria.”
St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 38, no. 3 (1994): 271-92.

Patristic Sources

Ambrose. Letters. Translated by Mary Melchoir Beyenka. Vol. 26 of The Fathers of the Church.
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1954.

. Des sacrements; Des mystéres, Explication du symbole. Translated by Bernard Botte. Vol. 25 bis
of Sources Chretiennes. 2d rev. Paris: Cerf, 2007.

. Seven Exegetical Works. Translated by Michael P. McHugh. Vol. 65 of The Fathers of the Church.
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1972.

. St. Ambrose: Theological and Dogmatic Works: The Mysteries, The Holy Spirit, The Sacrament of
the Incarnation of Our Lord, The Sacraments. Translated by Roy J. Deferrari. Vol. 44 of The
Fathers of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1963.

Augustine. The Trinity. Vol. 45 of The Fathers of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 1963.

Bradshaw, Paul, Maxwell Johnson, E., and L. Edward Phillips. The Apostolic Tradition: A Commentary.
Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press, 2002.

Bray, Gerald, ed. /-2 Corinthians. Vol. 7 of Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture: New Testament.
Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn, 1999.

Clancy, Finbarr G. “Book Review: Patrology: Commentary of Saint Ambrose on Twelve Psalms.” Irish
Theological Quarterly 67, no. 4 (December 2002): 392-96.

Clement of Alexandria. Christ the Educator. Translated by Simon P. Wood. Vol. 23 of The Fathers of the
Church. New York: Fathers of the Church, 1996.

. The Exhortation to the Greeks, The Rich Man’s Salvation, And the Fragment of an Address
Entitled To the Newly Baptized. In Loeb Classical Library. Translated by G. W. Butterworth.
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982.

. Extraits de Théodote. Translated by F. Sagnard. Vol. 23 of Sources Chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf, 1948.

. Le Pédagogue. Translated by Bernadette Troo and Paul Gauriat. Vol. 44-45 of Les peéres dans la
foi. Paris: Migne, 1991.

. Stromateis: Books 1-3. Translated by John Ferguson. Vol. 85 of The Fathers of the Church.

Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1991.
. Les Stromates IV. Translated by Claude Mondésert. Vol. 463 of Sources Chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf,
2001.

. Les Stromates V:1. Translated by Alain Le Boulluec. Vol. 278 of Sources Chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf,
1981.

Cyprian. Letters (1-81). Translated by Rose Bernard Donna. Vol. 51 of The Fathers of the Church.
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1964.

. The Letters of St. Cyprian of Carthage: Volume I Letters 1-27. Translated by G. W. Clarke.
Vol. 43 of Ancient Christian Writers. New York: Newman Press, 1984.

. The Letters of St. Cyprian of Carthage: Volume I Letters 55—66. Translated by G. W. Clarke.
Vol. 46 of Ancient Christian Writers. New York: Newman Press, 1986.

. Saint Cyprian: Treatises. Vol. 36 of The Fathers of the Church. Translated and edited by Roy J.
Deferrari. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1958.



296

. St. Cyprian: The Lapsed and The Unity of the Catholic Church. Translated by Maurice Bévenot.
Vol. 25 of Ancient Christian Writers. New York: Newman Press, 1956.

Cyril of Alexandria. Commentary on the Gospel According to S. John (I). Translated by Members of the
English Church. Vol. 43 of 4 Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church. Oxford: J. H.
Parker, 1874.

. A Commentary Upon the Gospel According to St. Luke. Translated by R. Pay Smith. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1895.

. Five Books Against Nestorius and That Christ is One. Translated by Members of the English
Church. Vol. 47 of 4 Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church. Oxford: J. H. Parker, 1840-
85.

. Select Letters. Translated and edited by Lionel R. Wickham. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983.
. St. Cyril of Alexandria: Letters 51-110. Translated by John I. McEnnerney. Vol. 77 of The Fathers
of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1985.

Cyril of Jerusalem. The Catechetical Lectures of S. Cyril, Archbishop of Jerusalem. Translated by Members
of the English Church. Vol. 2 of 4 Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church. Oxford: J. H.
Parker, 1842.

. Catécheses mystagogiques. Translated by Auguste Piédegnel. Vol. 126 bis of Sources Chrétiennes.
2d rev. Paris: Cerf, 2004.

. The Works of Saint Cyril of Jerusalem: Vol 2. Translated by Leo P. McCauley and Anthony A.
Stephenson. Vol. 64 of The Fathers of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 1970.

Daley, Brian. “A Response to Robin Darling Young on The Eucharist According to Clement of

Alexandria.” Pp. 92-103 in Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by
Roch A. Kereszty. New York: Paulist Press, 2003.

Dupuis, Jacques, ed. The Christian Faith in the Doctrinal Documents of the Catholic Church. Seventh
Revised and Enlarged ed. New York: Alba House, 2001.

Ehrman, Bart D., ed. and trans. The Apostolic Fathers Volume 1. Vol. 24 of Loeb Classical Library.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003.

Eusebe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastique. Translated by Gustave Bardy. Sagesses chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf,
2003.

Evans, G. R., ed. The Medieval Theologians. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.

Ferguson, Everett. A—K. Vol. 1 of Encyclopedia of Early Christianity. 2d ed. New York: Garland, 1997.

. L-Z.Vol. 2 of Encyclopedia of Early Christianity. 2d ed. New York: Garland, 1997.

. “A Response to Robin Darling Young on The Eucharist According to Clement of Alexandria.”
Pp. 104-15 in Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by Roch A.
Kereszty. New York: Paulist Press, 2003.

Ferguson, John. Clement of Alexandria. Vol. 289 of Twayne’s World Authors Series. New York: Twayne
Publishers, 1974.

Gamble, Harry Y. “The New Testament Canon: Recent Research and the Status Quaestionis.” Pp. 267-94 in
The Canon Debate. Edited by Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders. Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 2002.

Gaudentius Brixiensis. Tractates. Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum. Vindobonae: Hoelder-Pichler-
Tempsky, 1936.

Grace, Madeleine. “The Ponderings of Ignatius of Antioch and John Chrysostom on the Great Gift of the
Eucharist.” Diakonia 34, no. 2 (2001): 95-107.

Halliburton, R. J. “The Patristic Theology of the Eucharist.” Pp. 245-51 in The Study of Liturgy. Rev. ed.
Edited by Cheslyn Jones, Geoffrey Wainwright, Edward Yarnold, and Paul Bradshaw. London:
SPCK, 1992.

Hippolytus. Commentaire sur Daniel. Translated by Maurice Lefévre. Vol. 14 of Sources Chrétiennes.
Paris: Cerf, 1947.

Irenaeus of Lyons. Against Heresies. Translated by J. Keble. Vol. 42 of 4 Library of Fathers of the Holy

Catholic Church. Oxford: J. H. Parker, 1887.

. Irénée de Lyon: Contre les hérésies: Dénonciation et réfutation de la gnose au nom menteur.
Nouvelle édition. Adelin Rousseau. Paris: Cerf, 2001.

Jerome. On Illustrious Men. Translated by Thomas P. Halton. Vol. 100 of The Fathers of the Church.

Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1999.



297

John Chrysostom. Chrysostom: Matthew 59—90. Translated by Members of the English Church. Vol. 34 of
A Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church. Oxford: J. H. Parker, 1840-85.
. Discourses Against Judaizing Christians. Translated by Paul W. Harkins. Vol. 68 of The Fathers
of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1979.
Jones, C. P. M., and C. J. A. Hickling, revised. “The New Testament.” Pp. 184-209 in The Study of Liturgy.
Rev. ed. Edited by Cheslyn Jones, Geoffrey Wainwright, Edward Yarnold, and Paul Bradshaw.
London: SPCK, 1992.
Jones, Cheslyn, Geoffrey Wainwright, Edward Yarnold, and Paul Bradshaw, eds. The Study of Liturgy.
Rev. ed. London: SPCK, 1992.
Jurgens, William A., selector and translator. The Faith of the Early Fathers: Volume 1. Vol. 1 of The Faith
of the Early Fathers: A Source-Book of Theological and Historical Passages from the Christian
Writings of the Pre-Nicene and Nicene Eras. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1970.
, selector and translator. The Faith of the Early Fathers: Volume 2. Vol. 2 of The Faith of the Early
Fathers: A Source-Book of Theological and Historical Passages from the Christian Writings of
the Pre-Nicene and Nicene Eras. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1979.
, selector and translator. The Faith of the Early Fathers: Volume 3. Vol. 3 of The Faith of the Early
Fathers: A Source-Book of Theological and Historical Passages from the Christian Writings of
the Pre-Nicene and Nicene Eras. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1979.
Just, Arthur A., ed. Luke. Vol. 3 of Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture: New Testament. Downers
Grove, Il1.: InterVarsity Press, 2003.
Justin Martyr. Saint Justin Martyr. Translated by Thomas B. Falls. Vol. 6 of The Fathers of the Church.
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1948.
. St. Justin Martyr: The First and Second Apologies. trans, intro & notes Leslie William Barnard.
Vol. 56 of Ancient Christian Writers. New York: Paulist Press, 1997.
Kalantzis, George, ed. and trans. Theodore of Mopsuestia: Commentary on the Gospel of John. Vol. 7 of
Early Christian Studies. Strathfield, Australia: St. Pauls Publications, 2004.

Kelly, John Norman Davidson. Early Christian Doctrines. 2d ed. London: A&C Black, 1960.

Kereszty, Roch. “The Eucharist of the Church and the One Self-Offering of Christ.” Pp. 240-60 in
Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by Roch A. Kereszty. New York:
Paulist Press, 2003.

Leo the Great. Sermons. Translated by Jane Patricia Freeland and Agnes Josephine Conway. Vol. 93 of The
Fathers of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1996.

McGuckin, John Anthony. The Westminster Handbook to Patristic Theology. The Westminster Handbooks
to Christian Theology. London: Westminster John Knox Press, 2004.

McLeod, Frederick G. Theodore of Mopsuestia. 2d ed. The Early Church Fathers. New York: Routledge,
2009.

Milavec, Aaron. The Didache: Text, Translation, Analysis, and Commentary. Collegeville, Minn.:
Liturgical Press, 2003.

Nichols, Aidan. The Holy Eucharist: From the New Testament to Pope John Paul II. Oscott Series. Dublin:
Veritas, 1991.

Oden, Thomas C., and Christopher A. Hall, eds. Mark. Vol. 2 of Ancient Christian Commentary on
Scripture: New Testament. Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn, 1998.

Origen. Commentaire sur I’Evangile selon Matthieu: Tome I (Livres 10 et 11). Translated by Robert Girod.
Vol. 162 of Sources Chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf, 1970.

. Commentary on the Gospel According to John Books 13—32. Translated by Ronald E. Heine.

Vol. 89 of The Fathers of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press,
1993.

. Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew. Translated by John Patrick, 2010.
Http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/fathers/origen/matthew-commentary.asp?pg=74 and
pg=T75.

. Contra Celsum. Translated by Henry Chadwick. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953.

. Contre Celse. Translated by Marcel Borret. Vol. 150 of Sources Chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf, 1969.

. Homélies sur les Psaumes 36 a 38. Translated by Henri Crouzel and Luc Brésard. Vol. 411 of
Sources Chreétiennes. Paris: Cerf, 1995.

. Homilélies sur les Nombres 2: Homélies 11 — 19. Louis Doutreleau. Vol. 442 of Sources

Chreétiennes. Paris: Cerf, 1999.



298

. Homilélies sur les Nombres 3: Homélies 20 — 28. Translated by Louis Doutreleau. Vol. 461 of
Sources Chreétiennes. Paris: Cerf, 2001.
. Homilies on Genesis and Exodus. Translated by Ronald E. Heine. Vol. 71 of The Fathers of the
Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1981.

. Homilies on Jeremiah, Homily on 1 Kings 28. Translated by John Clark Smith. Vol. 97 of The

Fathers of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1998.
. Homilies on Leviticus 1-16. Translated by Gary Wayne Barkley. Vol. 83 of The Fathers of the
Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1990.
. Origen: Homilies on Luke, Fragments on Luke. Translated by Joseph T. Lienhard. Vol. 94 of The
Fathers of the Church. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1996.
. Prayer and Exhortation to Martyrdom. Translated by John J. O’Meara. Vol. 19 of Ancient
Christian Writers. Westminster, Md.: Newman Press, 1954.
Reine, Francis Joseph. The Eucharistic Doctrine and Liturgy of the Mystagogical Catecheses of Theodore
of Mopsuestia. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1942.
Rist, John. “Augustine of Hippo.” Pp. 3-23 in The Medieval Theologians. Edited by G. R. Evans. Malden,
Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.
Rorem, Paul. “Augustine, the Medieval Theologians, and the Reformation.” Pp. 365-72 in The Medieval
Theologians. Edited by G. R. Evans. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.
Russell, Norman, trans. Cyril of Alexandria. The Early Church Fathers. London: Routledge, 2000.
Simonetti, Manlio, ed. Matthew 14-28. Vol. 1b of Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture: New
Testament. Downers Grove, I11.: InterVarsity Press, 1998.
Tertullian. Apologetical Works And Minucius Felix Octavius. Translated by Rudolph Arbesmann, Emily
Joseph Daly, and Edwin A. Quain. Vol. 10 of Fathers of the Church. New York: Fathers of the
Church Press, 1950.
. Concerning the Resurrection of the Flesh. Translated by A. Souter. New York: Macmillan, 1922.
. Contre Marcion Livre I. Translated by René Braun. Vol. 365 of Sources Chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf,
1990.
. Contre Marcion Livre III. Translated by René Braun. Vol. 399 of Sources Chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf,
1994.
. Contre Marcion Livre IV. Translated by René Braun. Vol. 456 of Sources Chrétiennes. Paris: Cerf,
2001.
. Treatises on Marriage and Remarriage: To His Wife; An Exhortation to Chastity; Monogamy.
Translated by William P. Le Saint. Vol. 13 of Ancient Christian Writers. Westminster, Md.:
Newman Press, 1951.
. Treatises on Penance: On Penitence; On Purity. Translated by William P. Le Saint. Vol. 28 of
Ancient Christian Writers. Westminster, Md.: Newman Press, 1959.
Theodore of Mopsuestia. “Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer, Baptism, and the Eucharist.” Translated by
Alphonse Mingana, 1933. From
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/pearse/morefathers/files/theodore_of mopsuestia lordsprayer 02 text.ht
m, accessed April 29, 2010.
. Les Homélies catéchétiques. Translated by Muriel Debié, Guy Couturier, and Thaddée Matura.
Vol. 62-63 of Les Peres dans la Foi. Paris: Migne, 1996.
Vorgrimler, Herbert. Sacramental Theology. Translated by Linda M. Maloney. Collegeville, Minn.:
Liturgical Press, 1992.

Welch, Lawrence J. “Logos-Sarx? Sarx and the Soul of Christ in the Early Thought of Cyril of Alexandria.”
St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 38, no. 3 (1994): 271-92.

Wiles, Maurice F. The Spiritual Gospel: The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel in the Early Church.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960.

Willis, John R., ed. The Teachings of the Church Fathers. San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2002.

Young, Robin Darling. “The Eucharist as Sacrifice According to Clement of Alexandria.” Pp. 63-91 in
Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by Roch A. Kereszty. New York:
Paulist Press, 2003.



299

Medieval Sources

Bauerschmidt, Frederick Christian. “That the Faithful Become the Temple of God: The Church Militant in
Aquinas’s Commentary on John.” Pp. 293-311 in Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas:
Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology. Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering.
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005.

Bonaventure. The Breviloguium. Translated by José de Vinck. Vol. 2 of The Works of Bonaventure.
Paterson, N.J.: St. Anthony Guild Press, 1963.

. Commentary on the Gospel of Luke: Volume 8 Part 3. In Works of St. Bonaventure. Translated by
Robert J. Karris. Saint Bonaventure, N. Y.: Franciscan Institute Publications, 2004.

. Opuscula Second Series. Translated by José de Vinck. Vol. 3 of The Works of Bonaventure.
Paterson, N. J.: St. Anthony Guild Press, 1966.

. Les Remedes sacramentels. Translated by Luc Mathieu. Vol. 6 of Breviloquium. Paris: Editions
franciscaines, 1968.

Cameron, Euan. “The Waldenses.” Pp. 269-86 in The Medieval Theologians. Edited by G. R. Evans.
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.

Colish, Marcia L. “Peter Lombard.” Pp. 168-83 in The Medieval Theologians. Edited by G. R. Evans.
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.

Dauphinais, Michael. “‘And They Shall All be Taught by God’: Wisdom and the Eucharist in John.”

Pp. 312-17 in Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative
Theology. Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 2005.

Déchanet, Jean Marie. William of St. Thierry: The Man and His Work. Translated by Richard Strachan.
Vol. 10 of Cistercian Studies Series. Spencer, Mass.: Cistercian Publications, 1972.

Evans, G. R., ed. The Medieval Theologians. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.

. “Berengar, Rosecelin, and Peter Damian.” Pp. 85-93 in The Medieval Theologians. Edited by G.
R. Evans. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.

Fahey, John Francis. The Eucharistic Teaching of Ratramn of Corbie. Mundelein, Ill.: St Mary of the Lake
Seminary, 1951.

Gnaninathan, P. The Doctrine of the Real Presence in the “De Corpore et Sanguina Domini” of St
Paschasius Radbert. Kumbakonam, India: St Joseph’s Press, 1942.

Gondreau, Paul. “Anti-Docetism in Aquina’s Super loannem: St. Thomas as Defender of the Full Humanity
of Christ.” Pp. 254-76 in Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and
Speculative Theology. Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 2005.

Kerr, Fergus. “Thomas Aquinas.” Pp. 201-20 in The Medieval Theologians. Edited by G. R. Evans.
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.

Lamb, Matthew L. “Eternity and Time in St. Thomas Aquinas’s Lectures on St. John’s Gospel.” Pp. 127-39
in Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology.
Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America
Press, 2005.

Leget, Carlo. “The Concept of ‘Life’ in the Commentary on St. John.” Pp. 153-72 in Reading John With St.
Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology. Michael Dauphinais and
Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005.

Nichols, Aidan. The Holy Eucharist: From the New Testament to Pope John Paul II. Oscott Series. Dublin:
Veritas, 1991.

Otten, Willemien. “Carolingian Theology.” Pp. 65-82 in The Medieval Theologians. Edited by G. R. Evans.
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.

Peltier, Henri. Pascase Radbert: Abbé de Corbie: Contribution a I’étude de la vie monastique et de la
pensée chrétienne aux temps carolingiens. Amiens: Duthoit, 1938.

Robson, Michael. “Saint Bonaventure.” Pp. 187-200 in The Medieval Theologians. Edited by G. R. Evans.
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.

Rogers, Elizabeth Frances. Peter Lombard and the Sacramental System. Merrick, N.Y.: Richwood, 1976.

Stiegman, Emero. “Bernard of Clairvaux, William of St. Thierry, the Victorines.” Pp. 129-55 in The
Medieval Theologians. Edited by G. R. Evans. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001.



300

Thomas Aquinas. 3a 73-78. Translated by William Barden. Vol. 58 of Summa Theologica: Latin Text and
English Translation, Introductions, Notes, Appendices and Glossaries. London: Blackfriars in
conjunction with Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1965.

. 3a 79-83. Translated by Thomas Gilby. Vol. 59 of Summa Theologica: Latin Text and English
Translation, Introductions, Notes, Appendices and Glossaries. London: Blackfriars in conjunction
with Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1975.

. Catena Aurea in Joannem: Commentary on the Four Gospels, Collected Out of the Work of the
Fathers. Translated by John Dobrée Dalgairns. Oxford: J. H. Parker, 1845.

. Catena Aurea in Lucam. Translated by Thomas Dudley Ryder. Vol. 3 of Catena Aurea. Oxford: J.
H. Parker, 1843.

. Catena Aurea in Marcum. Translated by John Dobrée Dalgairns. Vol. 2 of Catena Aurea. Oxford:
J. H. Parker, 1845.

. Catena Aurea in Matthaeum. Translated by Mark Pattison. Vol. 1 of Catena Aurea. Oxford: J. H.
Parker, 1841-1802.

. Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John: Part 1. Edited by Fabian R. Larcher. Translated by
James A. Weisheipl. Aquinas Scripture Series 4. Albany, N.Y.: Magi Books, 1980.

William of St. Thierry. The Works of William of St. Thierry: The Mirror of Faith. Translated by Thomas X.

Davis. Vol. 15 of Cistercian Fathers Series. Spencer, Mass.: Cistercian Publications, 1971.

. The Works of William of St. Thierry: Volume Four: The Golden Epistle: A Letter to the Brethren at
Mont Dieu. Translated by Theodore Berkeley. Vol. 12 of Cistercian Fathers Series. Spencer,
Mass.: Cistercian Publications, 1971.

. The Works of William of St. Thierry: Volume One: Contemplating God. Prayer. Meditations.
Translated by Sister Penelope. Vol. 3 of Cistercian Fathers Series. Spencer, Mass.: Cistercian
Publications, 1971.

. The Works of William of St. Thierry: Volume Three: The Enigma of Faith. Translated by John D.
Anderson. Vol. 9 of Cistercian Fathers Series. Spencer, Mass.: Cistercian Publications, 1974.

. The Works of William of St. Thierry: Volume Two: Exposition on the Song of Songs. Translated by
Mother Columba Hart. Vol. 6 of Cistercian Fathers Series. Spencer, Mass.: Cistercian
Publications, 1970.

Modern Sources

Benoit, Pierre. “Eucharist.” Pp. 145-49 in Dictionary of Biblical Theology. Edited by Xavier Léon-Dufour.
Translated by Arthur F. McGovern. Boston: Pauline Books & Media, 1988.

Clark, Stephen B. Catholics and the Eucharist: A Scriptural Introduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.:
Charis/Servant Publications, 2000.

Eichhorn, Albert. The Lord’s Supper in the New Testament. Jeffrey F. Cayzer. Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2007.

Gros, Jeffrey. “The Roman Catholic View.” Pp. 13-31 in The Lord’s Supper: Five Views. Edited by Gordon
T. Smith. Downer’s Grove, Ill.: IVP Academic, 2008.

Jeremias, Joachim. La Derniere Céne: les paroles de Jésus. Translated by M. Benzerath and R. Henning.
Paris: Cerf, 1972.

Kérkkainen, Veli-Matti. “The Pentacostal View.” Pp. 117-35 in The Lord’s Supper: Five Views. Edited by
Gordon T. Smith. Downer’s Grove, I11: IVP Academic, 2008.

Nichols, Aidan. The Holy Eucharist: From the New Testament to Pope John Paul II. Oscott Series. Dublin:
Veritas, 1991.

Olson, Roger E. “The Baptist View.” Pp. 91-108 in The Lord’s Supper: Five Views. Edited by Gordon T.
Smith. Downer’s Grove, Ill: IVP Academic, 2008.

Ratzinger, Joseph, Pope Benedict XVI. Jesus of Nazareth: Holy Week: From the Entrance Into Jerusalem
to the Resurrection. Translation provided by the Vatican Secretariat of State. San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 2011.

Smith, Gordon T., ed. The Lord’s Supper: Five Views. Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP Academic, 2008.

Stephenson, John R. “The Lutheran View.” Pp. 41-58 in The Lord’s Supper. Five Views. Edited by Gordon
T. Smith. Downer’s Grove, I1l: IVP Academic, 2008.



301

van Dyk, Leanne. “The Reformed View.” Pp. 67-82 in The Lord’s Supper. Five Views. Edited by Gordon
T. Smith. Downer’s Grove, I1l: IVP Academic, 2008.

Wall, Robert W. “Reading the New Testament in Canonical Context.” Pp. 370-93 in Hearing the New
Testament: Strategies for Interpretation. Edited by Joel B. Green. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995.

Wall, Robert W., and Eugene E. Lemcio. The New Testament as Canon: A Reader in Canonical Criticism.
JSNT Supplement Series 76. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992.

Whalen, Teresa. The Authentic Doctrine of the Eucharist. Kansas City, Mo.: Sheed & Ward, 1993.

Synoptics

Allison, Dale C. Matthew: A Shorter Commentary. New York: T&T Clark, 2004.

Aune, David E. The Westminster Dictionary of New Testament and Early Christian Literature and
Rhetoric. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003.

Bara, Shailendra. “Mark’s Passion as Story: The Presence and the Absence of the Twelve: Narrative and
Reader-Response Criticisms of Mk 14:1-16:8.” Sevartham 28 (2003): 9-22.

Bauckham, Richard. The Gospels for All Christians: Rethinking the Gospel Audiences. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1998.

. Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,

2006.

Beaton, Richard. Isaiah’s Christ in Matthew’s Gospel. Society for New Testament Studies Monograph
Series 123. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002.

Beckwith, Sarah. “Catholicism and Catholicity: Eucharist Communities in Historical and Contemporary
Perspectives.” Modern Theology 15, no. 2 (April 1999): 113-269.

Billings, Bradly S. “The Disputed Words in the Lukan Institution Narrative (Luke 22:19b-20): A
Sociological Answer to a Textual Problem.” Journal of Biblical Literature 125, no. 3 (Autumn
2006): 507-26.

Black, C. Clifton. “The Institution of the Eucharist in the Gospel of Mark: A Study of the Function of Mark
14,22-25 Within the Gospel Narrative.” Journal of Theological Studies 55, no. 1 (April
2004): 239-43.

Bock, Darrell L. Luke 1:1-9:50. Vol. 1 of Luke. Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament.
Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1996.

. Luke 9:51-24:53. Vol. 2 of Luke. Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament. Grand

Rapids: Baker Books, 1996.

Borgen, Peder. “John and the Synoptics: Can Paul Offer Help?” Pp. 80-94 in Tradition and Interpretation
in the New Testament. Edited by Gerald F. Hawthorne. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Brown, Raymond E. An Introduction to the New Testament. New York: Doubleday, 1997.

. New Testament Essays. Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing, 1965.

Busey, Robert S. “Luke 22:7-23.” Interpretation 52, no. 1 (January 1998): 70-73.

Camp, Phillip. “The Lord’s Supper as Sabbath Observance.” Restoration Quarterly 51, no. 2 (2009): 81-92.

Cuvillier, Elian. “Nourriture et repas dans le premier Evangile: approche narrative et psycho-
anthropologique.” Etudes théologiques et religieuses 82, no. 2 (2007): 193-206.

Danove, Paul L. Linguistics and Exegesis in the Gospel of Mark. Applications of a Case Frame Analysis
and Lexicon. JSNT Supplement Series 218. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001.

Donahue, John R., and Daniel J. Harrington. The Gospel of Mark. Vol. 2 of Sacra Pagina. Collegeville,
Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2002.

Edwards, James R. The Gospel According to Mark. The Pillar New Testament Commentary. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2002.

Fitzmyer, Joseph A. The Gospel According to Luke. Vol. 28A of The Anchor Bible. Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1985.

France, R. T. The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text. The New International Greek
Testament Commentary. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002.

Garrow, Alan. “Do this in remembrance of me: The Disputed Words in the Lukan Institution Narrative
(Luke 22:19b-20): An Historico-Exegeical, Theological and Sociological Analysis.” Journal for
the Study of the New Testament 29, no. 5 (2007): 151.

Geddert, Timothy J. Mark. Believers Church Bible Commentary. Waterloo, Ont.: Herald Press, 2001.




302

Ham, Clay. “The Last Supper in Matthew.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 10, no. 1 (2000): 53-69.

Harrington, Daniel J. “The Gospel According to Mark.” Pp. 596-629 in The New Jerome Biblical
Commentary. 2d ed. Edited by Raymond E. Brown, Joseph A. Fitzmyer, and Roland E. Murphy.
New York: Geoffrey Chapman, 1995.

. The Gospel of Matthew. Vol. 1 of Sacra Pagina. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1991.

Hawthorne, Gerald F., ed. Tradition and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in Honor of E. Earle
Ellis for His 60th Birthday. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Heil, John Paul. “The Narrative Strategy and Pragmatics of the Temple Theme in Mark.” Catholic Biblical
Quarterly 59, no. 1 (January 1997): 76-100.

Hooker, Morna Dorothy. The Gospel According to Saint Mark. Black’s New Testament Commentaries 2.
London: A&C Black, 1997.

Jaworski, Rick. Course SS11 Class 9. In THO2101c: Gospel Interpretation. Lecture notes. Ottawa, 2001.
Manuscript.

Jeremias, Joachim. The Eucharistic Words of Jesus. Translated by Arnold Ehrhardt. New York: Macmillan,
1955.

Johnson, Luke Timothy. The Gospel of Luke. Vol. 3 of Sacra Pagina. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press,
1991.
Karris, Robert J. “The Gospel According to Luke.” Pp. 675-721 in The New Jerome Biblical Commentary.
2d ed. Edited by Raymond E. Brown, Joseph A. Fitzmyer, and Roland E. Murphy. New York:
Geoffrey Chapman, 1995.
. Luke: Artist and Theologian; Luke’s Passion Account As Literature. Theological Inquiries. New
York: Paulist Press, 1985.
. “Women and Discipleship in Luke.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 56, no. 1 (January 1994): 1-20.
Klein, Terrance W. “Institution Narratives at the Crossroads.” Worship 67, no. 5 (September 1993): 407-18.
LaVerdiere, Eugene. Dining in the Kingdom of God: The Origins of the Eucharist According to Luke.
Chicago: Liturgy Training Publications, 1994.

Lemcio, Eugene E. “The Synoptics and John: The Two So Long Divided. Hearing Canonical Voices for
Ecclesial Conversations.” Horizons in Biblical Theology 26, no. 1 (2004): 50-96.

Léon-Dufour, Xavier. Le partage du pain eucharistique selon le Nouveau Testament. Paris: Editions du
Seuil, 1982.

. Sharing the Eucharistic Bread: The Witness of the New Testament. Translated by Matthew J.

O’Connell. New York: Paulist Press, 1982.

McGowan, Andrew Brian. “‘Is There a Liturgical Text in This Gospel?” The Institution Narratives and
Their Early Interpretive Communities.” Journal of Biblical Literature 118, no. 1 (Spring
1999): 73-87.

Marshall, I. Howard. The Gospel of Luke: A Commentary on the Greek Text. The New International Greek
Testament Commentary. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978.

Martin, Michael Wade. “Defending the ‘Western Non-Interpolations’: The Case for an Anti-Separationist
Tendenz in the Longer Alexandrian Readings.” Journal of Biblical Literature 124, no. 2
(2005): 269-94.

Megbelayin, Jerome Olu. “A Socio-Rhetorical Analysis of the Lukan Narrative of the Last Supper.” Ph.D.
diss. Ottawa: University of Saint Paul, 2001.

Moloney, Francis J. “The Eucharist as Jesus’ Presence to the Broken.” Pacifica 2, no. 2 (June 1989): 151-
74.

. The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002.

Morris, Leon. The Gospel According to Matthew. Grand Rapids: Eerdsmans, 1992.

Mullins, Michael. The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary. Blackrock, Co Dublin: Columba, 2005.

Nash, Robert S. “Luke 22:14-34.” Review & Expositor 89, no. 3 (Summer 1992): 397-401.

Ossom-Batsa, George. The Institution of the Eucharist in the Gospel of Mark: A Study of the Function of

Mark 14:22-25 Within the Gospel Narrative. Bern: Peter Lang, 2001.

Panier, Louis. “Bread and Cup: Word Given for a Time of Absence.” Concilium, no. 2 (2005): 54-63.

Parker, D. C. The Living Text of the Gospels. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.

Parker, Pierson. “Three Variant Readings in Luke-Acts.” Journal of Biblical Literature 83 (June

1964): 165-70.
Petzer, Kobus. “Style and Text in the Lucan Narrative of the Institution of the Lord’s Supper (Luke 22:19b-
20).” New Testament Studies 37, no. 1 (January 1991): 113-29.




303

Porter, Stanley E. Reading the Gospels Today. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004.

Schaab, Gloria L. “Christic Servanthood: A Transformative Model of Eucharistic Spirituality and
Devotion.” Theoforum 37, no. 1 (2006): 65-84.

Senior, Donald. “The Gospel of Matthew and the Passion of Jesus: Theological and Pastoral Perspectives.”
Word and World 18, no. 4 (Fall 1998): 372-79.

Smith, Barry D. “The More Original Form of the Words of Institution.” Zeitschrift fiir die
neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der dlteren Kirche 83, no. 3-4 (1992): 166-86.

Smith, D. Moody. “John, the Synoptics, and the Canoncial Approach to Exegesis.” Pp. 166-80 in Tradition
and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in Honor of E. Earle Ellis for His 60th Birthday.
Edited by Gerald F. Hawthorne. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Smith, Ralph F. “Eucharistic Faith and Practice.” Interpretation 48, no. 1 (1994): 5-16.

Smith, Robert Harry. “Matthew 27:25: The Hardest Verse in Matthew’s Gospel.” Currents in Theology and
Mission 17, no. 6 (December 1990): 421-28.

Steffek, Emmanuelle. “Luc-Actes et I’Ancien Testament.” Foi et vie 4 (September 2001): 31-40.

Tate, W. Randolph. Biblical Interpretation: An Integrated Approach. 3d. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson,
2008.

Thévenot, Xavier. “Emmaiis, une nouvelle Genése: une lecture psychanalytique de Genése 2—3 et Luc
24:13-35.” Mélanges de science religieuse 37, no. 1 (March 1980): 3-18.

Thomas Aquinas. Catena Aurea in Lucam. Translated by Thomas Dudley Ryder. Vol. 3 of Catena Aurea.
Oxford: J. H. Parker, 1843.

. Catena Aurea in Marcum. Translated by John Dobrée Dalgairns. Vol. 2 of Catena Aurea. Oxford:
J. H. Parker, 1845.
. Catena Aurea in Matthaeum. Translated by Mark Pattison. Vol. 1 of Catena Aurea. Oxford: J. H.

Parker, 1841-1802.

Viviano, Benedict T. “The Gospel According to Matthew.” Pp. 630-74 in The New Jerome Biblical
Commentary. 2d ed. Edited by Raymond E. Brown, Joseph A. Fitzmyer, and Roland E. Murphy.
New York: Geoffrey Chapman, 1995.

Voo6bus, Arthur. “A New Approach to the Problem of the Shorter and Longer Text in Luke.” New
Testament Studies 15 (July 1969): 457-63.

Witherington, Ben. The Gospel of Mark: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001.

John

Anderson, Paul N. “The Sitz im Leben of the Johannine Bread of Life Discourse and Its Evolving Context.”
Pp. 1-59 in Critical Readings of John 6. Edited by R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical
Interpretation Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

Ashton, John. The Interpretation of John. Studies in New Testament Interpretation. Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1997.

Ball, R. M. “Saint John and the Institution of the Eucharist.” Journal for the Study of the New Testament 23
(Fall 1985): 59-68.

Barrett, C. K. The Gospel According to St. John: An Introduction with Commentary and Notes on the
Greek Text. London: SPCK, 1962.

Bauckham, Richard. The Gospels for All Christians: Rethinking the Gospel Audiences. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1998.

. Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2006.

. The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple: Narrative, History, and Theology in the Gospel of John.
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007.

Bauerschmidt, Frederick Christian. “That the Faithful Become the Temple of God: The Church Militant in
Aquinas’s Commentary on John.” Pp. 293-311 in Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas:
Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology. Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering.
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005.

Beckwith, Sarah. “Catholicism and Catholicity: Eucharist Communities in Historical and Contemporary
Perspectives.” Modern Theology 15, no. 2 (April 1999): 113-269.



304

Beutler, Johannes. “The Structure of John 6.” Pp. 115-27 in Critical Readings of John 6. Edited by R. Alan
Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

Blomberg, Craig L. The Historical Reliability of John’s Gospel: Issues and Commentary. Downers Grove,
I1l.: InterVarsity Press, 2001.

Boice, James Montgomery. The Gospel of John: An Expositional Commentary: John 5:1—8:59. Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1976.

Borchert, Gerald L. John 1-11. Vol. 25A of The New American Commentary. Nashville, Tenn.: Broadman
& Holman, 1996.

Borgen, Peder. An Exegetical Study of the Concept of Manna in the Gospel of John and the Writings of
Philo. Supplements to Novum Testamentum 10. Leiden: Brill, 1965.

. “John 6: Tradition, Interpretation and Composition.” Pp. 95-127 in Critical Readings of John 6.
Edited by R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation Series 22. Leiden: Brill,
1997.

. “John and the Synoptics: Can Paul Offer Help?” Pp. 80-94 in Tradition and Interpretation in the
New Testament. Edited by Gerald F. Hawthorne. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Brown, Raymond E. The Gospel According to John (1-12). Vol. 29 of The Anchor Bible. William Foxwell

Albright and David Noel Freedman, gen. eds. Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday, 1966.
. The Gospel and Epistles of John: A Concise Commentary. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press,
1988.

. An Introduction to the Gospel of John. In The Anchor Bible Reference Library. Edited, updated,
introduced, and concluded by Francis J. Moloney. Edited by David Noel Freedman. New York:
Doubleday, 2003.

. An Introduction to the New Testament. New York: Doubleday, 1997.

. New Testament Essays. Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing, 1965.

Bultmann, Rudolf Karl. The Gospel of John: A Commentary. Translated by G. R. Beasley-Murray. Oxford:
B. Blackwell, 1971.

Burge, Gary M. John. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000.

Biihner, J.-A. “The Exegesis of the Johannine ‘I-Am’ Sayings.” Pp. 207-18 in The Interpretation of John.
Studies in New Testament Interpretation. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1997.

Chilton, Bruce David. 4 Feast of Meanings: Eucharistic Theologies from Jesus Through Johannine
Circles. Supplements to Novum Testamentum 72. Leiden: Brill, 1994.

Culpepper, R. Alan. Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel: A Study in Literary Design. Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1983.

. Critical Readings of John 6. Biblical Interpretation Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

. “John 6: Current Research in Retrospect.” Pp. 247-57 in Critical Readings of John 6. Edited by R.
Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

Culpepper, R. Alan, and C. Clifton Black. Exploring the Gospel of John: In Honor of D. Moody Smith.
Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996.

Dauphinais, Michael. “‘And They Shall All be Taught by God’: Wisdom and the Eucharist in John.”

Pp. 312-17 in Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative
Theology. Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 2005.

Dauphinais, Michael, and Matthew Levering. Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological
Exegesis and Speculative Theology. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press,
2005.

Dunn, James D. G. “John VI: A Eucharistic Discourse.” New Testament Studies 17 (1971): 328-38.

Frank, Georgia. ““Taste and See’: The Eucharist and the Eyes of Faith in the Fourth Century.” Church
History 70, no. 4 (2001): 619-43.

Gondreau, Paul. “Anti-Docetism in Aquina’s Super loannem: St. Thomas as Defender of the Full Humanity
of Christ.” Pp. 254-76 in Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and
Speculative Theology. Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 2005.

Grace, Madeleine. “The Ponderings of Ignatius of Antioch and John Chrysostom on the Great Gift of the
Eucharist.” Diakonia 34, no. 2 (2001): 95-107.

Haenchen, Ernst. John: A Commentary on the Gospel of John. Translated by Robert W. Funk. Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1984.



305

Hawthorne, Gerald F., ed. Tradition and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in Honor of E. Earle
Ellis for His 60th Birthday. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Keener, Craig S. The Gospel of John: A Commentary Volume 1. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2003.

Koenig, John. The Feast of the World’s Redemption: Eucharistic Origins and Christian Mission.
Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Press, 2000.

Koester, Craig R. Symbolism in the Fourth Gospel: Meaning, Mystery, Community. 2d ed. Minneapolis,
Minn.: Fortress Press, 2003.

Kostenberger, Andreas J. Encountering John: The Gospel in Historical, Literary, and Theological
Perspective. Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1999.

. John. Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic,
2004.

Kysar, Robert. “The Dismantling of Decisional Faith: A Reading of John 6:25-71.” Pp. 161-81 in Critical
Readings of John 6. Edited by R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation
Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

. Voyages with John: Charting the Fourth Gospel. Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2005.

Lamb, Matthew L. “Eternity and Time in St. Thomas Aquinas’s Lectures on St. John’s Gospel.” Pp. 127-39
in Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology.
Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America
Press, 2005.

Lee, Dorothy A. Flesh and Glory: Symbol, Gender, and Theology in the Gospel of John. New York:
Crossroad, 2002.

Leget, Carlo. “The Concept of ‘Life’ in the Commentary on St. John.” Pp. 153-72 in Reading John With St.
Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology. Michael Dauphinais and
Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005.

Lemcio, Eugene E. “The Synoptics and John: The Two So Long Divided. Hearing Canonical Voices for
Ecclesial Conversations.” Horizons in Biblical Theology 26, no. 1 (2004): 50-96.

Léon-Dufour, Xavier. Le partage du pain eucharistique selon le Nouveau Testament. Paris: Editions du
Seuil, 1982.

. Sharing the Eucharistic Bread: The Witness of the New Testament. Translated by Matthew J.
O’Connell. New York: Paulist Press, 1982.

Menken, Maarten J. J. “John 6:51¢c-58: Eucharist or Christology.” Pp. 183-204 in Critical Readings of John
6. Edited by R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation Series 22. Leiden:
Brill, 1997.

Menken, Maarten. J. J. “The Provenance and Meaning of the Old Testament Quotation of John 6:13.”
Novum Testamentum 30 (1988): 39-56.

Moloney, Francis J. “The Function of Prolepsis in the Interpretation of John 6.” Pp. 129-48 in Critical
Readings of John 6. Edited by R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation
Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

. The Gospel of John. Vol. 4 of Sacra Pagina. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1998.
. “When is John Talking About Sacraments?” Australian Biblical Review 30 (October 1982): 10-33.

Neyrey, Jerome H. The Gospel of John. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007.

O’Grady, John F. According to John: The Witness of the Beloved Disciple. New York: Paulist Press, 1999.

O’Day, Gail R. “John 6:15-21: Jesus Walking on Water as Narrative Embodiment of Johannine
Christology.” Pp. 149-59 in Critical Readings of John 6. Edited by R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf
Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

Painter, John. “Jesus and the Quest for Eternal Life.” Pp. 61-94 in Critical Readings of John 6. Edited by R.
Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

Perkins, Pheme. “The Gospel According to John.” Pp. 942-85 in The New Jerome Biblical Commentary.
Edited by Raymond E. Brown, Joseph A. Fitzmyer, and Roland E. Murphy. New York: Geoffrey
Chapman, 1995.

Perry, John M. “The Evolution of the Johannine Eucharist.” New Testament Studies 39 (January 1993): 22-
35.

. Exploring the Evolution of the Lord’s Supper in the New Testament. Kansas City, Mo.: Sheed &
Ward, 1994.
Porter, Stanley E. Reading the Gospels Today. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004.



306

Ray, Stephen K. St. John'’s Gospel: A Bible Study Guide and Commentary For Individuals and Groups.
San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2002.

Rodgers, Peter R. “The Text of John 1:34.” Pp. 299-305 in Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor of
Brevard S. Childs. Edited by Christopher Seitz and Kathryn Greene-McCreight. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1999.

Schenke, Ludger. “The Johannine Schism and the ‘Twelve’ (John 6:60-71).” Pp. 205-19 in Critical
Readings of John 6. Edited by R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical Interpretation
Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

Schnackenburg, Rudolf. The Gospel According to St John: Commentary on Chapters 13-21. Translated by
David Smith and G. A. Kon. Vol. 3 of Herder’s Theological Commentary on the New Testament.
Edited by Serafin de Ausejo, Lucien Cerfaux, Béda Rigaux, Ruldolf Schnackenburg, and Anton
Vogtle. New York: Crossroad, 1982.

. The Gospel According to St John: Commentary on Chapters 5-12. Translated by David Smith and
G. A. Kon. Vol. 2 of Herder’s Theological Commentary on the New Testament. Edited by Serafin
de Ausejo, Lucien Cerfaux, Béda Rigaux, Ruldolf Schnackenburg, and Anton Vigtle. New York:
Crossroad, 1982.

. The Gospel According to St John: Commentary on Chapters 5—12. Translated by Cecily Hastings.
Vol. 2 of Herder’s Theological Commentary on the New Testament. Edited by Francis McDonagh,
David Smith, and Richard Foley. New York: Crossroad, 1982.

Smith, D. Moody. John. Abingdon New Testament Commentaries. Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon Press, 1999.

. John Among the Gospels. 2d ed. Columbia SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2001.

. “John, the Synoptics, and the Canoncial Approach to Exegesis.” Pp. 166-80 in Tradition and
Interpretation in the New Testament.: Essays in Honor of E. Earle Ellis for His 60th Birthday.
Edited by Gerald F. Hawthorne. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Smith, Ralph F. “Eucharistic Faith and Practice.” Interpretation 48, no. 1 (1994): 5-16.

Swancutt, Diana M. Hungers Assuaged by the Bread from Heaven: ‘Eating Jesus’ as Isaian Call to Belief:
The Confluence of Isaiah 55 and Psalm 78(77) in John 6:22-71. In Early Christian Interpretation
of the Scriptures of Israel: Investigations and Proposals. ISNT Supplement Series 148. Sheffield,
England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.

Talbert, Charles H. Reading John: A Literary and Theological Commentary on the Fourth Gospel and the
Johannine Epistles. New York: Crossroad, 1992.

Thomas Aquinas. Catena Aurea in Joannem: Commentary on the Four Gospels, Collected Out of the Work
of the Fathers. Translated by John Dobrée Dalgairns. Oxford: J. H. Parker, 1845.

. Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John: Part 1. Edited by Fabian R. Larcher. Translated by
James A. Weisheipl. Aquinas Scripture Series 4. Albany, N.Y.: Magi Books, 1980.

Thompson, Marianne Meye. “Thinking About God: Wisdom and Theology in John 6.” Pp. 221-46 in
Critical Readings of John 6. Edited by R. Alan Culpepper and Rolf Rendtorff. Biblical
Interpretation Series 22. Leiden: Brill, 1997.

Voelz, James W. “The Discourse on the Bread of Life in John 6: Is It Eucharistic?” Concordia Journal 15
(January 1989): 29-37.

Waetjen, Herman C. The Gospel of the Beloved Disciple: A Work in Two Editions. New York: T&T Clark,
2005.

Witherington, Ben. John'’s Wisdom: A Commentary on the Fourth Gospel. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster
John Knox Press, 1995.

Paul

Beardslee, William A. First Corinthians: A Commentary for Today. St. Louis, Mo.: Chalice Press, 1994.

Beckwith, Sarah. “Catholicism and Catholicity: Eucharist Communities in Historical and Contemporary
Perspectives.” Modern Theology 15, no. 2 (April 1999): 113-269.

Blue, Bradley B. “The House Church at Corinth and the Lord’s Supper: Famine, Food Supply, and the
Present Distress.” Criswell Theological Review 5 (Spring 1991): 221-39.

Borgen, Peder. “John and the Synoptics: Can Paul Offer Help?” Pp. 80-94 in Tradition and Interpretation
in the New Testament. Edited by Gerald F. Hawthorne. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Brown, Raymond E. An Introduction to the New Testament. New York: Doubleday, 1997.



307

Collins, C. John. “The Eucharist as Christian Sacrifice: How Patristic Authors Can Help Us Read the
Bible.” Westminster Theological Journal 66, no. 1 (Spring 2004): 1-23.

Collins, Raymond F. First Corinthians. Vol. 7 of Sacra Pagina. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1999.

Craig, Barry M. “Potency, not Preciousness: Cyprian’s Cup and a Modern Controversy.” Worship 81, no. 4
(July 2007): 290-313.

Das, A. Andrew. “1 Corinthians 11:17-34 Revisited.” Concordia Theological Quarterly 62, no. 3 (July
1998): 187-208.

Ellis, E. Earle. “Soma in First Corinthians.” Interpretation 44, no. 2 (April 1990): 132-44.

Garland, David E. I Corinthians. Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament. Grand Rapids:
Baker Academic, 2003.

Gibbs, Jeffrey A. “An Exegetical Case for Close(d) Communion: 1 Corinthians 10:14-22; 11:17-34.”
Concordia Journal 21, no. 2 (April 1995): 148-63.

Hawthorne, Gerald F., ed. Tradition and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in Honor of E. Earle
Ellis for His 60th Birthday. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Henderson, Suzanne Watts. ““If anyone hungers..”: An Integrated Reading of 1 Cor 11.17-34.” New
Testament Studies 48, no. 2 (April 2002): 195-208.

Horrell, David. “The Lord’s Supper at Corinth and in the Church Today.” Theology 98, no. 783 (May
1995): 196-202.

Jeremias, Joachim. The Eucharistic Words of Jesus. Translated by Arnold Ehrhardt. New York: Macmillan,
1955.

Jewett, Robert. “Babette’s Feast and the Shaming of the Poor at Corinth.” Dialog 36, no. 4 (Fall
1997): 270-76.

Klein, Terrance W. “Institution Narratives at the Crossroads.” Worship 67, no. 5 (September 1993): 407-18.

Koester, Craig R. “Promise and Warning: The Lord’s Supper in 1 Corinthians.” Word & World 17, no. 1
(1997): 45-53.

Léon-Dufour, Xavier. Le partage du pain eucharistique selon le Nouveau Testament. Paris: Editions du
Seuil, 1982.

. Sharing the Eucharistic Bread: The Witness of the New Testament. Translated by Matthew J.

O’Connell. New York: Paulist Press, 1982.

Maccoby, Hyam. “Paul and the Eucharist.” New Testament Studies 37 (April 1991): 247-69.

May, George. “The Lord’s Supper: Ritual of Relationship? Making a Meal of It in Corinth.” Reformed
Theological Review 61, no. 1 (April 2002): 1-18.

Murphy-O’Connor, Jerome. “The First Letter to the Corinthians.” Pp. 798-815 in The New Jerome Biblical
Commentary. 2d ed. Edited by Raymond E. Brown, Joseph A. Fitzmyer, and Roland E. Murphy.
New York: Geoffrey Chapman, 1995.

Schmidt, Joél Z. “For I received from the Lord what I also handed on to you.. (1 Cor 11:23).” Conrad
Grebel Review 21, no. 2 (Spring 2003): 59-71.

Schottroff, Luise. “Holiness and Justice: Exegetical Comments on 1 Corinthians 11.17-34.” Journal for the
Study of the New Testament 79 (September 2000): 51-60.

Smith, Barry D. “The More Original Form of the Words of Institution.” Zeitschrift fiir die
neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der dlteren Kirche 83, no. 3-4 (1992): 166-86.

Smith, D. Moody. “John, the Synoptics, and the Canoncial Approach to Exegesis.” Pp. 166-80 in Tradition
and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in Honor of E. Earle Ellis for His 60th Birthday.
Edited by Gerald F. Hawthorne. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.

Thiselton, Anthony C. The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text. The New
International Greek Testament Commentary. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000.

Winter, Bruce W. After Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of Secular Ethics and Social Change. Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001.

Other

Aquilina, Mike. The Mass of the Early Christians. Huntington, Ind.: Our Sunday Visitor, 2001.
Baldovin, John Francis. Bread of Life, Cup of Salvation: Understanding the Mass. Come & See Series.
Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 2003.



308

Bradshaw, Paul F. Search for the Origins of Christian Worship: Sources and Methods for the Study of
Early Liturgy. New York: Oxford University Press, 2002.

Brown, Raymond E., Joseph A. Fitzmyer, and Roland E. Murphy. The New Jerome Biblical Commentary.
2d ed. New York: Geoffrey Chapman, 1995.

Chilton, Bruce, and Craig Evans. The Missions of James, Peter, and Paul. Tensions in Early Christianity.
In Supplements to Novum Testamentum 115. Leiden: Brill, 2005.

Daley, Brian. “A Response to Robin Darling Young on The Eucharist According to Clement of
Alexandria.” Pp. 92-103 in Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by
Roch A. Kereszty. New York: Paulist Press, 2003.

Daly, Robert J. “Eucharistic Origins: From the New Testament to the Liturgies of the Golden Age.”
Theological Studies 66, no. 1 (2005): 3-22.

Delorme, Jean, ed. The Eucharist in the New Testament: A Symposium. Translated by E. M. Stewart.
Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1964.

Duffy, Regis. “At Table With Jesus: Sharing? Remembering? Thanksgiving? Dying? Obeying? Living?
Sending?” Pp. 111-42 in The Sacraments: God’s Love and Mercy Actualized. Edited by Francis A.
Eigo and Silvio E. Fittipaldi. Villanova, Pa.: Villanova University Press, 1979.

Emminghaus, Johannes H., and Theodor Maas-Ewerd. The Eucharist: Essence, Form, Celebration. 2d ed.
Translated by Linda M. Maloney. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1997.

Evanson, Charles J. “The Lord’s Supper According to the World Council of Churches.” Concordia
Theological Quarterly 49, no. 2-3 (1985): 117-34.

Fahey, Michael A. Catholic Perspectives on Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry. Lanham, Md.: University
Press of America, 1986.

Farkasfalvy, Denis. “The Eucharistic Provenance of New Testament Texts.” Pp. 27-51 in Rediscovering the
Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by Roch A. Kereszty. New York: Paulist Press,
2003.

Ferguson, Everett. “A Response to Robin Darling Young on The Eucharist According to Clement of
Alexandria.” Pp. 104-15 in Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by
Roch A. Kereszty. New York: Paulist Press, 2003.

Flannery, Austin. Vatican Council II: The Conciliar and Post Conciliar Documents. New revised ed.
Northport, N.Y.: Costello, 1996.

Freed, Edwin D. The New Testament: A Critical Introduction. 3rd. Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth, 2001.

George, K. M. “Reception of the BEM Document in the Orthodox Tradition: A Response to the Paper of
Theodore Stylianopoulos.” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 30, no. 2 (1985): 229-34.

Grelot, Pierre. “Du sabbat juif au dimanche chrétien.” La Maison-Dieu 124 (1975): 14-54.

Hahn, Scott. Letter and Spirit: From Written Text to Living Word in the Church’s Liturgy. New Y ork:
Doubleday, 2005.

Hammes, Erico Joao. “Stones Into Bread: Why Not? Eucharist - Koinonia - Diaconate.” Concilium, no. 2
(2005): 25-35.

Henrici, Peter. ““Do This in Remembrance of Me’: The Sacrifice of Christ and the Sacrifice of the
Faithful.” Communio 14 (Summer 1985): 146-57.

Hobsbawm, Eric, and Terence Ranger. The Invention of Tradition. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1983.

Hook, Norman. The Eucharist in the New Testament. London: Epworth Press, 1964.

Hopko, Thomas. “Tasks Facing the Orthodox in the ‘Reception’ Process of BEM.” Greek Orthodox
Theological Review 30, no. 2 (1985): 235-47.

Jasper, R. C. D., and G. J. Cuming. Prayers of the Eucharist: Early and Reformed. 3d revised and enlarged
ed. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1987.

Jeremias, Joachim. The Eucharistic Words of Jesus. Translated by Arnold Ehrhardt. New York: Macmillan,
1955.

. The Eucharistic Words of Jesus. Edited by Alan Richardson. Translated by Norman Perrin. The

New Testament Library. London: SCM Press, 1966.

Johnson, Luke Timothy. The Writings of the New Testament: An Interpretation. London: SCM Press, 1986.

Jungmann, Josef A. The Early Liturgy to the Time of Gregory the Great. Translated by Francis A. Brunner.
Liturgical Studies 8. Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1959.



309

Kereszty, Roch. “The Eucharist of the Church and the One Self-Offering of Christ.” Pp. 240-60 in
Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by Roch A. Kereszty. New York:
Paulist Press, 2003.

Kereszty, Roch A., ed. Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. New York: Paulist Press,
2003.

Kodell, Jerome. The Eucharist in the New Testament. Zacchaeus Studies: New Testament. Wilmington DE:
M. Glazier, 1988.

Lampe, Peter. “The Eucharist: Identifying with Christ on the Cross.” Interpretation 48, no. 1 (1994): 36-49.

LaVerdiere, Eugene. The Eucharist in the New Testament and the Early Church. Collegeville, Minn.:
Liturgical Press, 1996.

Leithart, Peter J. “Old Covenant and New in Sacramental Theology New and Old.” Pro Ecclesia 14, no. 2
(2005): 174-90.

Lemoine, Bernadette. “Etude comparée des quatre récits de la Céne.” Ephemerides Liturgicae 108
(1994): 52-72.

Léon-Dufour, Xavier. Le partage du pain eucharistique selon le Nouveau Testament. Paris: Editions du
Seuil, 1982.

. Sharing the Eucharistic Bread: The Witness of the New Testament. Translated by Matthew J.
O’Connell. New York: Paulist Press, 1982.

Lietzmann, Hans. Mass and Lord’s Supper: A Study in the History of the Liturgy. Leiden: Brill, 1979.

McGowan, Andrew Brian. “‘Is There a Liturgical Text in This Gospel?” The Institution Narratives and
Their Early Interpretive Communities.” Journal of Biblical Literature 118, no. 1 (Spring
1999): 73-87.

McPartlan, Paul. The Eucharist Makes the Church: Henri de Lubac and John Zizioulas in Dialogue.
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1993.

Marshall, I. Howard. New Testament Theology: Many Witnesses, One Gospel. Downers Grove, Il1.:
InterVarsity Press, 2004.

Martin, Francis. “A Response to Denis Farkasfalvy on the Eucharistic Provenance of New Testament
Texts.” Pp. 52-62 in Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by Roch A.
Kereszty. New York: Paulist Press, 2003.

Mazza, Enrico. The Celebration of the Eucharist: The Origin of the Rite and the Development of Its
Interpretation. Translated by Matthew J. O’Connell. Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1999.

Meier, John P. “The Eucharist at the Last Supper: Did It Happen?” Theology Digest 42, no. 4 (1995): 335-
52.

. A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus. Anchor Bible Reference Library 2. New York:
Doubleday, 1991.
. A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus: Companions and Competitors. Anchor Bible
Reference Library 3. New York: Doubleday, 2001.
. A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus: The Roots of the Problem and the Person.
Anchor Bible Reference Library 1. New York: Doubleday, 1991.

Milavec, Aaron. The Didache: Text, Translation, Analysis, and Commentary. New York: Liturgical Press,
2003.

Moloney, Francis J. A Body Broken for a Broken People: Eucharist in the New Testament. Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 1997.

Perrot, Charles. “L’Eucharistie dans le Nouveau Testament.” La Maison-Dieu 137 (1979): 109-25.

Pless, John T. “Implications of Recent Exegetical Studies for the Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper: A Survey
of the Literature.” Concordia Theological Quarterly 48, no. 2-3 (1984): 203-20.

Ratzinger, Joseph. God is Near Us: The Eucharist, the Heart of Life. Edited by Stephan Otto Horn and
Vinzenz Pfniir. Translated by Henry Taylor. San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2003.

Schnackenburg, Rudolf. The Church in the New Testament. Translated by W. J. O’Hara. Freiburg: Herder,
1965.

Schnackenburg, Rudolf, and Karl Thieme. La Bible et le mystére de I’Eglise. Translated by A. Liefooghe.
Tournai: Desclée, 1964.

Smith, Dennis Edwin. From Symposium to Eucharist: The Banquet in the Early Christian World.
Mineapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press, 2003.

Smith, Dennis Edwin, and Hal E. Taussig. Many Tables: The Eucharist in the New Testament and Liturgy
Today. London: SCM Press, 1990.



310

Stern, David E. “Remembering and Redemption.” Pp. 1-15 in Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical
Conversations. Edited by Roch A. Kereszty. New York: Paulist Press, 2003.

Stylianopoulos, Theodore. “The Question of the Reception of BEM in the Orthodox Church in the Light of
Its Ecumenical Commitment.” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 30, no. 2 (1985): 205-28.

Taylor, Richard. “A Response to David E. Stern on Remembering and Redemption.” Pp. 16-26 in
Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by Roch A. Kereszty. New York:
Paulist Press, 2003.

Tillard, J.-M.-R. Flesh of the Church, Flesh of Christ. Translated by Madeleine Beaumont. Collegeville,
Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2001.

Verheyden, Jozef. “Documenta Q: The Reconstruction of Q 22, 28-30.” Ephemerides Theologicae
Lovanienses 76, no. 4 (2000): 404-32.

Wilken, Robert Louis. “Interpreting the New Testament.” Pro Ecclesia 14, no. 1 (2005): 15-25.

World Council of Churches. Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry. Geneva: World Council of Churches, 1982.

. Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry 1982-1990: Report on the Process and Responses. Geneva: WCC

Publications, 1990.

Young, Robin Darling. “The Eucharist as Sacrifice According to Clement of Alexandria.” Pp. 63-91 in
Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations. Edited by Roch A. Kereszty. New York:
Paulist Press, 2003.



