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in his book, The Lord's Supper in the New Testament, says,
"In this book the Last Supper of Jesus with His disciples is
held to have been a Pagsover meal".l F.J. Leenhardt, writing
in the second part of the book, Essays on the Lord!'s Supper,
saysg, "a few hours before His separation from them, Jesus
partook of the traditional Passover meal with His disciples".2

In spite of the body of opinion that these two writers
represent, and in sgpite of the Synoptic tradition, it can be
conclugively shown that the Last Supper was not a Pagsover
meal, Professor W.D. Maxwell says, "Until recently, the
traditional view was that the Last Supper was the Passover,
celebrated by our Lord with Hig disciples for the last time
on the night of His betrayal. But the evidence has been re-
examined, and another view has been put forward, and is now
commonly accepted as more mnearly explaining the facts”.3
Thisg peoint of view is found also in H. Lietzmann who states
"The view 1s almost universally adopted that the rite of the
Christian Lord'sg Supper has its esource and prototype in that
0f the Jewish Passover; also that the last meal of Jesus at
which the ingtitution toock place was a Passover meal. Both

suppositions are false”.4

The argument advanced by H. Iietzmann is this: "The
Passover meal has the following characteristicg: (1) A lamb
is eaten. -~ At the Lord's Supper there is no lamb. (2) The
Midrash on the Exodus from Egypt and the wanderings in the
desert is recited. - This is not the case at the Lord's Sup-
per. (3) Only unleavened bread is eaten. — At the Lord's
Supper leavened bread is eaten. (4) It is obligatory to
drink four cups. — At the Lord's Supper there is only one
cup. Thus at the Lord'sgs Supper all the characteristic fea-

tures of the Passover are lacking“.5

Professor Maxwell's argument includes these points, but
he adds thig: "If the Passover had begun on 'the night on
which He wag betrayed', our Lord could not have been tried
and executed that day, for it was against the law of the Jews
to hold a trial or execution éuring the Passover. But the
Last Supper took place, according to Jewish reckoning, on the

l. A.J.B. Higgins, The Lord's Supper in the New Testament,
Pe 13,

2. O+ Cullmann & F.J. Leenhardt, Essays on the Lord's
Supper, p. 39.

3. W.D. Maxwell, An Outline of Christian Worship, p. 5.

4. H. Lietzmann, Mass and the Lord's Supper (Eng. trans.)
P 172-
5. ibidem,
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same day as the trials and crucifixicn. This alone is really
sufficient to prove that it was a pre-Passover meal that our

ord shared with His disciples, and not the Passecver proper;
although, being clogely agscciated with the Pasgover as a ner-
mal part of its celebration, it is not unnatural to find it
called the 'Passover' in the narratives: it would be clear

enough to a Jewish reader what was meant".l

If one accepts that the Last Supper was not a Passover
meal, then what was 1it? If we are later to trace the deve-
lopment of the Bucharist from the Last Supper it is neces-
sary to know what it was. There are two suggestions to be

congidered,

According to Professor Maxwell, "The Last Supper is held
to derive from a simple repast shared weekly by small groups
of male Jews, very often by a rabbi and his disciples. This

2 To summarise part of his

meal was known as the Kiddidsh".
argument in favour of the above suggestion, he says, "the
Kiddlsh was always Observed by a group of male frierds",
"ordinary leavened bread (artos) was always used at the Xiddush®,
"at the Kiddlish there was only one cup'". PFurthermore, "The
Kiddish was observed weekly", and "at the Kiddfish water was
mixed with the wine i1n the ordinary eastern fashion".3 The
similarity between these features of the Kiddlish and the Lordr's
Supper as practisec by the Christian Church hardly needs to be
indicgted. He concludes with the words, "These points, taken
geparately and together, demonstrate conclusively that the

Lagst Supper deriveg from the Kiddﬁsh”.4

A different theory is advanced by H. ILietzmann. Speaking
of the Lord's Supper, he states, "The Supper is not the con-
tinuation of the daily 'table-fellowship' of the disciples
with their Lord, but is connected only with a single one of
such meals, and that the last. It is this meal, and this alone,
that is repeated by the community”.5 He dismisses the Kiddush-
theory by saying that the Lord's Supper lacks what is espe~
cially characteristic of the Xiddlsh, namely the Sabbath prayer
and the wine-blegging connected with it, at the moment when the
Sabbath begins. This séems to be unsatisfactory as a reason
for disposing of the KiddUsh-theory. Having disposed of that,
he then has to suggest something else, and puts in its place

1. opt. cit. p. 6.
2. opt. cit. p. 2.
3. opte. cit. pp. 6f.
4, opt. cit. p. 7o
5. opt. cit. p. 205,
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what is really a very vague suggestion, with little to support
it.

The single argument of J. Srawley concerning the Xiddlsh-
theory seems to be far more fomidable. He says, "The Kiddilsh
immediately preceded the PFPassover, and wouwld be held on the
Friday evening, not twenty-four hours earlier. Theories of
an anticipated Kiddush have been suggested but lack verifica-
tion”.l Professor Maxwell has, however, dealt with this point,
and his reply might be the answer also to the objectlion raised
by H., ILietzmann. It is stated by Professor Maxwell, "It is
almost certain that ocur Lord and His disciples were accustomed
to partake of this meal of fellowship on the eve of every
Sabbath AND FESTIVAL“.2 (my cmphasis). If one adds to these
arguments the thought that Christ probably knew what the
next day would hold for Him, then the suggestion that His was
indeed another Xiddush becomes a most likely theory.

Thus far we have considered the ILast Supper as if it was-
the only origin of the Bucharist, while earlier it was inti-
mated that there was more than one origin for the rite.

What has been said so far has taken no account of a most
significant feature of the Bucharist that is exposed in the
Acts of the Apostles., Oscar Cullmann observes, "It is an
esgential characteristic of this meal that, as Acts 2 : 46
has it, texuberant joy' prevailed amongst them".3 This is
certainly a conservative enough translation of the word
'agalliasis'. The same writer, in the first part of the bock,
Essays on the Lord's Supper, says, "The term agalliasis denotes
g strong manifestation of joy, an overflowing joy, which seems
to be incompatible with a recalling of the Last Supper and
with the words that Jesus utfered on that Occasion".4 And
again, "These recollections in effect were rather of the kind
to awaken feelings of nostalgia”.5 Thig is true enough, and
one feels that Luke could not have had the Eucharist, as the
commemoration of the Last Supper, in mind when he wrote the
description gquoted above., Lietzmann is guite sure that this
is so, and claims that the Fucharist as a remembrance of
Christ's death, with the solemn note that would be inseparable
from such an interpretation, was introduced for the first time

by Paul.

l. opt. cit. p. 3.

2. opt. cit. p. 6.

3s  O. Cullmann, FEarly Christian Worship, p. 15.
4. opt. cit. pe. 9.

5. ibidem. p. 8.
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THE STUDY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT FOR EVIDENCE OF RESURRECTION

INFLUENCE IN FUCHARISTIC LITURGY.

Having set out the ground we intend to cover, and the
reasons for our decigions, and hgving indicated that we are
justified in examining the New Testament for signs of the
eucharistic liturgy used by the early Christian Church, we
now proceed to examine the New Testament in some detail,
studying only those passages that reveal eucharistic liturgy,
and seeking to find what influence the Resurrection of Jesus
Christ had on such liturgy.

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHN

We commence our examination with the Gospel according
o John, for gpesial reasons. In Early Christian Worship we
read, "The Gospel of John is outstandingly valuable as a
source for the guestion of the early Christian service of
wo:r'ship”.l In the same work Cullmamn states, "There can be
traced in the Gospel of John‘a distinct line of thought con-
necting with the service of worship”.2 Furthermore he says,
"The Gospel of John regards it as one of its chief concerns
to set forth the connexion between the contemporary Christian
worship and the historical 1life of Jesus-".3

Within this framework of worship, it is necessary to

find that the eucharist in included. The guestion about the
eucharist in John is both asked and answered by Higgins when
he says, "Some have suggested that the fourth evangelist is
anti-sacramentalist, or at least is not interested in sac-—
raments as of primary importance in the life of the Church.
A recent advocate of this view is R. Bultmann, who in his
commentary represents the evangelist as the besgt negative

in his attitude to the sacraments. This position seems to
me gquite untenable. The Fourth Gospel is, on the contrary,
the most sacramentalist of all the New Tesgstament writings
and this chapter will show that it assigns a vital role 1o
the Eucharist”.4
considerable support from the "ancient Church"., This is

Thig point of view is not new but receivesg

called to our attention by Cullmann when he says, '"The
exegesis of the ancient Church recognises to a considerable
degree our Gospel's interest in the liturgy, and the Church
Fathers and early Christian art also bear witness to it. In
this latter; mot only are individual scenes from our Gospel
use( as l1llustrations of the sacraments, but throughout the

1. O.Cullmann, Early Christian Worship, pp. 7f.

2., dbid. p. 37.

3. ibid.

4. A.J.B. Higgin's, The Lord's Supper in the New Testament,
. TA.
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This is to be regarded as part of the Eucharist gs it
was known by John., In the Eucharist, when we pray, we have
the assurance that our prayers are heard by Christ and
commended by Him for answering. Wherc we do not pray as we
ought, or where we cannot pray, He prays for us.

He will algo pray for the gift of the Holy Spirit. The
Spirit, when He comeg to ug, will remind us of Christ - '"He
will teach you all things, and bring to your remembrance all
that T have said to you".l - and because the Bpirit is alive,
we can assume that Christ will be alive too, alive from the

dead, risen.

The prayer for the Holy Spirit has become a part of
the eucharistic liturgy of the Church, introduced, no doubt,
in this passage. It would be a grave error indeed if we were
to go so far in separating the Spirit and Christ that we came
to see no connection hetween them. On the contrary, if the
Holy Spirit is present in the Eucharist, then we must believe
that Christ is there, and, as has been said before, if Christ
is present, He must be risen, not dcad. The epiclesis of the
Christian Church is in itself a witness to the Resurrection of
Christ, and this witness is ratified in heaven, we are promised,
becauge the Holy Spirit will come to those who follow in the
tradition of the Last Supper. "I will send Him %o you,”2 sald
Chrigt, and this is not the act of a dead being, but of a risen
Chrigst.

John also adds the thought that the Eucharist is a sac-
rament of committal - committal to obedience - and this in
the atmosphere of the Resurrection of Christ. He says, "If
a man loves me, he will keep my word”.3 He continues, "My
Father will love him, and we will come to him and mzkec our
home with him" .4
Christ after the Resurrcction but before the ascensgion. It
nust be said of the cternally risen Christ. The point John
makes here is that, because Christ is risen He is able to

This cannot refer to the appcarances of

command our obedience, and if we do obey Him He will make His
place with us and prove to be gbernally present. Those who
make the Eucharist their pledge of obedience to Christ, will
know the presence of the risen Lord in the sacrament, while
the very fact that He is riscn is the authority of His demand.

1, John 14 : 26.
2. John 16 : 7.
3. dJohn 14 : 23
4. John 14 : 23
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much of what we have secn already asg being characteristic of
the Eucharist.

A completely new contribution to the understanding of the
early Eucharist is made by both Mark and Luke when they re-
port Christ as saying of the cup, "This is my blcod of the
covenant,"l (which is how Mark records the words) or "This
cup which is poured out for you is the new covenant in my
blood”2 {which is a later addition to the original Western
text in Luke). In the 01d Testament the bloed of the cov-
enant is the blood of circumcision, with all that the cir-
cuncision—-covenant meant. Here we are dealing with a new
covenant, and it is not certain exactly what 1s meant by it.
Whatever it means, it is a new feature in the Eucharist.

There is mention in Jeremiak 31 ¢ 31 - 34 {"I will be
their God, and they shall be my people") of a new covenant,
but it does not explain the reference, merely indicating
that there is a covenant between God and Isreal that they
will belong to each other. This is tco vague to be of much
value in explaining what Christ could have meant.

Since the Synoptists place the Last Supper in the con-
text of the Passover, it seemg rcasonable to expect that
there is a link with the bloed of the Passover. If this is
so, then the blood of the covenant has soteriological mean-
ing. The one regpect in which Matthew makes an important
departure from the narrative in Mark is that he adds to these
werds about the "blood of the covenant, which ispewmred out
for many" the phrase, "For the forgiveness of sins“.3 This
would support the centention that the blced of the covenant
is associated with the saving work of Christ. If this is so,
then we can gee here the resurrection-influence that must be
found wherever the saving work of Christ is mentioned, for
that work ig not ccmplete without the Resurrcction.

A different hypothesis 1s advanced by Clark when, com=-
menting on this covenant he says, "This covenantal cmphasis
points at once to the idea of 'the people of God'".4 This
would mean that the Eucharist is a means of uniting Christ
and His disciples as well ag a means of uniting the disciples
with one another. In both cases this is reconciliation,
firstly of God with man, and secondly of man with man. How—
ever we interpret the work of reconciliation, it requires

the Resurrection to bring the work of reconciliation to its

1. Mark 14 : 24,

2. Luke 22 : 20.

3. Matt. 26 ¢ 28.

4. N. Clark, An Approach to the Theology of the Sacraments,
p. 68,




























































































































































