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1s meant as in v. 20, the third cup is likely; if, however, two separate cups
are meant, the first cup may be intended here.

evgamotéw (17:16) also appears in connection with the cup in Mk.
14:23, and in connection with the bread in Lk. 22:19; 1 Cor. 11:24. The
word is often thought to be Hellenistic, in contrast with the more Jewish
ropéw (Mk. 14:23; cf. Jeremias, Words, 175), but Schiirmann,
Paschamahibericht, 53-60, argues that the usc without an object is not
Greek, that the presence of the word here is not a late development, and
that the choice of the less usual word, associated for Christians with the
Lord’s Supper, points up the unusual character of what was happening.
The word refers to the normal thanksgiving or benediction spoken in
connection with the drinking of wine. For Christian readers it would be
an indication of the cucharistic character of the meal. Zdfere is found in
the *bread saying’ in Mk. 14:22, but not in Lk. 22:19. Schiirmann, op.
cit., 30f.,, 60-63, argues that Luke is unlikely to have transferred the
word from Mk. 14:22, that it s more probably sccondary in Mk. 14:22
(where it is unnecessary after {dwwev and since it has no parallel in 1
Cor. 11:24), and that it was necessary in Lk. because the sharing of a
common cup was unusual. But this last point is doubtful, Jeremias,
Words, 691., having assembled the evidence that a common cup was not
wnknown. dtauepilw is Lucan {11:17; et al), but could have replaced an
original pepiCew (cf. 11:17f, diff, Mk. 3:24f.). For gic éavrovc cf. 7:30:
15:17. The command corresponds to the narrative xoi &mav €€ agtod
mavre, Mk. 14:23, but is unlikely to have been constructed from the lat
ter by Luke. The whole action is unusual, since the cup was usually
passed round m silence (Jeremias, Words, 208f.), and we have 1o inquire
regarding its meaning for Jesus and for the disciples. In the case of Jesus
the question is whether he himself partook of this cup. V. 18 is compati-
ble with either partaking or not partaking. V. 17 would most naturally
imply that Jesus told his disciples to share a cup of which he was nol
partaking (Jeremias, Words, 208f., listing other supporters of this view:
L. Goppelt, TDNT VI, 141, 154). But Schiirmann, op. cit.,, 63 65,
argucs that it was customary for the host to partake first, and that there
is nothing to suggest thal Jesus departed from custom at this point.
Luke’s usage of dmo tod vov (v, 18) normally refers to what is going to
happen subsequent to the moment of speaking and does not include
what is happening at the precise moment (1:48; 5:10; 12:52; 22:69:
Acts 18:6); this supports the second view. The interpretation of 22:16
and Mk. 14:25 also supports this view. If the cup here is different from
that in v. 20, the implication is that Jesus did not partake of the later,
eucharistic cup (J. Weiss, 509); if it is the same cup, he did partake of it

As for the disciples, their sharing in the cup is usually said to repre-
sent a sharing in the blessing bestowed by Jesus (Jeremias, Waords, 2321
Schiirmann, op. cit., 60--63). This understanding is questionable. For the
‘blessing’ spoken over the cup is not a blessing of the contents, but a
prayer of thanks to God: ‘Blessed be thou, Lord our God, King of the



world, who hast created the fruit of the vine’, Rather, the act of drinking
together unites the participants inlo a table fellowship with one another.
And the significance of the action is that this is the last occasion on
which they can do so with Jesus.

(18) The saying corresponds closely in form and wording to MKk.
14:25 and Lk. 22:16. This has led to the suspicion that it is modeclled on
Mk. 14:25 (Schlatter, 137; Schenke, 303), but the case for independence
is stronger (Schurmann, op. cit., 34—45). Nevertheless, the tradition in
MKk. may be more primitive than that in Lk. The saying is regarded by
Jeremias as the explanation for Jesus’ abstention from the cup (impled
in v. 17), and by Schiirmann as the explanation for the command to the
disciples to participate in the cup. In the introductory Aéyw yap tuiv,
Mark's durv is replaced by ydp (cl. 22:16 note). It is not clear whether
drt should he read; p™** B C D L {1 pe ¢; Synopsis; (UBS) omit it, and
since the temptation to assimilation to Mk. 14:25 and Lk. 22:16 and to
Lucan stvle was strong, the omission should probably be accepted. dmo
ro0 v0v corresponds to Mk. okt (contrast Lk. 22:16) and is probably
Lucan; see 22:17 note on its significance. dzd may be a Lucan alteration
of Mk. éx. TFor yévqua cf. 12:18 v.1.; duneiog is ‘vine’ (Jn. 153:1-3; Jas.
3:12; Rev. 14:18f). The phrase ‘the {ruit of the vine' occurs in the
Jewish prayer of thanksgiving for wine: cf. Is. 32:12. ou (p™ N B C:L
[1 157 579 892 pe; om. C*i; dron rell; TRy Diglot) is Lucan (12:50; er
al), diff. Mk. thc fjuépac éxerme drav, which is closer to an Aramaic
formulation with its pleonastic demonstrative. The clause speaks of the
coming of the kingdom, perhaps as a circumlocution for saying that
God will establish the kingdom (Jeremias, Words, 210). There is an im-
plicit reference to the thought of the banquet in the kingdom, perhaps to
the anticipation of this banquet in the Lord’s Supper. Schurmann, op.
cit., 38-42, argues for the more primitive formulation in Mk. being
original at this point, and this seems probable. Nevertheless, the oc-
currence of dypt ov &0p in 1 Cor. 11:26 may be a pointer to the
primitive character of Luke's formulation.

v. The Institution of the Lord’s Supper 22:19-20

The interpretation of this scction is closely linked with the problem ol the
establishment of the original text, Until about 1950 there was a strong
tendency among scholars to adopt the shorter form of text, i.e. omitting
vs. 19b-20, with D a d ff? i | sy* (and possibly the archetypes of ¢ r?0; cf.
G. D. Kilpatrick*; Jeremias, Words, 142 n. 6: M. Rese*, 15 n. 4). The
existence of this text is lurther attested by wvarious authorities which
rearrange the verse order (15, 16, 19a, 17, 18:be: 15, 16, 19a: sy "bo™
for details see Metzger, 174f)). It is accepted by WH App., 63f.: Diglot:
RSV (earlier cditions); NEB: Plummer, 496f.: Klostermann, 207f.;
Creed, 263(,; Easton, 321;: K. Th. Schifer*; H. Chadwick*; Leaney,
72-175), and there has recently been some reaction in its favour (A.
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Voobus™; M. Rese*). In favour of this shorter text it can be argued: 1. It
18 bricter and more dilficult than the longer text. 2. The longer text can
be explained as due to assimilation to 1 Cor. 11:24 and Mk. [4:24hb,
whercas il is hard to sec why an original long text should have been ab-
breviated. 3. The style of vs. 19b—20 is not Lucan. 4. .uke’s aversion to
‘ransom’-theology (cf. 22:27, diff. Mk. 10:45) precluded him [rom incor-
porating sacrificial ideas into his understanding of the death of Jesus, 5.
Redactional study suggests that the shorter text can be explained in
terms of Lucan editing of Mk. to change an account of the mstitution of
the Lord’s Supper into an account of Jesus® last Passover meal.

The case for the retention of the longer lext has been put especially
by Jeremias, Words, 139-159:; Schurmann, Untersuchungen, 159-192:
K. Aland®, 202f.; K. Snodgrass*; and it appcars in Synopsis; UBS?:
JB: and versions dependent on UBS. For a balanced discussion see
Metzger, 173—177. In its favour may be argued: 1. The shorter text,
supported as it is by only one Greek MS is extremely unlikely to be origi-
nal. Only part of the western textual tradition supports the shorter text,
and an interpolation throughout the rest of the entire textual tradition I8
highly improbable. 2. The longer text is not based on 1 Cor. 11. Linguis-
tic analysis shows that it contains scveral differences from Paul’s text.
Thesc are pre Lucan in style, and they reflect a more primitive version of
the text. (Ience the un-Lucan features of the text do not point to a lale
interpolation.) 3. The omission produces a difficult narrative: Tk, 22:19a
can hardly have stood on its own. 4. The omission in the shorler text
may have been due to an attempt Lo preserve the secrecy of the words of
institution (Jeremias, Words. 156—-169) — although it is hard to see why
this motif did not affect the text of Mt. and Mk. Or il may reflect
liturgical practice in the second century (Schurmann, Untersuchungen,
185-190). Or again confusion may have arisen as a result of Luke’s
carlier mention of a cup shared by the disciples. 5. Elscwhere Luke
retains sacrificial ideas (Acts 20:28). and it is unlikely-that 22:27 is due
to theological editing of Mk. 10:45 to remove the ‘ransom’ element. The
argument that the present text is due to redaction of Mk. fails to con-
vince.,

The external evidence for the longer text is overwhelming. The
weakness in the argument lies in accounting for the origin of the shorter
text (Ellis, 255), but this may be due simply to some scribal idiosyn-
crasy. On balance the longer text is to be preferred,

The longer text is thus similar to Mk. 14:22 and 1 Cor. 11 123-25,
but is sufficiently dilferent from them to make if improbable that it is a
literary derivation [rom them: on the contrary, it represents a more
primitive form of text than 1 Cor. 11:23- 26 and stands closer to Mk.
14:22-25. As for the differences between Lk. and Mk. at this point, it is
not possible to alfirm with certainty that one is more primitive than the
other. The Marcan form is more Semilic, and Jeremias, Words,
[89-191, claims that it stands closest (o the original form. On the other
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hand, the claims of the Lucan text to come closest to the original form
have been defended by Schiirmann, Einsetzungsbericht, Patsch, §7-89,
confirms the view of Jeremias, but stresses that there can be no
possibility of reconstructing ‘the oldest lorm’, and hence of regarding the
savings as ipsissima verba of Jesus. Nevertheless, the basic motifs ex-
pressed in the sayings can be shown to be in agreement with what we
otherwise know of the teaching of Jesus (Patsch, 106ff.), and hence in
our opinion 4 line can be drawn from the historical T.ast Supper to the
sayings recorded here, even il il is impossible to be sure as to precisely
what Jesus said. Tt is in our view less likely that the sayvings represent the
carly church’s interpretation of the meaning of the Supper (pace E.
Schweizer®, 26). There is certainly nothing in the sayings that cannot go
back to Jesus who viewed his ministry in terms of the suffering Scrvant
and who expected to die as a martyr (cf. J. Jeremias, TDNT V,
712—717: France, 110-135).

The {act that the institution narrative can he separated off from the
tradition of the Passover meal does not lead to the conclusion that
originally there was a report of the meal without the words of institution,
It is more likelv that the essential parl of the story which related to the
institution of the Lord’s Supper was separated off from its framework
for cultic use, as 1 Cor. 11:23-26 would appear lo indicate, and was
then replaced in a Passover setting when the passion narrative was being
put together.

In its Lucan form the narrative describes how Jesus linked s scll-
giving with the bread, thus giving a parallel with the pouring oul ol his
blood. This takes place for the henefit of the persons present (‘you )
rather than the ‘many’ in general. If the allusion to Is. 53 is played down
by this wording, the link with the new covenant in Je. 31 is strengthened
over against Mk. The inclusion of the command to repeal the rite makes
it clear that the account represents the foundation of the Lord’s Supper
in the church.

See WH App., 631; G. Dalman, Jesus-Jeshua, London, 1929, 36-184; J. Behm, TDN 11,
726-743; L. Goppelt, TDNT VI, 135-158; G. D. Kilpatrick, ‘Luke XXIL [9b-20°, JTS 47,
1946, 49—-56: Jeremias. Words: Schiirmann, Untersiechungen. 159—-192 (originally as ‘Lk. 22,
19b-20 als urspriinpliche Textiiberliclerung’, Bib. 32, 1951, 366392, 322-541); i,
- Einsetzungsberichr; K. Th, Schafer, ‘Zur Textgeschichte von Lk, 22, 195,207, Bib, 33, 1952,
237-239: . Jones, ‘deduvneic in the 1.XX and the Interpretation of 1 Cor. X125, JTS ns 6,
1955, 183-191: H. Chadwick. “The Shorter Text of Luke XXIL15-20°, HTR 50, 1957,
249-258: Leancy, 72-75: H. Kosmala, ‘Das Tut zu meinen Gedéchtnis’, Nov.T &, 1960, §1-94:
Ellis, 249--256; A, Voobus, *A New Approach to the Problem of the Shorter and [onger Text in
Luke'. NTS 15, 1968-6%9, 457-463; ., ‘Kritische Beobachtungen dber die Iukanische
Darstellung des Herrenmahls’, ZNW 61, 1970, 102-110: A. R. Millard, ‘Covenant and Com-
municn in First Corinthians’, in W. W. Gasque and R. P, Maurtin, Aposralic Hisicay and the
Gaspel, Exeter, 1970, 242248, Patsch; K. Snodgrass, “Western Noo-Interpolations’, JBL 91
1972, 269-179; Metzger, 173-177; M. Rese, ‘Zur Problematik von Kurz- und Langtext in Luk.
XXIL LML NTS 22, 1975-76, 15 31: B, Klappert, in NIDNTT 11, 520-533.

(19) The report commences in the same way as Mk., dill. Paul, but
omitting Mark’s reference to the meal (éoftdvrary adrav). For Aafwv cf.
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Mk. 6:41; 8:6; Lk. 24:30, 43; Acts 27:35; dptoc is a ‘loaf’, whether of
leavened or unleavened bread. The reference is to the bread served at the
beginning of the main course of the Passover meal, over which grace
was said (Jeremias, Weords, 86[.). For evyapotéw cf. 22:17; Mk. 14:23;
1 Cor. 11:24; dill, MK. 14:22 gvdoyew; Schirmann, Efnsetzungshericht,
45-47, demonstrates that Luke can be using tradition here rather than
editing Mk. xddw, ‘to break’, is used in the N1 solelv of dividing up
bread at a meal (24:30; Acts 2:46; 20:7, 11; 27:35: 1 Cor. 10:16;
11:24; Mk, 8:6, 19; 14:22; Mt. 14:19; 15:36; 26:26**; ]. Behm, TDNT
ITI, 726—743). The action was a customary part of the preparation for
eating; but this does not explain why it is spccially mentioned here, and
why it became the basis of a technical term for the Lord’s Supper (cf.
Schirmann, op. cit., 30). The element of distribution of one loaf among
many was probably decisive (1 Cor. 10:16f.). &wxey is found in Mk.
but not in Paul, possibly because the use of ékdaaey was felt to include
the idea of distribuition. In the word of interpretation which accompanies
the action Luke does not have the initial Aafete found in Mk. (contrast
22:17); 1t is an open question whether it belongs to the original form of
the saying, and has not been introduced as a liturgical direction
(Schurmann, op. cit., 113f.). robte, referring to the bread (masc.) is
neuter by assimilation to the predicate (BD 132). There would be no
Aramaic verb corresponding to éaniv (Jeremias, Words, 201); the verb
can mean ‘it significs’ rather than ‘it is identical with’. The meaning
assigned to owua depends on the meaning of the underlving Aramaic
word (cf. Schiirmann, op. cit. 119 n. 416). Here opinion is divided. 1. G.
Dalman®*, 141-143, suggested gupd as equivalent, a word that means
the person as a whole (*body’ in contrast to ‘soul’ ). He is followed by J.
Behm; TDNT 111, 736; Cranfield, 426; Kimmel, 119{.; E. Schweizer,
TDNT VII, 1059. The phrase would then be reminiscent of “the body of
the Passover (lamb)’ in Pes. 10:4 (cf. C. K. Barrett, 7 Carinthians, 1.on-
don, 1968, 266). Jercmias’s objections to this parallel ( Words, 198f) do
not scem cogent. 2, The other possibility is bisrd, ‘flesh’, championed by
Jeremias, op. cit., 198201, who argues that ‘flesh and blood’ form a
pair, that In. 6:51 offers an independent parallel to the bread-word with
aapé instead of owua, and that cwua can be used as a translation of
basar in the LXX. In this way, we get a parallelism between the bread-
word and the cup-word, and both sayings have a sacrificial sense, since
they presuppose the separation of flesh and blood in death. The use of
gwua rather than oapl may have been for the benefit of gentiles, and
possibly to gain assonance with aiua. This view is criticised by
Schurmann, op. cit., 18f., 107-110. He argues that in Lk. we do not
have synthetic parallelism between the two savings (as in Mk.), and that
the use of oy as a translation for bisra is unlikely; he also argues that
originally the two sayings were separaled by the meal, and therefore
were not meant to be understood in the light of one another. These ob
jections are not convincing. In particular the bringing together of the two



sayings In the narrative suggests that the early church regarded ‘body
and blood” as a pair and understood the two savings in the light of each
other. The evidence that at an carlicr stage they were understood difl-
ferently is not compelling. In cither case, however, the thought is of the
olfering made by Jesus, whether of himself in the sensec of Mk, 10:45 or
of his flesh along with his blood in sacrificial death.

It is in the part of the verse which belongs to the ‘longer text’ that
Luke’s wording gocs beyond that of Mk. The body of Jesus is 1o dnip
vy ordouevoy; Paul lacks didducrov, but since his formulation is
difficult in Aramaic, and since reasons can be adduced for regarding it
as secondary, the Lucan tradition appears to be older at this point
(Schiirmann, op. cit., 17-30; cf. Jeremias, Words, 104, 167). The
present participle has a future sense (1:35 note): the passive may refer to
a being given by Jesus (Is. 53:10) or by God (Is. 53:6, 12), and
Schurmann, op. cit., 20f,, thinks that the former thought is uppermost
(cf. Mk. 10:45). The phrase can be used with reference to sacrifice (Ex.
30:14; Lv. 22:14; cf. Lk, 2:24; Jn. 6:51) or to martyrdom (Is. 53:10).
Similarly vmep can be used with reference to the action ol a martyr (2
Mac. 7:9; B:21; 4 Mac. 1:8, 10) or to a sacrificial offering for guilt or sin
(Lv. 5:7; 6:23; Ezk. 43:21); in the NT it is used with reference to
redemption (Gal. 1:4: 3:13) and can express representative or sub-
stitutionary action. We should perhaps combine the sacrificial and mar-
tyrological motifs. In MKk. the same phrase, suitably adapted, appears in
connection with the cup (10 éxyvvvouevor incp moddav), and this raises
the questions whether the motf originally belonged to the bread or the
cup sayings, and whether vgdv or moddor is original. Jeremias, Words,
166168, holds that the phrase was formed on the analogy of the cup
saying (cf. Patsch, 73—87), while Schirmann, op. cit.,, 115-123 (cf.
6569, 112f.) holds that it is original and the wording of the cup saying
is secondary. Jeremias argues that the phrase in Paul is due to Paul him-
self, that the Lucan form i1s unsemitic in its word order, that the moilay
form is earlier than the dudy form, and that the brevity of the bread say-
ing called for completion and the tendency to parallelism with the cup
saying led to assimilation. Schiirmann argues that the phrase is possible
In Aramaic, and this seems to be right. He further claims that the saying
understands Jesus' death martyrologically in the light of Is. 53. and not
sacrificially in the sense of v, 20b, so that a climactic parallelism is given
to v. 20a (the martyrological death of Jesus leads to the establishment of
the new covenant); but this train of thought is lost if the participial
phrase is lacking. Finally, it would be unlikely for the bread saying to
contain na soteriological explanation, and no explanation could be read
back from the cup saying which (originally) was separated from it by the
whole meal: it was Mark, therefore, who transferred the phrase from the
bread saying to the cup saying, although Schiirmann finds it difficult to
explain why he did so.

Jerermas’s reasons are on the whole the less compelling. Paul's
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804 THE LLAST SUPPER [22:19

phrase can be based on Luke’s, which is not obviously non-semitic. The
relative antiquity of zedl@y and dudv is a separate 1ssue. Jeremias's
strongest point is that a briel saying was more likely to be given a
soteriological explanation than a longer saying to be curtailed. The
problem is whether this is less probable than that the saying originally
contained no explanation. But the saying is so enigmatic without an ex-
planation that it probably had one from the start. This does not
nccessarily commit us (o Schiirmann’s view ol the meaning of the Say-
ing, which we have already had reason to doubt, so far as the interpreta-
tion of odua is concerned. But the idea of the sell-giving of Jesus in
death does make good sense in the context. If this reference to Is. 53 is
present, then it becomes probable that Mark’s vnép modlddy preserves
the original wording, and Schiirmann’s arguments to the contrary (op.
cit., 75-77) are unconvincing. But the whole problem 1s still sub judice.

Finally, there is the command to perform the action, found with
both bread and cup sayings in Paul, only with the bread saying in Lk.,
and entircly omitted in Mk. The repetition of the command in Paul is
gencrally thought to be secondary. Jeremias, Words, 168, holds that the
command is not part of the oldest liturgical text; nevertheless, he claims
that it is probably historical, having survived in a separate lradition,
since its thought fits in with that of Jesus. This argument depends on
Jeremias’ unusual (and, in our opinion, untenable) interpretation of the
phrase, and is therefore dubious. Schiirmann, op. cil., 3034, 123128,
presents a case for the wording forming part of the original text. He
argues that Luke did not derive the phrase from Paul. since in Lk, it is
primarily a command (o repeat the rite in the future, whereas in Paul it
has become primarily a command to remember Jesus. But this argument
15 weak, because the difference in meaning arises” out of the different
literary character of the two reports. More weight attaches to the fact
that the account presupposes a continuance of the rite (22:16. 18), and
that continuance demands a command ol Jesus to this effect: the main
argument against the authenticity of the command is that Jesus expected
the parousia so soon that there would be no time lfor a repetition of the
rite, but this is an improbable assumption (cf. Kummel, 64-83; Patsch,
142—150). Finally, Schiirmann offers reasons why Mark may have omit-
ted the command, especially that once the Lord’s Supper had become es-
tablished custom a command to repeat it was less necessary; we should
remember that Paul’s account is concerned with the institution of the
Lord’s Supper, and Mark’s with a description of the Last Supper. Accor-
dingly the command may have belonged to the original form of the
narrative, and may even be historical. Its original position is probably as
n Lk., and it was repeated in Paul’'s formula for the sake of the
parallelism. rovro will reler to the action of sharing the bread, since the
meal came to be known as ‘the breaking of bread’, perhaps together with
the associated words. moiéw is used of repcating rites (Ex. 29:35: Nu.
[5:11-13; Dt. 25:9; 1QS 2:19; 1QSa 2:21; Jeremias, Words, 2501.).



22:19-20] THE INSTITUTION OF THE LORD'S SUPPER BO:

dvagvnorg (1 Cor. 11:24, 25; Heb. 10:3**) is ‘remembrance’, and th
whole phrase is usually understood to mean, ‘Do this so that YOu wi
remember me’; £udg is equivalent to mov. There is no connection wit]
[ellenistic commemorative meals for the dead (sce the study of th
evidence by Jeremias, Words, 238-243). Jeremias himself, Words
2442535, understands the saying as a request that God will remembe
Jesus by causing the kingdom to come at the parousia (cf. 1 Cor. 11:2
with dypm ou understood as an expression of purpose; Did. 10:5f.), Cl
Lv. 24:7; Pss, 69:1 LXX.; 37:1 LXX; Sir. 45:9, 11, 16: 50:16; 1 Er
99:3; 97:7; 103:4; c[. H. Kosmala*; Grundmann, 398. But this inter
pretation is unlikely. Paul understood the action in terms of proclaimin
the death of Jesus, i.e. o men and not to God. Moreover, the Jewis
background adduced by Jeremias should be differently interpreted (I
Jones*; A. R. Millard*). We therefore prefer the view that the action i
to remind the disciples of Jesus and of the significance of his death

(20) Luke’s introduction to the cup saying is almost identical wit
that in Paul., Paul’s word-order doaitac kaf is probably original, an.
Luke’s is secondary (but pre-Lucan), giving parallelism with v. 19a an.
reflecting the later practice of placing both bread and cup after th
church meal; Tuke himself dislikes the present word-order (cf, 20:31
dilf. Mk. 12:21; Schiirmann, op. cit., 34-36; Jeremias, Words, 122
154). Schirmann, op. cit., 83-85, further argues that this briel descrip
tion, with @oadrws replacing Mark’s more detailed account, is mor
primitive, since Mark appears to be filled out liturgically, while Luke’
wording 1s asymmetrical and has echoes in Jn. 6:11 and Mk. 8:7. Th
cup (dill. Mk. which is anarthrous) is the third cup in the Passover rituz
which followed the meal, the so-called cup of hlessing (1 Cor. 10:16: S]
1V:2, 628, 630f.; IV:1, 58, 72; L. Goppelt, TDNT V1, 154—156; but se
above on v. 17). The phrasc yetd 10 deinvijoar separates the two parts ¢
the new ritual from cach other by the Passover meal; this may have bee
reflected in church practice by inserting a common meal hetween th
two parts of the action, but the tendency was certainly to draw the tw.
sayings together, as is seen in the omission of the phrase in Mk. Fo
ocrmviics of. 17:8; 1 Cor. 11:25 and Rev. 3:20**: (he use of the wor
suggests that Rev. 3:20 has eucharistic associations. Both Luke an
Paul omit Mark’s note that all the disciples drank from the cup, whic
would seem an unnecessary statement of the obvious (see Schiirmanr
op. cit.,, 87f.). It may have been meant to justify the unusual action in
volved 1n sharing a common cup. The omission means that Mark’s ke
etney avreic (which implies that the cup saying followed the act ¢
drinking) is unnecessary, and a simple participle suffices.

The wording of the cup saying diflers considerably from Mk. I
Mk. touto refers to the wine in the cup which represents the blood o
Jesus, understood as the blood of a covenant-inaugurating sacrifice (Fx
24:8), poured out for the benefit of many. In Lk. and Paul zodto is ex
plained as referring to the cup, and it is the cup (with its contents) whic]



