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				SERIES PREFACE



				We live in an exciting era of evangelical scholarship. Many fine educational institutions committed to the inerrancy of Scripture are training men and women to serve Christ in the church and to advance the gospel in the world. Many church leaders and professors are skillfully and fearlessly applying God’s Word to critical issues, asking new questions, and developing new tools to answer those questions from Scripture. They are producing valuable new resources to thoroughly equip current and future generations of Christ’s servants.

				The Bible is an amazing source of truth and an amazing tool when wielded by God’s Spirit for God’s glory and our good. It is a bottomless well of living water, a treasure-house of endless proportions. Like an ancient tell, exciting discoveries can be made on the surface, but even more exciting are those to be found by digging. The books in this series, NAC Studies in Bible and Theology, often take a biblical difficulty as their point of entry, remembering B. F. Westcott’s point that “unless all past experience is worthless, the difficulties of the Bible are the most fruitful guides to its divine depths.”

				This new series is to be a medium through which the work of evangelical scholars can effectively reach the church. It will include detailed exegetical-theological studies of key pericopes such as the Sermon on the Mount and also fresh examinations of topics in biblical theology and systematic theology. It is intended to supplement the New American Commentary, whose exegetical and theological discussions so many have found helpful. These resources are aimed primarily at church leaders and those who are preparing for such leadership. We trust that individual Christians will find them to be an encouragement to greater progress and joy in the faith. More important, our prayer is that they will help the church proclaim Christ more accurately and effectively and that they will bring praise and glory to our great God.

				It is a tremendous privilege to be partners in God’s grace with the fine scholars writing for this new series as well as with those who will be helped by it. When Christ returns, may He find us “standing firm in one spirit, with one mind, working side by side for the faith of the gospel” (Phil 1:27).

				E. Ray Clendenen

				B&H Publishing Group

	
				FOREWORD

				David S. Dockery*



				It has been aptly observed that the history of Christian theology consists of the flight from one error into the arms of another. One of the greatest challenges we have is to avoid such reaction, for in fleeing the extremes of another, we all too easily cultivate extremes of our own. Throughout the history of the church, different views of the Lord’s Supper have influenced both theology and pastoral practice. In this book, Tom Schreiner and Matt Crawford have assembled a stellar line-up of contributors to address the importance of worship and the central place of the Lord’s Supper in that worship for our Baptist churches and our Baptist theology.

				The contributors join me in their belief that worship is central in and for the life of the church. The ultimate purpose of the church is the worship of God the Father through Jesus Christ as enabled by the Holy Spirit. The functions or purposes of the church are many, but worship seems to be paramount in reference to the others, although it is often neglected as such in practice. A worthy purpose to which we could devote these remarks would be a study of worship in general, including exhortations to restore worship to its proper place in the contemporary church. Worship has not traditionally been one of the strengths of Baptist local church practice. Yet it would seem that the Lord’s Supper provides an unusually good opportunity for growth in the practice of worship. The chapters in this volume by Andreas Köstenberger, Jonathan Pennington, and Jim Hamilton help us better understand the biblical teaching in this regard on this important subject.

				The highest form of corporate Christian worship is the Lord’s Supper. The celebration of the Supper directs our attention backward to the work of Christ on the cross and also encourages a forward look to the second coming of Christ. In addition, it provides a time for believers to examine their own personal relationship with God as well as their relationship with other believers while experiencing communion with the exalted Christ. The observance is one that is so simple a child can partake with a sense of understanding, yet it contains so many theological ramifications that even the most mature believer will not fully comprehend its meaning. While these statements about the Supper are true, the complexity regarding the understanding of the Supper is amplified in the chapters by Michael Haykin, David Hogg, Gregg Allison, Matt Crawford, Shawn Wright, Bruce Ware, Greg Wills, and Brian Vickers. Readers will profit much from a reflective reading of the work of these contributors.

				The emphasis in most Baptist church meetings is on the proclamation of the Word of God, as well it should be. Yet at times some pastors are uncomfortable with the ordinance of the Lord’s Supper. Many people wonder why we should continue to celebrate this seemingly outdated act, especially if it is only a “symbolic act of obedience.” This act of obedience seems often to be the only reason for observing the Supper. The command, however, is not “read about,” “preach about,” or “meditate upon,” but “do this.” When and how is this to be done? Some might ask, “How will observing the Lord’s Supper help us reach the world for Christ?” Some insightful answers to these challenging questions can be found in the outstanding chapters written by Greg Thornbury and Ray Van Neste.

				One aspect of the Lord’s commission included “teaching them to observe everything I commanded you” as Christ’s followers disciple the nations (Matt 28:19–20). Certainly teaching them to observe “everything I commanded you” would include the practice of the Lord’s Supper. Obedience to our Lord’s Word in this regard is important, even imperative, but we need to understand these words within a larger context. We need to realize that God is seeking worshippers who will worship him in spirit and in truth (see John 4:23–24).

				If one of the central acts of worship in the NT is corporate celebration of the Lord’s Supper, should we not give it greater attention? If indeed the regular observance will enhance our love for our Lord, is it not possible that this is how we would answer the earlier question? Would not greater love for the Lord form the foundation for reaching the world for him? Should our practice of the Supper not be more than a mere appendage to the preaching service? Should our practice be done more faithfully and regularly?

				Baptists must learn to elevate the place of worship in the believing community. We need to establish a special time for the observance so it is no longer an infrequent practice or hurried appendage to a lengthy sermon. In doing so we must not give up our evangelistic zeal or our growing sense of the importance of edification through expository preaching. We must seek balance and discover the missing jewel of worship. In doing so we must place the Lord’s Supper in the center of our understanding of worship, for nothing is able to help us celebrate the work of Christ on our behalf or enable us to experience His presence among us through His Spirit as does the regular observance of the Supper. It also enables the Word to become visible for the community of faith. We might also consider the important potential for pastoral care that can be expanded through self-examination that takes place at the Supper. Certainly celebration of the Supper can help us emphasize unity in our church and in our denomination when we recognize that the apostle’s words in 1Cor 10:17 call us to unity around the ordinance. With these reflections, then, it would seem wise for Baptists in the twenty-first century to renew in a creative way our commitment to the worship of the Lord Jesus Christ by faithfully and regularly participating in His Supper. I am happy to commend this volume as a faithful guide to help us move in that direction.

				Many are ready to admit that a regular observance of the Lord’s Supper was the practice of the early church and even the patristic period for many generations. The usual objection is that when the Supper is observed so frequently, its meaning is lost. That is a legitimate concern. But the objection could also be raised concerning singing, preaching, praying, and other actions of our worship experience. If meaning is lost, the problem may well be with our hearts rather than with the ordinance itself. The testimony of one of the great Baptist preachers in history maintains that contrary to the previous objection, the opposite can be true and beneficial. Charles H. Spurgeon concluded,



				My witness is, and I speak the mind of many of God’s people now present, that coming as some of us do, weekly to the Lord’s table, we do not find the breaking of bread to have lost its significance—it is always fresh to us. I’ve often remarked on the Lord’s Day evening whatever the subject may have been, whether Sinai has thundered over our heads or the plaintive notes of Calvary have pierced our hearts, it always seems equally appropriate to come to the breaking of bread. Shame on the church that she would put off to once a month and mar the first day of the week by depriving it of its glory in the meeting together for fellowship and breaking of bread, and showing forth the death of Christ till He comes. Those who know the sweetness of each Lord’s Day celebrating His Supper will not be content, I am sure, to put it off to less frequent seasons.



				In this volume it will be seen that the Lord’s Supper is referred to by many names in Scripture. Regardless of the name we prefer for this ordinance, we can all recognize that in the observance past, present, and future are thus gathered in one sacred and joyful celebration following apostolic teaching and practice. Indeed, in this ordinance, the whole of what Christianity means is expressed: one Lord Jesus Christ, incarnate, atoning, and triumphant as the sum and substance of the observance.

				Without doubt, the Lord’s Supper was observed with considerable frequency in the early church in order that believers might partake and be nourished and strengthened in the life of God. The essence of the experience is the worship of one Lord and fellowship with Him and His people, eating and sharing together, while at the same time conjoining a dynamic remembrance and expectancy of the Lord Jesus Christ. Here we see a dramatic interrelationship between human relationships and relationship with God. Reflecting on Church history in general, and particularly the work of the sixteenth-century Reformers, the seventeenth-century Baptists, and the teaching of the NT, we can gain a new and renewed appreciation for this important practice. A renewal of the apostolic practice and teaching is mandatory for the church of this generation to return to the dynamic worship and ministry of the early church. It is my prayer that this timely volume will serve to strengthen our understanding of the Lord’s Supper and enhance our worship of the one true God who has made Himself known to us in our Lord Jesus Christ.



				* David S. Dockery received his Ph.D. at the University of Texas at Arlington and is the author or editor of over 30 books. He is president and professor of Christian Thought and Tradition at Union University in Jackson, Tennessee.

	
				INTRODUCTION

				Thomas R. Schreiner and Matthew R. Crawford



				One of the most important events that takes place in the weekly gatherings of the church is the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. If what takes place during Communion matches the NT, then those gathered are reminded vividly of the gospel. The breaking of the bread symbolizes the breaking of Jesus’ body for His disciples (Matt 26:26), and the wine symbolizes Jesus’ blood that has been shed for the forgiveness of sins (Matt 26:28). Indeed, in Jesus’ death the new covenant is inaugurated (Luke 22:20; 1Cor 11:25). The significance of what Jesus accomplished is conveyed not only through words but also tangibly and physically. Jesus’ death for sinners is so important and fundamental for Christians that our Lord commanded us to continue to observe this meal in His remembrance (Luke 22:19; 1Cor 11:25). When Christians are gathered together, they must continue to proclaim the Lord’s death (1Cor 11:26), pictured through the eating of the bread and the drinking of the vine, until the Lord returns. As Christians we are sometimes very dim-witted, but even we can see that Jesus Christ wanted us to regularly observe the Eucharist.

				We should linger a bit longer to consider the importance of this reality. Proclaiming the significance of what Jesus accomplished in His ministry, death, and resurrection is vital for the health of the church. The church is only the church if it declares the gospel to its members and to the world. But we are not only to say the gospel. We are also summoned to see the gospel. Our new life depends on Jesus’ life being torn away from Him. We must remind ourselves that His body was scourged, that He was impaled on a cross with nails, and that He poured out His blood—His very life—that we should live. There must be a horror, a massive evil that resides in us, if such a death is required for our life. The observance of the Supper provokes us to consider why such a sacrifice was necessary, and we begin to realize that there is something terribly wrong with human beings—that there is something terribly wrong with us. We are self-absorbed, proud, self-worshipping creatures. If we knew ourselves, we would know that, given the right circumstances, we would engage in the worst atrocities committed in human history. The stories of evil in history and in the newspaper are part of our story. We need someone to save us from ourselves and to rescue us from the selfishness that distorts and destroys us. We are as sons and daughters of Adam born into the world as those who hate God, so that we refuse to thank and praise Him as we should (Rom 1:21; 5:10).

				Our life depends on the torn flesh and bloody sacrifice of the Lord Jesus Christ. We always eat and drink the life of what dies, and so as we eat and drink we are reminded that we derive our very life from the death of our Lord Jesus Christ. Furthermore, the celebration of the Lord’s Supper has an eschatological dimension. Jesus promised His disciples that He would drink the fruit of the vine again with them when the kingdom dawns (Mark 14:25). We proclaim through the Supper the Lord’s death “until He comes” (1Cor 11:26). Hence, the Lord’s Supper points to “the marriage supper of the Lamb” (Rev 19:9). We do not only look back to what Christ has done for us, but we also look forward to our destiny in the new heavens and the new earth as we eat and drink together in remembrance of Christ.

				The Lord’s Supper, then, pictures the gospel. If we grasp it truly, we are filled with trembling and joy. We tremble to think of the One who gave His life for us as we reflect on the cost necessary for our life. And we are grateful that He has saved us from ourselves and from the sin that blights our lives. Oh how precious it is to live! Especially when that life is eternal. How joyful we are as we feast on Jesus as the crucified and risen Lord who died so that we might live. How easily we stray from the truth of the gospel, which is that our life was given to us and that we always stand as debtors to His grace. It is not fundamentally what we do for God that is significant, but what He has done for us. The Lord’s Supper reminds us concretely of the grace of God, and the life that has been breathed into us via the gospel.

				In addition, the Lord’s Supper testifies to our unity as Christians. We all partake of one loaf (“one bread,” 1Cor 10:17), and hence we are one body. All of us as Christians feed off Jesus for our life, and hence we are united at the cross. We are the community of the redeemed since we are the community of the needy. Hence, there is no basis for pride or self-exaltation in our fellowship. We are not better than anyone in the world. We are beggars who have eaten of the bread of life, and our life together stands as a testimony to His gracious work. As we commune together we commune in joy, knowing that we belong together by virtue of the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord. A right interpretation of the Eucharist is important, and yet we want to follow in the footsteps of Radbertus, who as we see in David Hogg’s chapter, accepted into the fellowship of the Supper those who were true believers in Jesus Christ but differed from him in their interpretation of its significance.

				Since the Lord’s Supper is of such vital importance, it warrants careful study. What do the Scriptures teach about what we call the Lord’s Supper (1Cor 11:20), Communion (1Cor 10:16 KJV; koinonia), or the Eucharist (1Cor 11:24; eucharistia, “thanksgiving”)? Do our churches practice it in a way that accords with the Scriptures? Have we reflected as Christians and in our churches on how the Lord’s Supper should be practiced and how often we observe it? We are keenly aware that different views of the meal have been propounded throughout Christian history. We would do well, then, to consider not only the biblical texts regarding Communion. We must also be informed by the history of the church and by the thoughtful interaction of Christians who have preceded us. It would be arrogant and foolish to reflect on the Eucharist without learning from and evaluating those who have gone before us. Naturally we are scarcely claiming to present “the final word” about the Eucharist, but our prayer is that our practice of the Supper will honor Christ as we consider the significance of Communion both exegetically and theologically.

				The goal of this book, then, is to study the Lord’s Supper biblically, historically, theologically, and practically. It is our hope, as we gather together as Christians to observe the Supper, that our practice is rooted in Scripture, with our scriptural exegesis being informed by those who have read the Bible before us.

				Naturally we begin with biblical exegesis. Andreas Köstenberger considers whether the Lord’s Supper was a Passover meal, and he convincingly demonstrates that it was. Jonathan Pennington and Jim Hamilton examine the biblical texts in the Gospels and Epistles respectively. What do the biblical texts actually teach about the Supper? The Scriptures, after all, are our final authority and the only rule for faith and practice. And yet we do not do biblical exegesis in a vacuum. We are living 2,000 years after the great events of our salvation. Like it or not we are all shaped by those who preceded us. Hence, it is vital to consider the exegesis of Christians who preceded us. Michael Haykin surveys the teaching of the church in the first 500 years, and David Hogg interacts particularly with two scholars who wrote about the Supper during the Carolingian era (ca. AD 800–1000). We also recognize that certain views of the Supper have played a significant role in history. Hence, Gregg Allison considers the Roman Catholic view, Matthew Crawford the contribution of Martin Luther, Bruce Ware the work of Ulrich Zwingli, and Shawn Wright the perspective of John Calvin. The historical chapters are not only descriptive, for we have also asked each of the contributors to evaluate what was being taught about the Supper.

				All the contributors to this volume are Baptists, and we have asked Greg Wills to give us soundings of Baptist views. Even though we are Baptists, we freely acknowledge that we must learn from and may even need to be corrected by those who have reflected on the Lord’s Supper from other traditions. The theological portion of the book is rounded out with an important essay by Brian Vickers, which represents a theological appraisal of the Lord’s Supper for today’s church. Finally, what should we do in our churches today? We do not want to make rules where none are needed, but what should the Lord’s Supper look like in our churches? How do we reverently and joyfully practice the Supper today? Greg Thornbury considers the implications of the Supper for our life together as Christians. And Ray Van Neste tackles a number of practical questions regarding the Supper.

				It should be noted that our contributors do not necessarily agree with one another on everything presented here. For instance, we have different opinions on how often Communion should be celebrated. The sharpest difference in the book centers on open Communion. Ray Van Neste argues for open Communion, but Greg Wills maintains that open Communion became more common among Southern Baptists as liberal theology began to infiltrate the Southern Baptist Convention in the late nineteenth and twentieth century. Wills also observes that not all Baptists defended open Communion for liberalizing reasons. For instance, Charles Spurgeon advocated open Communion. Indeed, open Communion has an ancient heritage among Baptists. The First London Baptist Confession of Faith (1644) allowed open Communion, but this was later revised by William Kiffin (1616–1701) and his friends. Nevertheless, the Second London Baptist Confession of Faith did not draw the line at close Communion in 1677/1689, and famous Baptists like John Ryland Sr. (1723–92), John Ryland Jr. (1753–1825), Robert Hall Jr. (1764–1831), and Wriothesley Noel (1798–1873) along with others supported open Communion. Wills argues historically that many Southern Baptists in the United States accepted open Communion for liberal reasons, but history also shows (as Wills affirms) that other Baptists promoted open Communion who were biblically and theologically conservative. Hence, acceptance of open Communion does not necessarily point to liberal influence. Both historically and theologically, Baptist scholars who prize the authority and inerrancy of Scripture, may come to different positions on open Communion.

				We want to thank our contributors for taking time out of their busy schedules to write on this topic. We think it is a great advantage to have a team of experts instead of relying on one person to do the whole. None of us can master the exegesis, history, and theology necessary to understand the Eucharist adequately. We all benefit greatly, therefore, from scholars who have devoted their expertise to exegesis, history, and theology in studying a topic like the Lord’s Supper. We are also grateful to Ray Clendenen at B&H Publishing Group for enthusiastically supporting this work and for helping bring the work to completion with his outstanding editorial skills. Our prayer is that this book will remind us afresh of the gospel, so that our churches will truly remember and proclaim the Lord Jesus as they partake of His body and blood.

	
				WAS THE LAST SUPPER A PASSOVER MEAL?

				Andreas J. Köstenberger*



				Introduction

				For close to 2,000 years, Christians have celebrated the Lord’s Supper, an ordinance instituted by Jesus in the Upper Room the night before His crucifixion. That Jesus ate this meal with His disciples is widely acknowledged. What is not as commonly agreed upon, however, is the nature of the meal. Was Jesus’ Last Supper the annual Passover meal observed by the Jews, or was it some other kind of meal that sustained no direct demonstrable connection with Israel’s Passover? On the surface, this question may seem inconsequential. At a closer look, however, numerous historical, biblical, and theological factors emerge that significantly affect our understanding of the Lord’s Supper. This essay examines the biblical data in order to determine what kind of meal Jesus ate with His disciples the night before He died. Was it, or was it not, a Passover meal?

				In an effort to address this matter, the following topics will need to be explored. First, in order to gauge the significance of the question, we will investigate the issues at stake in identifying the type of meal Jesus ate with His disciples. Second, we will take a look at the OT background of the Passover in order to acquire the proper historical lens for assessing the NT data. Third, we will address specific arguments by those who suggest that Jesus’ Last Supper was not a Passover meal and provide responses that argue for its paschal nature. Finally, we will consider Gospel evidence that favors a paschal interpretation of the Last Supper. The overall picture that will emerge from this investigation will suggest that Jesus did indeed eat a Passover meal with His disciples.



				The Issues at Stake

				Jesus’ Last Supper with His disciples is recorded in all three of the Synoptic Gospels (Matt 26:17–30; Mark 14:12–26; Luke 22:7–38), where it is clearly portrayed as a Passover meal (Mark 14:12: “On the first day of Unleavened Bread, when they sacrifice the Passover lamb, His disciples asked Him, ‘Where do You want us to go and prepare the Passover so You may eat it?’”; Luke 22:7–8: “Then the Day of Unleavened Bread came when the Passover lamb had to be sacrificed. Jesus sent Peter and John, saying, ‘Go and prepare the Passover meal for us, so we can eat it’”; cf. Josephus, Ant. 16.6.2 163–64),1 a meal that took place on the Thursday night before Jesus was crucified the next day (Friday). When one turns the page from Luke’s to John’s Gospel, however, some contend that the picture appears to change.

				According to John’s timeline (13:1), Jesus and His disciples celebrated the Last Supper the day before Jesus stood trial before Pilate (18:28–19:16). For John, this trial seems to have taken place prior to the Jewish Passover meal: “It was early morning. They did not enter the headquarters themselves; otherwise they would be defiled and unable to eat the Passover” (18:28b). If the Jews had not yet eaten the Passover when they tried Jesus, it is argued, Jesus could not have eaten the Passover with His disciples the night before. In apparent further confirmation of this, John states that Jesus’ Last Supper took place “before the Passover Festival” (13:1) and that Jesus’ crucifixion took place on “the preparation day for the Passover” (19:14), that is, on the day before Passover (i.e., Thursday). Thus, for John, it is argued, Jesus ate His Last Supper with His disciples on the Wednesday night of Passion Week (Nisan 14), twenty-four hours before the official celebration of the Passover meal, and Jesus was crucified on Thursday (Nisan 15).

				The primary point of tension between the Synoptics and John, then, is readily apparent. The Synoptic writers seem to say that Jesus’ Last Supper constituted a Passover meal, which would have fallen on Thursday night of Passion Week, with the crucifixion having occurred the next day (Friday). John, however, appears to suggest that Jesus ate His Last Supper the day before the Passover meal, which would have fallen on Wednesday night of Passion Week, with the crucifixion having occurred on the next day (Thursday). For those who adhere to a high view of Scripture, these apparent contradictions are certainly significant and raise important questions that need to be addressed: Do the accounts of Jesus’ Last Supper in the Synoptics and John contradict one another? If so, did John alter the Synoptic tradition for theological reasons? Or was Jesus’ Last Supper with His disciples but a normal meal which the Synoptics and/or John invested with Passover symbolism in order to validate their particular theology of the cross?

				The issues at stake, then, are weighty indeed. First, discerning the type of meal Jesus ate with the disciples the night before His crucifixion has a bearing on the issue of biblical inerrancy. If John and the Synoptics are found to contradict one another with regard to the dating of the Last Supper and the type of meal Jesus observed with His disciples, it would follow that John, the Synoptics, or both are in error. Second, there is the related question concerning the historical reliability of the Gospel traditions. If John, the Synoptics, or both are in error, then one or both are historically unreliable, that is, their record of events does not correspond to what actually happened. Third, if the Last Supper was not a Passover meal, it would be necessary to reassess the theological significance of the Passover for the celebration of the Lord’s Supper as it has been conceived throughout church history.2 The first step, then, in addressing this issue involves an investigation of the OT origin of the Passover.



				The Old Testament Origins of the Passover

				The Passover was a seminal and constitutive event in the formation of Israel’s identity as a nation (Exodus 12, esp. vv. 1–13; cf. Deut 16:1–8).3 While Moses and the Israelites were chafing under Egyptian bondage, God inflicted a series of plagues on the Egyptians in order to compel Pharaoh to release the Israelites. The tenth and final plague brought a death angel over Egypt to kill every firstborn male, except in houses whose doorframes were smeared with lamb’s blood. When the angel saw the blood, he “passed over” that particular dwelling, leaving the firstborn male unharmed.4

				This plague marked a turning point in Jewish history, not only as a historical event that triggered Israel’s exodus from Egypt, but also in the tradition that it began. This tradition became known as “Passover” and has been celebrated yearly by Jews on the fourteenth day of the lunar month Nisan, which marked the beginning of the festal calendar and specifically the onset of the Festival of Unleavened Bread. It was no different in Jesus’ day. Passover represented an annual celebration in Jerusalem that all men were expected to attend (cf. Deut 16:5–6). As a result, “Large numbers of worshippers from the outlying provinces of Palestine (Luke 2:41–42) and the Diaspora (Acts 2:5) filled the capital city” (cf. Josephus, J.W. 2.1.3 10).5 This week of festivities, then, provided the setting for Jesus’ Last Supper. The question at hand, therefore, is on what particular day of these festivities Jesus ate the Last Supper.



				Arguments that the Last Supper Was Not a Passover Meal

				In light of the issues at stake and against the above-sketched OT background, we now turn our attention to common arguments that Jesus’ Last Supper was not a Passover meal. These arguments are presented in canonical order as they relate to the Synoptics, John, Acts, and Paul. Subsequent to the presentation of a given argument, a response is provided that typically underscores the likelihood that Jesus’ Last Supper was in fact a Passover meal.6



				The Synoptics

				Although, as mentioned, the Synoptics clearly call the Last Supper a Passover meal (Matt 26:17–30; Mark 14:12–26; Luke 22:7–38), some scholars still contend that it was not.7 This argument is based on the premise that Matthew, Mark, and Luke label the Supper a Passover meal, although the actual historical meal did not occur on the night of Passover. The evangelists, some maintain, portrayed the Supper as a Passover because they were either mistaken or took theological liberties when writing their respective Gospels.8 The following is a list of arguments with accompanying responses.

				Argument No. 1: When recounting the story of Jesus blessing the bread (artos), the Synoptics do not feature the technical term “unleavened bread” (azuma) that was used for a Passover meal (Matt 26:26; Mark 14:22; Luke 22:19).9 Jesus’ serving of leavened instead of unleavened bread, the argument goes, suggests that His last meal was at best a festal meal but certainly not a Passover meal.

				Response: Throughout their lexicographical history, artos and azuma were used interchangeably for both leavened (artos) and unleavened bread (azuma; Exod 29:2 [cf. MT and LXX]; LXX: Lev 2:4; 8:26; Num 6:15,19; Judg 6:20; Philo, Spec. 2.158). Moreover, the showbread (i.e., the “bread of the Presence” kept on the table in the Holy Place; Exod 25:30; Lev 24:5–9; Num 4:7; 2Chr 2:3), although unleavened (Philo, Spec. 2.161; Congr. 168; Contempl. 81; Josephus, Ant. 3.6.6 142; 3.10.7 255), is always simply called “bread” (artos) in the OT, Mishnah, Targums, and the LXX. Thus the Synoptics’ use of artos rather than azuma proves nothing except that they were most likely aware of the synonymous uses of these terms.

				Argument No. 2: Certain elements of the meal were an integral part of every Jewish Passover. Two especially important ingredients were the paschal lamb (Exod 12:3) and bitter herbs (Exod 12:8). Scot McKnight, for example, suggests that had a lamb been consumed in the Upper Room, it would have made more theological sense for Jesus to say something like “this lamb is my body” rather than “this bread is my body.” For this reason, McKnight contends that it is “incomprehensible” that Jesus, as well as the Synoptic writers, would have failed to mention the lamb if it had been present.10 Since the Synoptic accounts mention neither the paschal lamb nor the bitter herbs, the argument goes, the Last Supper could not have been a Passover meal.

				Response: This is an argument from silence. Simply because the Synoptics do not explicitly mention these elements does not mean that they were absent from the meal. Perhaps the evangelists left out these details for personal and/or narrative reasons. Most likely, Mark, for example, did not intend to present a complete description of the Last Supper but rather chose to focus on those “moments which were constitutive for the celebration of the primitive Church.”11 In fact, these elements were so common at Passover meals that to mention them was tantamount to stating the obvious. This was apparently the case in m. [image: ]. 10:3, where the author refers to the eating of the paschal lamb only in passing.12 Another possible reason for the lack of explicit reference to these elements is that the primary focus of the Synoptic accounts of the Last Supper is on Jesus and not on the recounting of the details of the Passover meal. In addition, it is possible that Luke mentions the paschal lamb indirectly (22:15)13 and that Matthew’s and Mark’s references to “dip[ping]...in the bowl” may subtly allude to the eating of bitter herbs (Matt 26:23; Mark 14:20). McKnight’s speculation about Jesus’ theological motives for focusing on the bread is mere conjecture. It should be noted that Jesus’ focus in the present context is on His broken body in light of His imminent crucifixion. Bread—which could easily be broken—lent itself as an eminently suitable metaphor for the message Jesus sought to convey. There is no compelling reason why He must choose to focus on the lamb. In the end, as mentioned, this argument is one from silence, as McKnight himself rightly concedes, and utterly fails to convince in light of more plausible explanations.14

				Argument No. 3: There are three elements in the Synoptics’ description of the Last Supper that are inconsistent with the Passover ritual: (1) Mark portrays Jesus as saying the blessing before breaking the bread, while at the Passover this is reversed; (2) the Synoptics portray Jesus and His disciples as using a single cup, while the use of individual cups was the norm during Passover meals; and (3) at a Passover meal, each person was to have his or her own dish, but at the Last Supper Jesus and His disciples apparently ate from one common dish (Matt 26:23; Mark 14:20).15

				Response: First, as Jeremias points out, the opposite scenario is actually true for the Jewish Passover: The bread was broken first, followed by a blessing, which is how the events are described in the Synoptics.16 Marshall further observes that those who suggest otherwise erroneously base their arguments on late Jewish sources.17 Second, given the lack of first-century data on the order of the Passover service, Marshall rightly suggests that “it seems impossible to conclude with any certainty what the practice in the first century was.”18 That said, Jeremias detects one clue that may shed light on this issue: later protests against the drinking from multiple cups (t. Ber. 5.9; 12:9) suggest that the practice of drinking from a single cup had occurred earlier on.19 Third, this argument may hold true for Passover observance subsequent to AD 70 when the city of Jerusalem was not as crowded during the celebration. Prior to the year 70, however, having one’s own table was unlikely in light of the overcrowding of the city. In such cramped conditions, it is unlikely that everyone had his or her own table and individual dishes.20

				Argument No. 4: The religious leaders in Mark 14:2 do not want to arrest Jesus “during the festival” ([image: ]) because they fear a riot will ensue among the people. Thus the portrait painted by Mark (“not during the festival”) seems to put Jesus’ arrest in apparent conflict with Matthew and Luke, who place Jesus’ arrest on the night of the first day of the festival.21

				Response: Two considerations cast doubt on the above understanding of Mark 14:2. First, as Jeremias notes, it is unclear whether or not the religious leaders’ desire was fulfilled. It is entirely possible that though the religious leaders did not want to arrest Jesus during the feast, they later decided to do so anyway.22 Mark may note the intention of the leaders and then recount the opposite taking place to emphasize that prophecy was fulfilled, against the expectations and plans of the religious leaders. One possible scenario is that when Judas came to the authorities and told them where Jesus was, they viewed the opportunity as so ripe that they decided to act, even though initially they had other plans. And hence prophecy was fulfilled. Alternatively, [image: ] may be used locally/spatially (“in the presence of”) rather than temporally (“during”).23 If so, the thrust of Mark’s statement would be that the religious leaders wanted to arrest Jesus “by stealth” (14:1), that is, remove Him from the public eye quietly rather than “in the presence of the festal crowd” in order to avoid public attention.24 This would correlate well with the statement in Luke 22:6: “when the crowd was not present.”25

				Argument No. 5: In light of m. [image: ]. 8:6 (“They may slaughter [the Passover lamb]...for one whom they [the authorities] have promised to release from prison”), prisoners who were freed during the festival (Matt 27:15; Mark 15:6; John 18:39) must have been released in time to partake of the Passover meal.26 Thus, if the prisoner in the Matthean and Markan accounts would have been tried and released on Friday rather than Thursday, he would not have had a chance to eat the Passover meal. According to some, this fits well within the Johannine chronology where Jesus’ trial takes place on Thursday before the Passover meal that evening, thus giving the released criminal a chance to partake, but it contradicts the Synoptic chronology where the trial takes place on Friday after the meal.

				Response: The weakness of this argument consists in the fact that there can be no certainty that m. [image: ]. 8:6 refers to a Roman Passover amnesty. In other words, there is no indication that this was a widely imposed Roman policy. Furthermore, as J. Merkel has noted, there is a fundamental difference between m. [image: ]. 8:6 and the amnesty referred to by the Gospel writers, namely m. [image: ]. 8:6 promises release while in the Gospels the release actually occurs.27

				Argument No. 6: Mark 14:17–15:47 records at least ten events that could not have taken place on Nisan 15 (Friday), the first day of the festival of Unleavened Bread, because they contradicted Jewish festal regulations:28 (1) Jesus visited Gethsemane the night of the Passover (14:32). This is problematic because a Passover adherent was not to leave Jerusalem during the night of Passover; what is more, the meal had to be eaten within the walls of Jerusalem. (2) The temple guards and the disciples carried and wielded weapons at Jesus’ arrest (14:43; cf. Matt 26:47, John 18:3), which was not allowed on feast days. (3) In response to Jesus’ perceived blasphemy, the high priest tore his clothes (14:63), an action forbidden during the Passover. (4) Removal of Jesus’ body from the cross and the rolling of the stone to enclose the tomb (15:46) broke Jewish regulations. (5) Mary and Mary Magdalene prepared spices for Jesus’ body (16:1), another act forbidden during feast days. (6) The Jews participated in the Roman trial during the feast (15:1–15). Such participation was forbidden. (7) Jesus was executed on the first day of the feast (15:21–32). (8) Simon from Cyrene, who was forced to carry Jesus’ cross, was “coming in from the country” (15:21), which indicates, first, that he apparently traveled a great distance, which was forbidden on Sabbaths and feast days; and second, since he was coming in from the countryside, he was apparently working, which was forbidden as well. (9) Joseph purchased a linen shroud in which to bury Jesus (15:46). (10) The Sanhedrin met and condemned Jesus during the night of the Passover feast (14:53), which broke the Mishnaic code: “None may sit in judgment...on a feast day” (m. [image: ] 5:2; t. [image: ] 4.4).

				Response: The first five arguments, Jeremias maintains, “rest upon sheer ignorance of the halakah...and should never be mentioned again.”29 (1) Although a Passover adherent could not leave Jerusalem during the night of Passover and the Passover had to be eaten within the walls of Jerusalem, he or she could spend the night in the greater Jerusalem district. Gethsemane was well within this district.30 (2) It is uncertain whether Nisan 14/15 was subjected to the regulations of feast days. Moreover, according to early halakah, the bearing of arms was permitted on the Sabbath (m. abb. 6:4).31 (3) Tearing a robe did not constitute the breaking of a regulation (m. abb. 13:3). (4) Deuteronomy 21:23 was equally applicable to a feast day: “You are not to leave his corpse on the tree overnight but are to bury him that day, for anyone hung on a tree is under God’s curse.” (5) Preparations for the dead, even on feast days, were acceptable (m. abb. 23:5).

				The next two arguments, (6) and (7), pertain to the Roman governor and not the Jewish authorities. Execution during a holy time is not completely unprecedented during this era. For example, Polycarp was executed by the Romans in c. AD 155 on the “high Sabbath” (Mart. Pol. 21; cf. 8.1). In this account, note that the Jews carried wood to the pile (Mart. Pol. 13.1). Luke and John offer two further examples: the residents of Nazareth attempted to execute Jesus on a Sabbath (Luke 4:29), and the Jews planned to stone Jesus during the Festival of Dedication (John 10:22–39). Shedding more light on this issue is Carson, who notes that the Mishnah “insists that the execution of a rebellious teacher should take place on one of the three principle feasts [Unleavened Bread/Passover, Pentecost, and Tabernacles]” in order to deter particular kinds of conduct.32 Apart from these considerations, those who participated in the trial were apparently not concerned about the other legal aspects of the proceedings. For example, the verdict was predetermined from the outset (Mark 14:1; John 11:50); false testimony was sought and encouraged (Matt 26:59); and the high priest put Jesus under oath, but the Sanhedrin condemned Jesus on the basis of His testimony (Matt 26:63–66). That aspects of the law were broken during the course of Jesus’ trial, therefore, does not present a problem with regard to Jesus’ final meal with His disciples being a Passover.

				(8) The argument about Simon of Cyrene traveling in “from the country,” Jeremias rightly avers, rests on arbitrary assumptions.33 First, Simon probably did not come from working in the fields since it was still early in the morning (Mark 15:25). Second, the field could have been within the distances permitted for travel on a Sabbath. Third, it is not altogether clear that Simon came in from the fields since ap’ agrou (“from the country”) can possibly connote “from the village” or “from outside the city.”34 If these connotations are plausible, Simon could have resided just outside of Jerusalem and have been on his way to morning prayer (cf. Acts 3:1). Finally, we cannot be certain that Simon was a Jew. For a Gentile, walking long distances on a feast day was an insignificant matter.

				The final two arguments, according to Jeremias, are the only ones that should be taken seriously.35 (9) On the day of Jesus’ crucifixion, Joseph “bought some fine linen” (Mark 15:46) in which to bury Jesus. The purchasing of this cloth is problematic if, as Mark states, it occurred on “preparation day” (15:42), since buying and selling was forbidden on such days. By way of response, Jeremias marshals ample evidence to demonstrate that the regulations against buying and selling on rest days were relaxed due to the necessities of everyday life.36 For example, m. abb. 23:4 explicitly approves of the buying and selling of food, a coffin, and a shroud on a feast day. Another example from t. abb. 17.13 confirms this:



				And he said [on the Sabbath] to him: if you cannot get it at the designated place, fetch it from such and such a place; and if you cannot get it for one mina (100 denarii) then get it for 200 (denarii). R. Jose b. Judah [c. AD 180] said: “Only he must not mention the exact price” (cf. b. abb. 151a).



				A particular case specifically related to Passover is recounted in m. abb. 23:1:



				So, too, in Jerusalem on the eve of Passover when it falls on a Sabbath, a man may leave his cloak [as surety with the seller] and eat his Passover lamb and make his reckoning with the seller after the feast day.



				In light of these pieces of evidence, it is certainly reasonable that Joseph purchased a burial cloth without significant practical or religious infractions.

				Finally, (10) the Sanhedrin and Jesus’ condemnation to execution would not have occurred on the night of the Passover (Mark 14:53–65).37 This argument is based on a law valid at the time of the Mishnah that forbade such an act: “None may sit in judgment...on a feast day” (m. [image: ] 5:2; cf. t. [image: ] 4.4 [207.15]; Philo, On the Migration of Abraham 91). By way of response, first, the degree to which given stipulations included in the Mishnah were applicable at the time of Jesus is uncertain.38 Apart from this issue, Jeremias offers a convincing interpretation of the Deuteronomic mandates concerning legal gatherings on feast days.39 In essence, he argues that a close reading of Deut 17:8–13 requires that one sentenced to die during the feast be executed on the day of the feast.40 What is more, it should come as no surprise that since the trial as a whole contained numerous irregularities, its timing was in violation of commonly accepted practice as well.41



				John

				As mentioned above, there are some indications that in John the Last Supper took place one day earlier than in the Synoptics (on Wednesday rather than Thursday night of Passion Week). This apparent contradiction is the most problematic biblical feature for determining the nature of Jesus’ last meal with His disciples. Marshall notes that there are three basic solutions to this problem: (1) John’s dating is historically accurate and the Synoptics are inaccurate; (2) the Synoptics are historically reliable and John is inaccurate; or (3) both are correct.42 Those who defend the first solution usually do so because they find the evidence in the Synoptics self-contradictory while John’s Gospel is internally consistent.43 John’s account, therefore, is chosen by default.44 Those who defend the second solution believe that John introduces “an historical anomaly in order to gain a theological point.”45 This argument goes as follows:



				Jesus is not only the true temple [in John], the true light, the true vine, but the true paschal lamb: John places Jesus’ death at the time of the slaughtering of the paschal lambs [on Thursday instead of Friday] in order to establish this next step in his replacement motif.46



				Carson is correct to point out, however, that this theory is “theologically flimsy” because John’s focus during Jesus’ Last Supper was neither on the slaughter of the lambs nor on Jesus as the true Lamb of God. Moreover, as Carson rightly notes, this solution does not address John’s alleged historical contradiction with the Synoptics.47

				The third solution, namely that both John and the Synoptics are correct, best squares with the available data.48 One popular resolution in this regard is put forth by Annie Jaubert. She argues, based on different calendars used in the first century, that John and the Synoptics are consistent in their portrayal of the Last Supper. While Jesus and His disciples followed the solar calendar of the Qumran community, the Pharisees and Sadducees followed a lunar calendar. These two calendars differed from each other sufficiently to allow for the Synoptics to record accurately the occurrence of the Passover meal on Thursday evening and for John to record it accurately on Wednesday evening.49 The major weakness of this view is that there is no NT (or other) evidence to suggest that Jesus ever adhered to a Qumran calendar.50 Carson rightly concludes that such “calendrical theories all involve delicate historical judgments or a paucity of hard evidence.”51

				Other, less widely held views that seek to harmonize John and the Synoptics include the following:52 (1) Jesus, knowing that He would be killed at the Passover, celebrated a private Passover with His disciples one day early.53 (2) Jews in Jesus’ day celebrated the Passover on two consecutive days.54 (3) The vast number of lambs needing to be sacrificed at the Passover caused the Galileans to slaughter their lambs on Nisan 13.55

				Ben Witherington, finally, boldly proposes that in John, “we have a portrayal of a Greco-Roman banquet complete with closing symposion and the religious rites associated with such a meal. Jesus acts here as the sage, philosopher, and rhetor and offers his after-dinner teaching.”56 This representation, however, unduly neglects the clear Passover setting and symbolism pervading John’s Gospel.57 The harmonization of the Synoptic and Johannine accounts, for its part, depends on an accurate exegetical understanding of the three most problematic passages related to John’s rendition of the Last Supper (13:1; 18:28; and 19:14), to which we now turn.58



				John 13:1

				Argument: John says that the night before Jesus was crucified (and when the Last Supper was eaten) was “before the Passover Festival” (pro de [image: ] tou pascha; 13:1). Since the meal was eaten before the Passover, it cannot be a Passover meal.

				Response: Most likely, the phrase refers to the footwashing only, which took place just before Jesus ate the Passover, not to the meal itself.59 As Carson notes, “Theologically, the clause alerts the readers to the Passover theme developed throughout the book (2:13,23; 6:4; 11:55; 12:1; cf. 18:28,39; 19:14), inviting them to see in the footwashing an anticipation of Jesus’ own climactic Passover act as the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world (1:29).”60 Alternatively, the reference in 13:1 may be to Jesus already knowing prior to the Passover that His hour had come to depart from this world.61



				John 18:28

				Argument: On the morning after Jesus’ last meal with His disciples, He was led from Caiaphas to Pilate for an impromptu trial. At this trial, the Jews sought to avoid ceremonial uncleanness by refusing to enter Pilate’s Gentile palace so that they would be able to “eat the Passover” ([image: ] to pascha; 18:28). Since the Passover meal occurred after the events described in 18:28 (i.e., Jesus’ trial), Jesus did not eat a Passover meal the night before with His disciples (13:1).

				Response: This argument assumes that the phrase “eat the Passover” ([image: ] to pascha) refers only to the Passover meal proper (i.e., the Thursday evening meal). It is more likely, however, that this phrase refers



				not merely to Passover itself but to the Feast of Unleavened Bread, which lasted seven days (note Luke 22:1: “the Feast of Unleavened Bread, called the Passover”), and in particular to the feast-offering (hagigah), which was brought on the morning of the first day of the festival (cf. Num 28:18–19). “Eat the Passover” probably simply means “celebrate the feast” (cf. 2Chron 30:21).62



				In other words, John’s use of [image: ] to pascha was tantamount to referring to “the many meals and celebrations that week in the Passover season.”63 The Jews in 18:28, then, were not referring to the Thursday night Passover meal. When interpreted in this way, John’s chronological account of the trial does not conflict with the Synoptics.



				John 19:14 (cf. 19:31,42)

				Argument: John says that Jesus’ crucifixion took place on “preparation day” ([image: ]; 19:14), which was the day before Passover, that is, the day set aside by the Jews to prepare for the Passover meal. During Jesus’ Passion Week, the day of preparation fell on Thursday. Thus, John places the crucifixion on Thursday, which means that Jesus ate His last supper with His disciples the night before on Wednesday (against the Synoptics).

				Response: As I have written elsewhere,



				Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Josephus all use paraskeuhv to refer to the day preceding the Sabbath.64 The term therefore should be taken to refer to the day of preparation for the Sabbath (i.e. Friday).65 If this is accurate, then [image: ] [image: ] (tou pascha) means not “of the Passover,” but “of Passover week.”66 Indeed, ‘Passover’ may refer to the (day of) the actual Passover meal or, as in the present case, the entire Passover week, including Passover day as well as the associated Feast of Unleavened Bread.67 “Day of Preparation of Passover week” is therefore best taken to refer to the day of preparation for the Sabbath (i.e. Friday) of Passover week. Thus, all four Gospels concur that Jesus’ last supper was a Passover meal eaten on Thursday evening (by Jewish reckoning, the onset of Friday).68



				Apart from the above-cited evidence in 13:1; 18:28; and 19:14 that, instead of contradicting the Synoptic accounts, John’s depiction of Jesus’ Last Supper confirms them, there is substantial additional corroborating evidence in John’s Gospel that aligns his account with that of the other canonical Gospels.69



				Additional Corroborating Evidence in John

				Further traces of the Synoptic chronology occur in John 13:2–17. That this is the same scene as the Passover meal in the Synoptics is confirmed by the account of Jesus’ interchange with Judas the betrayer at the Last Supper (13:18–30) and the narrative of Judas’ betrayal of Jesus and of Jesus’ arrest in Gethsemane (18:1–11). John makes at least seven remarks that presuppose a Passover meal: (1) the meal occurred in Jerusalem (11:55; 12:12); (2) it took place at a late hour that lasted into the night; (3) it was celebrated with Jesus’ closest circle of disciples (instead of with a larger group, as usual); (4) it was a ceremonial meal (recall the reclining at the table); (5) Jesus did not return to Bethany but stayed in the Garden in the Kidron valley; (6) the meal was taken in a state of Levitical purity (13:10); and (7) the disciples assumed that Judas was to purchase necessities for the feast or to distribute alms (13:29).70

				Beyond these traces of the Synoptic chronology, John presents Passover symbolism in chaps. 13–17 that is unique to his Gospel:



				(1) Jesus’ use of “vine” imagery in 15:1–10 may be predicated upon his and the disciples’ partaking of wine just prior to his use of this imagery at the Passover meal.71

                (2) The “bearing” and “taking away” language in John 15–17 may hark back to similar terminology in the reference to Jesus as the “Lamb of God” in 1:29.

                (3) “Glory” language binds together a cluster of motifs that center on Jesus’ crucifixion as his glorification, a theology that is significantly indebted to Isaiah’s depictions of the Suffering Servant, who...“was led like a lamb to the slaughter” (53:7).72



				In light of the assessment of John 13:1; 18:28; and 19:14 above, and in view of the subtle traces of paschal characteristics in 13:1–17 and elsewhere, it seems amply justified to conclude that the Synoptic and the Johannine accounts concur that Jesus ate a Passover meal with His disciples on the Thursday night prior to His crucifixion on Friday.



				Acts

				Argument: In Acts 2:42, one finds an early reference to the first Christians’ celebration of the Last Supper (“the breaking of bread”). This passage indicates that Jesus’ Last Supper was not a Passover meal because the early church celebrated this particular supper daily (Acts 2:42), while the Passover meal was celebrated annually. The question arises as to how faithful Jews, who were taught from childhood to observe the Passover annually, could legitimately celebrate it on a daily basis.

				Response: The faulty presupposition underlying this argument is that the early Christians in Acts 2:42 were seeking to replicate Jesus’ Last Supper; rather, they sought to relive the “daily table fellowship of the disciples with [Jesus].”73 “Only gradually,” Jeremias observes, “was the early Christian celebration of meals linked with, and influenced by, the remembrance of the Last Supper.”74 In other words, nothing in the text indicates that the disciples or Luke, the author of Acts, intended to portray a Passover or eucharistic meal. What is more, Marshall adds, “[What] Jesus told the disciples to repeat was not the Passover meal [per se] but a particular ritual within that meal.”75



				Paul

				Argument No. 1: In the context of a practical discussion on how to deal with an immoral church member, Paul states, “For Christ our Passover has been sacrificed” (1Cor 5:7). Paul, doubtless a committed Jew who understood the intricacies of the Passover activities, clearly identified Jesus as the Passover Lamb that was sacrificed. The Passover lamb was always sacrificed on Nisan 14 (on Thursday in the case of Passion Week). Paul, therefore, in comparing Jesus to this sacrificed Passover lamb, implicitly placed Jesus’ crucifixion on Thursday rather than Friday. Thus Jesus’ Last Supper with His disciples occurred the night before the Passover on Wednesday night, which was not the evening of the Jewish Passover.

				Response: Jeremias rightly notes that Paul’s comparison of Jesus to the Passover lamb more likely is linked to Jesus’ broader sayings about Himself during the meal than to the actual time of His crucifixion.76 Paul’s point was not to present a chronological account of Jesus’ last earthly meal. Instead, he more likely focused on the deeper theological implications of the event. No astute first-century Jew could miss the correlation between Jesus’ identity and the Passover events. To argue that Paul had in mind the chronology of the specific Passover events, as Marshall rightly argues, “is surely to press the allusion too far.”77

				Argument No. 2: In 1Cor 15:20, Paul calls Jesus the [image: ] [image: ] [image: ] (“firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep”). Jewish firstfruits were offered on Nisan 16, which fell on the Saturday of Jesus’ Passion Week. Paul’s statements about Jesus as the firstfruits, then, suggest that Jesus rose from the dead on Saturday rather than on Sunday (against the Synoptics). If Jesus rose from the dead on Saturday, His crucifixion must have taken place on Thursday, with the Last Supper having occurred on Wednesday (Nisan 14), the day before Passover.

				Response: This interpretation presses Paul’s figurative use of [image: ] too far. More likely, Paul intends a use of [image: ] that more directly coincides with [image: ] (“first”).78 As in 1Cor 5:7, Paul’s concern is not primarily that of Passover chronology.79 It is exegetically naive to import chronological assertions concerning Jesus’ resurrection into Paul’s statement when the context suggests that Paul’s primary concern was theological.



				Subtle Evidence that Favors a Paschal Interpretation

				The discussion above focused on specific exegetical details in the relevant NT documents and concluded that Jesus ate a Passover meal with His disciples before dying on the cross. In this section, attention is focused more broadly on subtle pieces of evidence in the Gospels that are more indirect in nature.80 The fact that these references are largely incidental, Jeremias suggests, “adds very considerably to their value as evidence,” since they serve no particular purpose in the respective Gospel accounts.81 The following twelve subtle pieces of evidence further demonstrate the paschal nature of Jesus’ Last Supper.

				(1) According to all four Gospel writers, the Last Supper took place in Jerusalem (Matt 26:18; Mark 14:13; Luke 22:10; John 13:1), which, during the Passover festivities, was direly overcrowded.82 After entering Jerusalem during the last week of His life, Jesus spent His days teaching and ministering in the city but spent His nights in Bethany and the Mount of Olives (Matt 21:17; Mark 11:11,19; 14:3; Luke 22:39). Why would Jesus, who had friends and acquaintances in Jerusalem, not stay there overnight, which would have been more convenient than traveling to nearby towns? One possibility is that the city was too overcrowded to do so. In light of the cramped conditions in Jerusalem, one rightly wonders why Jesus chose to eat His Last Supper there. The answer, according to Jeremias, most likely is that the Passover lamb was expected to be eaten within the city gates.83

				(2) Matthew (26:20), Mark (14:17), John (13:30), and Paul (1Cor 11:23) all observe that the Last Supper took place at night. In Jesus’ culture, two meals per day were customary, one between around 10 and 11 o’clock in the morning84 and one in the late afternoon.85 The afternoon meals lasted into the night only on special occasions.86 One particular special occasion is most pertinent to Jesus’ Last Supper, namely Passover. All the available data indicates that the Passover meal was to be eaten at night.87 Since the Last Supper breaks with the common tradition of eating in the late afternoon, it most likely occurred during a special occasion. This special occasion was in all probability the Passover meal, since the Last Supper took place sometime during the Passover festival.

				(3) Matt 26:20 and Mark 14:17 tell us that Jesus celebrated the Last Supper with the Twelve (see also Luke 22:14: “and the apostles with Him”).88 Jesus more often ate with larger groups of people (Mark 2:15; 14:3; Luke 7:36; 11:37; 14:1; cf. Matt 11:19). In light of this common practice, Jesus’ limiting His table companions at the Last Supper to the Twelve is telling. The Passover meal had to consist of at least ten people,89 which was also its average number of participants.90 This was so because a one-year-old lamb would feed about ten people. Jeremias poses the question, “Is it chance that the small group in some ways corresponds to the Passover practice?”91

				(4) All four Gospel writers record that Jesus and the Twelve ate the Last Supper while reclining at table (anakeimai; Matt 26:20; Mark 14:18; Luke 22:14 [[image: ]]; John 13:23,25). That Jesus and His followers reclined at table while eating this meal is significant because when the Gospel writers speak of reclining at meals, they refer to special meals in the open, at a party, a feast, a royal banquet, a wedding feast, or at the end-time banquet.92 From the Gospel accounts, it is clear that Jesus and His disciples would not have reclined at table during ordinary meals. That they did so during the Last Supper, then, indicates that they had a “ritual duty to recline at table as a symbol of freedom.”93 Such a ritual duty coheres well with the Last Supper being a Passover meal.94

				(5) John seems to indicate that the Last Supper was eaten in a state of Levitical purity (13:10; cf. Num 19:19). Such Levitical purity was not required of ordinary people for the eating of regular meals. But when a person partook of the Passover, this called for ritual purity.95

				(6) Matthew (26:21–26) and Mark (14:18–22) indicate that Jesus broke the bread during the course of the meal instead of at its outset. This is telling because ordinary meals in Jesus’ day customarily began with the breaking of bread.96 It was only during the Passover meal that a dish was served prior to the breaking of bread.97 This is most clearly indicated in a record preserved from antiquity of a young child’s question to his father about the Passover meal of which they were partaking: “How is it that on every other evening we dip bread into the dish but on this evening we simply dip (without bread) into the dish” (y. [image: ]. 10.37d, 4–5)?98

				(7) Jesus served wine at the Last Supper (Matt 26:29 and parallels). This is notable since water was usually the drink of choice in everyday life and at ordinary meals and since wine was reserved for festive occasions.99 Drinking wine at Passover was not optional but mandatory, even for the poor (m. [image: ]. 10:1). Most notable concerning the wine at the Last Supper was the fact that it was red, which is indicated by Jesus’ comparison of it to His blood. At least three types of wine were available in Talmudic times: red, white, and black. R. Judah (c.D 150), who, according to Jeremias, represents an older tradition, specifically required that Passover participants drink red wine (t. [image: ]. 10.1 [172.14]; b. [image: ]. 108b).100 In addition, according to R. Jeremiah (c. AD 320), the use of red wine at Passover was binding.101

				(8) On the night of the Last Supper, some of the disciples thought that Jesus told Judas to “buy what we need for the festival” (John 13:29). The idea of making these purchases at night would make no sense if these events occurred on the evening before Nisan 14 (Wednesday), since all the local businesses would have been open the next day (Thursday). If these events, however, occurred on the evening of Nisan 15 (Thursday, the day before Passover), then the disciples’ supposition would make perfect sense; they would assume that Judas must make his purchase “quickly” (John 13:27), because businesses would be closed the next day in celebration of Passover.102

				(9) When Jesus told Judas, “What you’re doing, do quickly” (John 13:27), some of the disciples thought Jesus meant for Judas to “give something to the poor” (13:29). Again, this piece of evidence makes most sense on the assumption that the Last Supper was a Passover meal, because it was customary to give alms to the poor on the night of Passover.103

				(10) At the end of the Last Supper, Jesus and His disciples sang a hymn (Matt 26:30; Mark 14:26). According to Jeremias, this hymn can only be the second half of the Passover hallel, a common recitation after Passover meals. Marshall concurs: “There seems to be no evidence for a similar occurrence at the end of any other kind of Jewish meal.”104

				(11) Instead of returning to Bethany after the Last Supper where He had spent the preceding nights (Matt 21:17; Mark 11:11), Jesus spent the night on the Mount of Olives (Mark 14:26). Based on an exegesis of Deut 16:7, those observing Passover were required to spend the night in Jerusalem. Since, as mentioned, the population of Jerusalem increased dramatically during the Passover festival, the city district was enlarged each year to make obedience to this command possible. Although Bethany fell outside of the enlarged district of Jerusalem, the Mount of Olives, including Gethsemane, was well within it. Jesus’ breaking His pattern of returning to Bethany in order to remain within the district of Jerusalem may indicate that He was preparing for the Passover by being obedient to this traditional observance.

				(12) While partaking of the Last Supper, Jesus spoke words of interpretation over the bread and the wine (Matt 26:26–29 and parallels). According to Jeremias, “Interpretation of the special elements of the [Passover] meal is a fixed part of the Passover ritual.”105 In other words, it was customary that the head of the family explained certain elements of the Passover meal. In doing so, there were often historical (Philo, Spec. 2.158; Josephus, Ant. 2.15.2 316; Sipre Deut. 130 on 16.3) or allegorical (Philo, Spec. 2.158, 159–61; Congr. 161–67; QE 1.15; Sipre Deut. 130 on 16.3; b. [image: ]. 36a; 115b) interpretations placed on the elements of the Passover meal.106 Most important, however, were the eschatological interpretations of the unleavened bread that were often given (Midr. Song on 1.8).107 In the same way, Jesus, clearly in a ritualistic context, offered an eschatological interpretation of the bread and wine during His Last Supper with the disciples (Matt 26:29 and parallels). In light of the established tradition to offer such interpretations, Jesus’ Last Supper was most likely a Passover meal. Jeremias avers that this final piece of evidence represents the most compelling argument.108



				Conclusion

				When Jesus sat down to eat His last meal with His disciples, it was in celebration of the Jewish Passover that commenced on the eve of the Israelites’ exodus from Egypt. The Synoptics, John, Acts, and Paul concur in their portrayals of this supper. This unified portrayal is confirmed both by a close exegetical examination of all the pertinent passages and by the subtle pieces of evidences these writers left behind. Proposed historical, theological, and canonical inconsistencies related to Jesus’ Passover meal prove lacking under close scrutiny. Jesus’ last meal, indeed, was in celebration of the Jewish Passover. With this fact secured, we are now in the position to explore its many theological implications.109
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				THE LORD’S LAST SUPPER IN THE FOURFOLD WITNESS OF THE GOSPELS

				Jonathan T. Pennington*



				Introduction and Method

				The Gospels stand at the head of the NT canon as both the fount from which the apostolic witness flows and also the lens through which the Jewish Scriptures are to be read. For the church, the fourfold witness of the Gospels has always been seen as the fulcrum through which the shaped stones of both the old and new covenant writings are lifted and joined together in their proper places.1 The relevance of this role is seen in heightened intensity when it comes to such a crucial event as Jesus’ last meal with His disciples before His betrayal, arrest, crucifixion, and death. The thickness of meaning in the Lord’s Last Supper is great, as it brings together key ideas and aspects from Israel’s story and transforms them in a Messianic way in the church.2 Thus, the fourfold witness of the Gospels to this vital event serves a crucial role in understanding how certain elements of the OT find their consummation in Jesus the Christ and how we are to understand the ongoing meaning of one of the church’s most regular and important practices, the partaking of the Lord’s Supper. One essay cannot of course pull together all such threads nor even gauge the depths of the ocean of significance to all of this. We can, however, attempt to sketch the contours of what the Evangelists would have us to know and understand concerning that last of many fellowship meals between Jesus and His disciples.

				But before this exploration can commence we must comment on method. What kind of equipment is best to survey such a deeply founded incident as the Last Supper? In seeking to discuss any event or pericope that is shared among the Gospel accounts there is a choice of tools regarding one’s approach and method. Namely, should we, as I am inclined to believe, focus on letting each Evangelist have his own voice, concentrating on how he tells his story and how his description of the Last Supper fits into his overall narrative? Following this would necessarily be some sort of description of what the Gospel narratives have in common. Alternatively, should we instead approach the fourfold witness of the Gospels querying the historical and theological function of the Last Supper in Jesus’ ministry overall, followed secondarily with comments on some distinct emphases and particular theological Tendenz that each of the individual Evangelists seems to be making?3

				The advantage of the former method is that by it we respect the reality that all history retelling is necessarily interpreted and involves interpretive selection, de-selection, crafting, and arrangement. Consequently, we will be wise to observe and respect the well-crafted point of each Evangelist rather than squashing them into a lowest common denominator mold that focuses only on the commonalities of the “event.” Related, the disadvantage of the latter approach is that we can too easily fall into the problematic stance of focusing on the event of the Last Supper “behind the text”—i.e., the question of “what really happened on that misty night in Jerusalem?”—rather than on the only thing we actually have, the individual theological witnesses of the Gospel accounts.

				Nevertheless, despite the potential dangers of an approach that begins with the overall picture constructed from all four Gospel accounts, I have decided that it is the most practical and heuristically effective way to proceed for this essay. This is because there is so much commonality of description, function, and meaning of the Last Supper across the Gospels that concentrating on the distinct elements within Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John would unduly sever the thick rope that ties together their understanding of what the Lord’s Last Supper means in Jesus’ life and ministry. Consequently, we will focus first on the historical considerations of the event and most on its several common nodes of meaning. This will then be followed by some comments concerning what unique contributions each of the Evangelists make.



				Common Historical Considerations

				I have registered above the potential danger of focusing too much on the “What really happened?” question in such a way that it excludes or overshadows the more significant textual telos: the meaning, function, and evocations of the Last Supper. Nevertheless, with an event such as this one that appears in all four of the Gospels but presents some apparently conflicting details, one is free to ask how we can, if at all, square the various elements of the event. This type of question, of course, is not new nor is it merely a result of the acids of Enlightenment historical criticism. A primary focus on this type of question, accompanied by a skepticism and an epistemological stance of the superiority and priority of this kind of knowledge is a function of the Enlightenment,4 but not new is the simple question of putting together the details of the various witnesses within an assumption of its basic “historicality.” Such questions are as old as the hills, or at least the Augustinian hills, where we find this kind of question regularly asked and answered.5 After all, Christianity has always been a faith based on certain historical realities, both in the OT and the NT.6

				There are three historical questions that arise immediately when one compares the four different accounts of Jesus’ Last Supper. The largest one concerns how we are to correlate the accounts as found in the Synoptics with the various pieces and places in John that correspond to this same event. The second question is more specific: Was the Lord’s Last Supper a celebration of the Passover meal or some other normal meal but invested with great significance? In reality the second question is a subset of the first. That is, there are many apparent differences here between John and the Synoptics, one of which is the chronology that potentially implies in John’s account that the meal was not the Passover as indicated in the Synoptics. The third question concerns other discrepancies in the details between the accounts, including differences within the Synoptic tradition.

				On the second question we may be allowed to comment only briefly as another essay in this same volume is addressed specifically to this topic.7 In short, good arguments can be made that both John and the Synoptic witness understand this Last Supper to be a celebration—albeit with new, vested theological re-interpretation—of the Passover meal. In my opinion, Jesus intentionally celebrated the Passover meal a day earlier than the official Jerusalem one (and therefore necessarily devoid of a lamb8) because He knew of His impending death.9 As R.T. France notes, “To describe this as a Passover meal correctly conveys Jesus’ intention and the context within which his disciples would have understood it, even if it was unavoidably a day in advance.”10



				The Question of John and the Synoptics

				To the other two questions we may now turn. First, the largest one: How are we to understand the many differences between the Synoptic accounts and John concerning the timing and events of the Last Supper? The first and obvious item to note is that what manifests itself as a straightforward and simple event in the Synoptics appears with a seemingly different chronology and is drawn out and expanded in John’s account. At the end of John 11 we already find reference to “the Passover of the Jews” being at hand (11:55). Then in chap. 12 we learn that Jesus enters the environs of Jerusalem “six days before the Passover” and has a supper with Lazarus, Martha, Mary, His disciples, and possibly others. On the following day Jesus enters Jerusalem with great fanfare. What follows in chap. 12 is a series of interesting pericopae concerning various responses to Jesus and His own reactions. Then in John 13 we read that “before the feast of the Passover” Jesus was at a supper with His disciples once again and, knowing His time was at an end, He rose and washed His disciples’ feet. Typical of John’s style, this event and dialogue is expanded and extends all the way through chap. 17 (the famous “Upper Room Discourse”), after which He and His disciples leave for the garden and Jesus’ betrayal (18:1). Thus, this is clearly the same Passover festival time at the end of Jesus’ life as we find in the Synoptics.11

				We may note that in terms of relative size and length of the Gospel accounts, this event occurs very early in John in comparison to the Synoptics where the (final) entry into Jerusalem occurs only near the end of the accounts.12 Also noteworthy is the observation that very little of what appears in John 12–18 can be found in the comparable Synoptic accounts. The one area of overlap most noticeable is the identification of Judas as the betrayer, but little else corresponds. If it were not for John’s account, for example, we would be bereft of the image of Jesus washing His disciples feet at the Last Supper. Even more striking is what is absent from John relative to the other Evangelists: the very actions and words of institution concerning the bread and the cup. This is what we think of as constituting the Last Supper, and what apparently becomes the Christian tradition in part, as evidenced as early as 1Cor 11:23–26. Not only is this seemingly crucial narrative missing in John’s account of the Lord’s Last Supper, but to add to our perplexity, it does find a parallel in the strongly worded discourse on flesh and blood much earlier in John 6:22–59.

				Why the actions and words concerning the bread and the cup are absent in John’s Upper Room Discourse is difficult to say. Unfounded is the ignoring of John as if he does not provide us a “Last Supper” account at all simply because the bread and cup language is missing.13 One proposed solution is that John does not understand this meal as the Passover meal at all, and thus we should not be surprised that the bread and the cup, elements of the Passover celebration, are absent.14 However, in light of the Synoptics’ clear connection of the Last Supper with the Passover and the chronology that will be argued below that fits together the Synoptics with John, it is unlikely that John does not view the Last Supper as a Passover meal. Nor is the absence of the words of institution a smoking gun to this effect. John’s frequent mention of the Passover from chap. 12 on sets up the reader to think about the Upper Room Discourse and meal as part of the Passover celebration. The flexibility of letting each Evangelist have his own voice and tell his own story is elastic enough to accommodate this difference between the Synoptics and the Fourth Gospel. John has chosen to emphasize other elements, such as the footwashing and the prayer for unity in the community, while not stating explicitly what was obviously a very early Christian practice of the Lord’s Supper.

				This may be simply another example of the common phenomenon where the most obvious thing about the meal—the bread and cup—was so well known in Christian tradition by John’s time that it was not stated explicitly. It is certainly not the case that John’s theological understanding is unable to accommodate the same notion of the bread and the cup, as the expanded discussion along these lines in John 6 makes clear. In fact, there are other clues that John 6 is to be read in conjunction with the Synoptic tradition. The only non-Passion story that appears consistently in all four of the Gospels is this miraculous wilderness feeding, along with its accompanying water crossing. These feeding stories in the Synoptic version are clearly and intentionally connected with their own Last Supper depictions and the words of institution explicitly; the Evangelists expect us to see the overlap between the wilderness feedings and the Last Supper.15 When we take the fourfold witness as a whole, then, it is not difficult to see multiple strands of interconnectivity which are not easily separated or un-twined. The internal cross-referencing between the Synoptics and John goes both ways. We as readers of the canonical Gospels naturally and rightly see the connections between John 6, Jesus’ symbolic wilderness feedings, John 13–17, and the words of institution in Matthew, Mark, and Luke. Only one set on not seeing all these events as connected could possibly come to that conclusion.

				The lack of the bread and cup in John may simply be yet another example of the way in which John has built upon the foundation of the Synoptics by assuming some knowledge thereof and both (1) expanding upon this framework with additional and supplemental material,16 and (2) taking some thread or theme in the Jesus traditions and expanding and explicating it.17 There is no need to dichotomize John and the Synoptics on this score; they are speaking to the same event and reality, while speaking in their own, inspired voices.18



				The Question of Discrepancies of Detail within the Synoptic Tradition

				We may now address our last historical question: How are we to understand differences within the Synoptic tradition? Regularly and inevitably within the Synoptic accounts there are minor disparities of wording and emphasis. Such differences are to be expected and those of note will be commented on below in the discussion of the unique contributions of each Evangelist. But here under the topic of historical considerations there is one obvious discrepancy that has stirred debate throughout the centuries: Luke’s “second cup” and his presentation of the words of institution that seem to indicate an order of “cup-bread-cup.” This is an incongruity because not only does it conflict with Matthew and Mark’s order of just two elements, bread and cup, it also does not correspond to the earliest Christian traditions of the Lord’s Supper, as witnessed in 1Corinthians 11 and the churches’ widespread practice.19

				One attempt to solve this dilemma occurred very early and at the textual level. A very few texts, most notably Codex D, contain a shorter reading of only Luke 22:17–19a, thus eliminating the problem of two cups by removing vv. 19b–20 (though it should be noted that this still does not change the order of “cup-bread”). However, both on internal and external grounds, the full reading of 22:17–22, as found in the NA27 is to be preferred.20 Thus we are left with an apparent difference between Luke and the rest of the traditions.

				Not surprisingly, various interpretations have been offered to explain this discrepancy. Augustine, laboring painfully to show how the four Gospels have “an entire freedom from contradictions,” argues that Luke has, according to his habit, introduced the event by anticipation, and that what Luke is saying is “exactly what stands expressed by those other evangelists.” It is difficult to know precisely what Augustine is saying here, but it seems to be that there is only one cup and that the cup mentioned in v.17 is an “anticipation” of the cup in v.20, added by Luke. Augustine does not give much of a reason as to what Luke’s motive in doing so would be, except that this is Luke’s habit.21

				Similarly, Calvin inquires if the double cup is a simple repetition, “as the Evangelists are wont frequently to say the same thing twice,” or if Christ, after having tasted the cup, repeated the same thing a second time. The former view may be a reference to Augustine’s argument (a regular conversation partner for Calvin), but Calvin argues instead for the latter, saying that this was the ancient practice of the solemn rite of first tasting the cup as part of the holy feast. Jesus then follows this by instituting the new mystery, “which was a totally different institution from the paschal lamb.”22 Calvin is insistent that the new ceremony instituted by Jesus was not part of the actual Passover celebration, thus mixing “this new and more excellent supper” with the former banquet. Rather, it was a separate rite that He created after the paschal rites were completed. This is what Luke means by saying that “after he had supped” Christ gave the cup.23 Thus, in effect there was but one cup that Jesus first tasted and then distributed, and all of this took place after the Passover meal was completed. Fast forward 400 years and a mid-twentieth century scholar in the Reformed tradition, Norval Geldenhuys, argues that the details between the accounts matter not as much as the fact that “on the occasion of the Passover the Savior instituted the Holy Communion by giving bread and also by giving wine.” The sequence is not stated, and the church under the guidance of the Spirit generally took the bread then wine, but the NT does not expressly state the sequence in which Jesus instituted it.24

				Most contemporary scholars are not content with such a generalized understanding nor do they argue along the lines of Augustine or Calvin. Instead, most observe that the Passover ritual involved four cups and that this explains why more than one cup appears in the event. At least the first cup would have been one of the ritual cups from the actual Passover rite; the second cup could be as well or a separate cup after the meal. This is the view, for example, of Craig Blomberg who argues that the original event, as part of the four-cup Passover ritual, involved Jesus saying something about the cup, then bread, then cup. He does not see this as an insurmountable historical discrepancy because “Luke has described what actually happened by referring to an earlier cup which Mark and Matthew failed to mention.” Thus, Blomberg understands this example under the category of “Excerpting different portions of a longer original.”25 Joel Green says that the first cup may be the first one of the Passover meal, but Jesus’ interpretive words in Luke 22:18 are more appropriate to the second cup.26 Darrell Bock considers the arguments of some that the cup of 22:17 is the third “cup of blessing” from the Passover meal, maybe doubled and repeated by Jesus so that He can bring His own innovations to the significance of that cup. However, Bock finds it more natural to understand the cup in 22:17 as the first cup of the Passover, with Jesus assuming the headship of the meal (like a Jewish father) and making remarks that lead to the meal’s latter portion and produce a “fresh rendering of the imagery in terms of what is about to take place.”27 Other modern commentators would fall into these same categories.

				I find Bock’s view most persuasive, that the first cup of Luke 22:17 is actually the first cup of the Passover meal. What is most significant is how this serves both at the event and in Luke’s presentation as a summarizing, over-viewing statement. That is, Luke 22:15–18 should be understood as a summary statement framing the whole Passover meal that they are celebrating, showing how it is the last one for Jesus (and by implication, the last regular Jewish Passover for the disciples as well) and is being transformed into a forward-looking meal. This is separate from the actual words of institution that we think of for the Lord’s Supper and the order for this which is found consistently in Matthew, Mark, Luke (22:19–20), and John 6. Thus, Luke 22:14–18 are words that are appropriate for the Passover celebration, re-interpreting and redefining it, while vv. 19–20 are emphasizing the new covenant perspective.28 Moreover, this is not a situation where there is a cup-bread-cup order and therefore no need to appeal to 1Cor 10:16–17, which is especially odd in light of the clearer connection and reproduction of the tradition in 1Cor 11:23–26, but rather these are initial, opening comments that frame the whole Passover, followed later by the actual institution of what will become the Lord’s Supper.29

				In sum, the apparent historical differences here between Luke and the rest of the tradition are not insurmountable and indeed reveal a skilled interpretive framing on the part of Luke. As Bock observes, summarizing statements on the many differences within the traditions: “What is clear is that the various renderings portray the significance of what took place; these traditions complement each other with emphases that are clearly associated with the portrayed events. 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.”30



				Common Themes within the Gospels

				Having addressed these historical considerations regarding the Lord’s Last Supper we may now turn our attention to the texts themselves and the important matter of how the fourfold Gospel witness interprets the meaning and significance of this event.

				In addition to the arguments made above about the essential similitude of the historical representation of the four Gospel accounts—particularly, that they are referring to the same event and that this event was a celebration of a Passover meal one day earlier than the official one—we may also observe some other common elements found in all four accounts.

				At the most basic level it is obvious that the events preceding the Last Supper occur during the last week of Jesus’ earthly life, and particularly the last night with His disciples before His betrayal, arrest, trial, and crucifixion. We may also observe that these events clearly occurred in and around the environs of Jerusalem. Moving beyond these mere facts, we may note that in all four accounts the events and Jesus’ teaching take the form of a “farewell discourse,” a climactic gathering and instruction before a great leader’s death. In the ancient world such events were commonly remembered as key times in the life of a community and great significance was placed on the last words of the leader.31 Also, with the exception of Luke, the Evangelists all connect Jesus’ anointing with ointment (for His burial) at a meal in Bethany as a story right before the Passover Last Supper. This shows the theme of Jesus’ imminent death as an important set up for the Last Supper.32

				Not surprisingly, when we restrict our examination to what elements are common in the Synoptic tradition, allowing John to stand to the side for a moment, we find many consistent features. The most important one is what we may call the “geographical overlay” of the Synoptic tradition. That is, likely following Mark’s schema, Matthew and Luke share with Mark a pattern of events that presents Jesus’ ministry in three successive phases of (1) in Galilee, (2) the journey from Galilee to Judea, and then (3) in Jerusalem. This structure, according to R.T. France, “represents a conscious structuring of the story within a geographical framework which owes more to Mark’s systematization than to the actual movements of Jesus throughout the period after his baptism.”33 The Synoptic tradition gives the impression that Jesus did not visit Jerusalem at all until the final week of His life, but this conflicts with “the far more historically plausible account of John, who has Jesus, like any other religiously observant Galilean, making regular trips between Galilee and Judea, particularly in connection with the major festivals.”34 In the Synoptic pattern Jesus’ experiences in Jerusalem are all withheld from the narrative for the climactic rhetorical and theological effect of Jesus’ move from successful ministry in Gentile (and second-class Jewish) Galilee to His rejection in Jerusalem. His Last Supper in Jerusalem, along with the other surrounding events, is part of the strong point made by the Evangelists that while the rest of the world embraced and sought Him, the city of the Jewish leaders instead brought His life to an end.35



				Nodes of Meaning in the Fourfold Witness

				Even more significant than the ways in which the Gospels testify together to common elements historically and narrativally, we find several key theological themes that the Evangelists communicate through their retelling of the Last Supper stories. It is important to acknowledge that the Gospel writers are already theologically interpreting and applying for us the significance of this event; this is its “meaning.” It is unhelpful to think of the Gospels as the “datum” and the Epistles only as the interpretation and application. There is a sense in which the Epistles are a further, more specific application of the Jesus traditions to particular situations. But we are mistaken if this recognition makes one think of the Gospels themselves as being “just the facts, ma’am” from which the rest of the NT draws its inspiration and application. Rather, the Gospels are the first level of theological reflection upon and application of Jesus’ life and teaching.

				As with any important event or idea, there is not simply one point or thought or “meaning” being communicated; the most important events and ideas spin off in many avenues of meaning/application. When one strikes the hot metal of significant realities, many sparks fly. This is certainly true with such a weighty, heated incident as the Last Supper.

				It will be helpful to think of these various flying sparks as different nodes of meaning within the thick, broad structure of ideas that the meaning is. Even as the word “node” has a variety of uses, so too we may think of a text-event as having many nodes or points of outstanding thought that also connect with other ideas. In its use in the realm of computer science, a “node” is a placeholder for some information or a “block of memory” that contains both stored data and references to other nodes. A chain of linked nodes, then, creates a large data structure of interwoven ideas. So too, the Last Supper as presented in the Gospels provides many interconnected nodes of meaning. Our metaphor of a node speaks to the fact that these concentrations of communicative meaning overlap much in content and thrust, while they also can be identified as distinct. We can identify five such thematic nodes—The Last Supper as (1) an enacted parable of Jesus’ impending sacrificial death, (2) the fulfillment of the Passover and exodus, (3) the inauguration of the new covenant, (4) the formation of Jesus’ community and their identity, and (5) an appetizer for the Messianic eschatological banquet.



				(1) An Enacted Parable of Jesus’ Impending Sacrificial Death

				Godet remarks that “every covenant among the ancients was sealed by some symbolic act.”36 This observation speaks to the significance of symbolic acts or enacted parables in communicating the weight of important events, and one does not have to think very hard to recall many such examples throughout the Scriptures. The prophets would not only speak the word of the Lord in parabolic form, but often they acted out memorable images of God’s revelation, such as Ezekiel picturing the siege and plight of Jerusalem and her people (Ezek 4:1–5:4; 12:1–20; 24:15–27), Isaiah walking around naked and barefoot for three years as a sign against Egypt and Ethiopia (Isa 20:2–6), and Nehemiah literally shaking out the folds of his garment as a picture of God shaking out everyone who does not fulfill their promise to Him (Neh 5:13).37 Enacted parables provide powerful mental snapshots that deepen and extend the effectiveness of the words and events, preserving their memory in the mind’s eye. It is not difficult to see that Jesus’ words and actions at His Last Supper serve to mark His disciples’ memories with an unforgettable picture of His life and teaching. This certainly includes Jesus’ self-humiliating act of washing His disciples’ feet (John 13:1–17), as well as the very tactile and multi-sensory experiences of the snapping break of the unleavened bread and the taste of the warm, blood-red wine. To appreciate fully the significance of the Lord’s Last Supper we must consider that the parabolic enacting of the events—both originally and in their two-millennia-old re-enactment—is a significant part of how they communicate. They make the events of the Last Supper something not just to be reflected upon and proclaimed, but also to be experienced with our senses.38

				While parables of all sorts do provide experience and not merely information, these are not mutually exclusive goals; indeed, parables provide experience in large part through cognition of certain realities. So, we may ask, what is this enacted parable about? What is it communicating? The answer to that is found in many ways by looking at the other four themes or nodes I have identified below. The Lord’s Last Supper in all its aspects is a symbolic acting out of multiple theological truths. But particularly, we can identify these events as live-action metaphors for Jesus’ self-chosen, impending death as a sacrifice for His disciples.

				As was mentioned above, the Gospel accounts, despite their many differences, are uniform in placing these events on the very threshold of Jesus’ arrest and death. Everything in the narratives has been leading to this point, and these events find much of their theological import by their chronological placement. Jesus has been regularly anticipating and speaking of their trip to Jerusalem and His impending betrayal and death.39 This fellowship meal takes on much of its significance precisely because it is their last of many such meals. These observations point us toward understanding Jesus’ death as at the heart of the point of the parabolic picture of the Last Supper.

				A closer reading of the texts surrounding the Last Supper also reveals many indicators that Jesus’ death should be understood as the focal point. For example, the event is framed and interwoven with the sections about Judas’s betrayal of Jesus.40 This sets up the reader to be thinking about Jesus’ impending death. Moreover, Matthew, Mark, and John all retell the story of Jesus’ anointing by one “Mary”41 as part of the buildup to the Passover, and Jesus explicitly comments that this was done in preparation for His burial.42 Additionally, the Passover-week setting of the Supper, with its high point of the atoning, sacrificial lamb, easily pushes our thoughts toward Jesus’ own death as we read the Supper account.43 Finally, it is interesting to observe how even with John’s notorious lack of the technical words of institution,44 his story of Jesus washing the disciples’ feet also serves to highlight Jesus’ death as the focus of the Last Supper. In this important event Jesus is teaching many things concerning service and humility, but He is also, as Wenham rightly observes, enacting a parable of His death. His actions in the footwashing are types of what He is about to do on the cross, laying aside His garment (literally and metaphorically) and undergoing great humiliation. “In washing the disciples’ feet Jesus explains that his death is lowly service for others, that his purpose in dying is to wash them...and that they must receive his service.... The incident is an acted version of Jesus’ saying in Mark 10:45.”45

				If this framing of the Last Supper were not enough to incline us to see Jesus’ impending death as central, then we can find further confirmation in the actual images that are used and their accompanying explicit commentary: broken bread as His body “given for you” and poured out wine as His blood. “Blood poured out” is an obvious metaphor for violent death (e.g., Gen 9:6; Lev 17:11; Isa 59:87; Ezek 18:10), and, as Green observes, “‘Giving one’s body’ is potent as an image for giving one’s life (in battle) for the sake of one’s people.”46 As McKnight points out, even though unleavened bread by itself does not necessarily connote sacrificial death, in combination with the image of the cup, we are right to understand Jesus’ offering Himself to His followers as “an act of offering them the protection of a sacrificial death or participation in that death.”47

				Thus, at the core of the theological meaning of the Lord’s Last Supper is the self-giving, sacrificial death of Jesus. This is a death that the rest of the NT makes abundantly clear is “for the forgiveness of sins,” as Matthew makes explicit as well (Matt 26:28). This by no means exhausts its meaning, however, and is not unrelated to other nodes of meaning, especially the inauguration of the new covenant (through His blood) and the way in which this parabolic act is a fulfillment (and recasting) of the exodus and story of Israel. To these related ideas we can now turn.



				(2) The Fulfillment of the Passover and the New Exodus

				As we have discussed above, there is renewed debate about whether Jesus was celebrating a/the Passover meal on the night of His betrayal and arrest. I believe He was, albeit, out of necessity, a night earlier than the official Jerusalem Passover. But even for those who are not inclined to this understanding, virtually all would acknowledge that the Lord’s Last Supper occurred during the celebratory week of Pesach, a week that was alive with meaning, and therefore, no meal or ritual at this time would be free from these powerful associations.48

				So, on any account the Passover connection is a central one for understanding the Last Supper. We may ask then, “Why the Passover?” That is, there are many other significant holy days that Jesus could have chosen to associate with His death. For example, Yom Kippur, Rosh Hashanah, Purim, or the Sukkot. Each of these would have been appropriate, and Christ-connections can be (and have been) made for each of them—rich and thick figural connections. We must remember that Jesus clearly chose when to enter Jerusalem, and once there He egged on and aggressively sparred with His enemies through both His words and deeds,49 precipitating His own demise. All of this intentionally aligned His last week with the celebration of Passover. Why? Because Jesus and the Evangelists understand the life, death, resurrection, and ascension of the Messiah to be the fulfillment of the Passover and the corresponding inauguration of the new exodus.

				In the stories of the OT there is no more central event than the exodus, by which God rescued His people, delivered them from bondage, covenanted with them, and thereby identified them as His own, all the while promising them a final Messiah to come.50 In the last 600 years before Christ, the vision and hope for the return of God’s reign and the restoration of His people becomes the great refrain of the prophets. None proves to be more important in this regard than Isaiah, who pictures the return of God as a new creation and a new exodus, intentionally re-appropriating these events to describe the eschaton.51 The canonical connections do not stop here, however, as Isaiah’s prophetic word proves to be foundational to the NT’s self-understanding and witness, being re-appropriated yet again into the stories of Jesus and the church. As has been astutely shown by several scholars, the “Isaianic new exodus” undergirds and structures much of the narrative and theology of Gospels and Acts,52 not to mention the centrality of Isaiah for Paul’s theology.53

				Thus, the interpretive move to present Jesus’ work as the Passover fulfillment and new exodus is not isolated in the Gospels to the Last Supper event. This connection is found throughout the Gospels, but especially in the way in which all four Evangelists intentionally and intimately connect the Last Supper with the feeding of Israel in the wilderness at the exodus. In the Synoptics this is done artfully through a two-step process that first identifies Jesus’ water crossing and wilderness feeding as a new exodus, and then second by intra-textually connecting this with the Last Supper.54 In John, what I affectionately call “the Gospel for dummies,” the same sequence of feeding and then water crossing occurs (John 6:1–15 and 6:16–21), but lest anyone miss the exodus connection, John also provides the explicit teaching that Jesus is the bread that came down from heaven, comparing Himself (positively) to the bread that the fathers ate in the wilderness (6:26–59). We have already observed how intimately connected John 6 is with the Last Supper; one need not strain to see the link. Thus, all four Evangelists point the reader to hearing evocations of the exodus even before the culminating event of the Last Supper itself. Then, at the apex of Pesach week celebrations, Jesus makes the connection clear through His actions and words of institution.

				The theological significance of this inter-connectivity is great. Even as the Passover-Exodus was the calling out and forming of the people of God, their liberation from bondage, and the (re-)establishment of their covenant with God, all through the picture of blood sacrifice, so too was Jesus’ Last Supper.55 Each of these realities finds their fulfillment and consummation in the Christ and His work.

				We may also note an important way in which this particular node of meaning overlaps with that of the Last Supper as an enacted parable discussed above. Wright has helpfully observed how Jesus regularly retold, re-appropriated, and re-centered the story of Israel around Himself, often using apocalyptic-prophetic parables.56 We have argued that the Lord’s Last Supper is an enacted parable, much like the prophets’ actions. In this particularly Jesus is doing nothing new in that the Passover celebration itself is already a symbolic meal, performed each year as part of the foundational Israel-identity story. What is new is how Jesus twists and changes it to be centered on Himself. The key to discerning the significance of such a twist is knowing the “straight” from which it came. Anyone can understand an event or story at a surface level with no previous knowledge. But the greatest colors and hues and shades of meaning come from knowing the way in which this story relates to and subverts the previous stories to which it is connected.

				This also helps us see both the continuity with the original exodus, as well as the implied discontinuity: Jesus is not merely another prophet or even another Moses who is calling God’s people back to Sinai. He is taking up the foundational story and identity of Israel and drawing it (and them) into His person and work as the eschatological fulfillment of all God promised. The bread and wine are not just presented as symbols of the exodus but are said to be His body and His blood, thereby establishing the new covenant, a covenant that is inescapably centered on Him.



				(3) Inauguration of the New Covenant

				We noted above under the discussion on an enacted parable Godet’s statement that “every covenant among the ancients was sealed by some symbolic act.”57 We may now focus on the former part of this quote, namely, how the symbolic act of the Last Supper pictures the inauguration of the new covenant in Christ. This also overlaps with our preceding discussion of the Passover and exodus significance of the Last Supper. Schlatter astutely observes that Jesus chose to go to His death at the time of Passover “because in his death he would exercise the office of the Christ, combining its gracious effect with the ancient revelation of God. In a word, he instituted the new covenant on the day commemorating the old.”58

				Interpreters have long seen the connection between the Last Supper and the coming of the new covenant, and justifiably so. There are several clear ways in which these two are connected by the Evangelists. The first and most obvious one is the explicit words to this effect repeated by Matthew, Mark, and Luke. The “words of institution” in the Gospels uniformly identify the cup as the symbol of the blood of the covenant (Matt 26:28; Mark 14:24; Luke 22:20). Matthew and Mark’s phrasing is a bit awkward: “this is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out...” compared to Luke’s smoother and more explicit “this cup is the new covenant in my blood which is poured out...” (NIV). But even though only Luke has the qualifying adjective “new,” the notion is the same and no less is intended in Matthew and Mark.59 Because of our familiarity with Christian tradition, it is somewhat surprising to learn that the idea of a “new covenant” or even “renewed” covenant is not something explicitly spoken of elsewhere in the Gospels. With the exception of Luke 1:72 and its language of God promising to remember “his holy covenant,” the only use of the word “covenant” ([image: ]) that occurs in any of the Gospels is here in the parallel passages of the Last Supper. Both Paul and especially the author of Hebrews testify, however, that Jesus’ words of institution become central in understanding God’s new covenantal work in Christ.

				The other main way in which the Last Supper pictures the inauguration of the new covenant is through its thick OT intertextuality. That is, the language of Jesus’ words here intentionally evokes at least two important OT passages that point toward the new covenant in Christ. The first is Exod 24:6–8, speaking of “the blood of the covenant” being “poured out,” words which undoubtedly inform the phrasing in the Gospels. This is a piece of the strong Moses-Jesus typology and comparison that is made throughout the Gospels.60 As Allison states,



				There is a typological relationship between the act of Moses and the act of Jesus, a relationship consistent with and reinforced by the Moses typology present elsewhere. As the first redeemer made a sacrifice for the people so that they might enter into a new covenant with God, so does the last redeemer inaugurate another covenant by offering his blood, that is, his life, for the forgiveness of sins.61



				We might add to this insight the also present typological connection of the Passover lamb. Even as the death of those lambs with their visible blood on the Israelites’ lintels provided an escape from death, the opening of deliverance and the road to Sinai, so too the Lamb of God will be sacrificed to bring about a new relationship with God.

				Also behind Jesus’ words is the familiar and foundational prophecy of Jer 31:31–34 where there is the promise of an eschatological “new covenant” grounded in the forgiveness of sins. Again, this is most clearly connected in Luke (and Paul in 1Cor 11:25), but it also serves as the background for Matthew and Mark; Luke makes explicit what is implied elsewhere. Interwoven with this is the equally familiar vision of Isaiah 53, which likely also informs the language of “poured out for many” and “for the forgiveness of sins,” precisely what the messianic Servant will do for God’s people (Isa 53:4–12).62 All these thick connections with the OT lead R. T. France to regard the language of the words of institution as “the most comprehensive statement in Matthew’s gospel of the redemptive purpose and achievement of Jesus’ death.”63 Presumably the same could be said for the other Gospels. In an interesting way, then, while it is the actual death and resurrection of Jesus that inaugurates the new covenant between God and humanity, it is the reflection upon them in the Lord’s Last Supper that explains and exposits the meaning of those yet-to-happen events, events which get rather brief treatment in the narratives.

				Thus, in the midst of the multiple and rich meanings that the Lord’s Last Supper is communicating, the meal, in the hands of the Evangelists becomes for us “an occasion to recall and reflect on Jesus’ death and the inauguration of the new covenant.”64



				(4) Community/Identity Formation

				The previous three nodes of meaning are easily recognizable and overlap extensively with each other as the discussion has shown. There is another point of significance in the thick node-map of the Lord’s Last Supper that has not been as commonly observed, namely, how the Supper serves to form and re-form the community and identity of Jesus’ disciples. And though it is not as frequently discussed, this idea in fact overlaps quite a bit with our preceding analysis. The connection between community formation, Passover, and new covenant inauguration is very close and more intimately connected than we might at first realize. This is because the celebration of the Passover was an important family and national identity event and because to inaugurate a covenant is to form a community. There is no such thing as an “empty covenant,” that is, one devoid of participants. Rather, a covenant is the formation or re-formation of the people in their relationship to God, making them into a community and indelibly forming their identity. As France observes, by describing Jesus’ death



				in terms of a “covenant,” a relationship between God and his people, Jesus has directed attention to the new community which is to result from his redemptive death. Here then is the essential theological basis for that new community of the restored people of God which this gospel has increasingly set before us as the result of Jesus’ ministry. It is as people are associated with him and the benefits of his saving death that they are confirmed as members of the newly reconstituted people of God.65



				All this takes on an added measure of significance in light of the formation of this people of God at the family-focused time of the Passover celebration. Not entirely unlike today, but with greater import, Snodgrass explains, meals in the ancient world, especially celebratory banquets, “were among the most important contexts for social relations. They were the primary context in which shame and honor were assigned. Meals were and are a means for organizing society.”66 A Jewish meal such as the Passover was one in which people would gather by families, identifying themselves together. It was “the high point of the annual celebration for Jewish families,”67 and the head of the household would preside over the ritual aspects of the meal, explaining their significance. In this case Jesus has called out His disciples from their own families and life situations and is identifying them as His own, true family, for “whoever does the will of my Father in heaven is my brother and sister and mother” (Matt 12:50).68 This is a radical redefinition of identity for the disciples.69

				The significance of this is great. Not only is Jesus making a covenant with them through His death (now being performed symbolically and proleptically), but He is also forming them into a family, re-orienting their identities around Himself. As Joel Green rightly summarizes, “Sharing a meal has more generally a community-building or boundary-making function, and this function is escalated in this scene in two ways. First, it is explicitly designated as a Passover meal—typically shared among a family or a fictive kin group. Second, Jesus interprets the character of this meal as a foundational, covenant-making event.”70 The idea of having a common cup, given by Jesus to His disciples, underscores this idea.71

				In this regard we can see again how John’s depiction of the Last Supper is not in contradiction to the Synoptics but complements and enhances aspects that are more briefly summarized in the first three Gospels. Particularly, the lengthy teaching of Jesus in the Upper Room Discourse focuses on the mutual love and unity and solidarity of the disciples with Jesus and, by extension as His family/body, with each other. Not only in the content of what is said, but especially in the action of the footwashing, Jesus models for them the nature of this communal life together.72 His new community is illustrated here as it is elsewhere in Jesus’ teachings: the kingdom of heaven is marked by the topsy-turvy ethos of Jesus’ ways: sacrificial service toward others—the least as the greatest—all modeled ultimately in Jesus.73 As Witherington notes, the footwashing episode at the meal, coupled with His prayer for unity in John 17, depicted a social rearrangement of perceptions and practices.74

				Thus, our main point to make here is that there is not only a crucially vertical (God-humanity covenant) and eschatological (new exodus) aspect to the enacted parable of the Last Supper, but there is equally a horizontal, new covenant community aspect. And particularly, taking the fourfold witness of the Gospels together, this community is identified as the followers of Jesus who are known by their love for one another and solidarity. Confirmation of this reading can be found in part by considering the earliest recorded application of the Last Supper to the Christian churches. In his first canonical letter to the Corinthians, the Last Supper serves for Paul as illustrative of this same point. In 1Cor 10:14–22 the unity of the body of Christ in the Lord’s Supper is used as part of Paul’s argument against partaking in the table of idols. Even more expansively, 1Cor 11:17–34 with its reiteration of the words of institution, has as its purpose not so much to teach or outline what was widely known and practiced about the Last Supper, but to apply it to horizontal unity among believers. The Last or Lord’s Supper is used by Paul to exhort believers to unity and mutual forgiveness, thus confirming and applying the pictures of community given to us in the Gospels’ Last Supper accounts.



				(5) Appetizer of the Eschatological Banquet

				We may finally consider one more node of theological meaning inherent in the Lord’s Last Supper. And yet again we will see that this idea overlaps significantly with the others. The Last Supper is meant to picture not only the fulfillment of past promises of God and the present impending death of Jesus, but just as much the assured future of an even greater meal in the coming kingdom of God. Each of the four Evangelists makes this point. In Matthew and Mark the words of institution end with this climactic statement that Jesus will not drink of the fruit of the vine again until the coming of God’s kingdom (Matt 26:29; Mark 14:25). Luke is even more emphatic, choosing to front this theme in his summary of the event before the parallel words of institution and doubling this idea by connecting the kingdom to both the bread and the wine (Luke 22:15–18).75 And John is not to be left out. In John 6:51–58 Jesus makes the eating of His flesh and drinking of His blood necessary if one is to have “eternal life” and be raised up “on the last day,” both phrases that are John’s preferred way of talking about the Synoptics’ coming “kingdom.”76

				This future kingdom language in the Last Supper should not be a surprise in light of the dominance and centrality of this theme in Jesus’ ministry. Indeed, it would be surprising if an event of such weighty significance as the Last Supper did not touch on the theme of the eschatological kingdom. And again, Jesus’ choice of timing to bring this theme of the kingdom to a climax at the Passover is no mere coincidence. Jesus is taking up the celebration of the past deliverance of God and translating it into an image of “the eschatological advent of God’s dominion.”77 The Last Supper reiterates the hope that Jesus’ disciples have for the ultimate eschatological banquet feast.

				But it is not only the Last Supper that points in this direction. The importance of the eschatological banquet aspect of the Last Supper is heightened when one considers the broader context for this theological idea. At least as far back as Isaiah, the image of a feast has served as a potent image for God’s restoration of His people.78 The book of Revelation is not writing de novo when it speaks of the eschaton as “the marriage supper of the Lamb” (Rev 19:9). In the Gospels this theme proves important. Jesus’ wilderness feedings, as we have seen, are intentionally connected with the Last Supper, and in them Jesus is providing a foretaste of God’s provision for His people in the last days. Along with His healing ministry, Jesus’ provision of food is intended to confirm that in Jesus the kingdom of God has come. In addition to these events, Jesus’ teaching also regularly uses the idea of a future kingdom banquet. For example, in Matt 8:11–12; Luke 13:28–30, and 22:28–30, Jesus promises to reward the faithful with a place at His table. In response to someone’s proclamation that “Blessed is he who shall eat bread in the kingdom of God!” (Luke 14:15 NKJV) Jesus proceeds to tell a story which serves as a warning about those who will not “taste my banquet” (Luke 14:16–24). One can also think of a parabolic image such as the king who throws a wedding feast for his son, a parable whose end is as clearly eschatological in meaning as it is disturbing (Matt 22:1–14). Thus, when we get to the Last Supper itself the talk of eating this meal again in the coming kingdom makes more and deeper sense.

				In his profound reflections, Adolf Schlatter observes that the Last Supper was a “farewell and love meal” in which Jesus raised the thoughts of His disciples beyond just the current moment or the past celebration. “The meal he shared with them now was not their last, since he described for them the coming new communion as a table fellowship characterized by the use of the festive cup, which he would drink with them again.”79



				Conclusion

				The banquet of the Lord’s Last Supper as presented by the Evangelists is as rich and deeply aged as the finest wine that could be imagined. Foundational, varied, and overlapping grand themes are brought together into the polyvalent nodes of meaning that the Last Supper contains. An overall view of the Last Supper as it comes to us in the fourfold witness of the Gospels reveals that it is temporally tri-perspectival: It looks back to the cross as the place of Jesus’ broken body and poured out blood; it looks around at the present with its emphasis on Communion with each other and the presence of the risen Lord with His people; and it looks forward to the day when this meal will be seen as a mere tidbit from the banquet buffet of the eschaton.



				Distinctive Voices from Each of the Evangelists

				As was discussed at the beginning, I have chosen to focus our analysis of the Lord’s Last Supper on those aspects and elements that are common to the fourfold witness. This is because in this event and its interpretation the Evangelists sing with much accord. This is not to say, however, that they do not differ at points. At times one will step to the front to sing a particular recitative or will add in a new line of harmony. While we do not want to so focus on these moments that the common melody is overpowered, we will find benefit in listening a bit to the particular voice of each of the Evangelists as they retell and interpret the Last Supper.



				Matthew

				For Matthew the most important distinction can be found in two little phrases that are unique to his presentation. These two phrases are freighted with much Matthean theology and are mutually interpretive. They are “for the forgiveness of sins” in 26:28 and “with you” in v.29.

				I have suggested above that Jesus’ (Synoptically consistent) language of “blood poured out” and “(new) covenant” entails the idea of forgiveness of sins as it evokes the images of Exodus 24, Jeremiah 31, and Isaiah 53. Thus, the fact that it is Matthew alone that contains the whole phrase, “this is my blood of the covenant which is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins,” does not mean that he alone is intimating this interpretation.80 Rather, the significance of this fuller and explicit statement is found in how it triggers insight into the frequency of this theological theme in the first Gospel.

				Matthew’s prologue already contains the programmatic statement that this miraculous child is to be named “Jesus, for he will save his people from their sins.” This sets up a frequented theme in Matthew, wherein not only is Jesus shown to be the One who is able to forgive sins (especially, 9:1–8), but Jesus’ disciples are constantly exhorted to forgive one another; this is an essential mark of being a Christian.81 Thus, when we get to 26:28 this theme is already much on the reader’s mind. And it works the other way as well. As Ulrich Luz observes, “The passages in Matthew that summon to the forgiveness of sins...receive their depth from the Lord’s Supper. To forgive others their guilt is to participate in the mission of Jesus and to reflect the gift received from him.”82 Therefore, we may note that Jesus’ entire earthly ministry as depicted in Matthew is framed with reference to this theme of forgiveness of sins.83

				The other related framing reference is the overlapping idea of “God with us.” Back in the story of Jesus’ naming, we not only find the notion of salvation from sins, but also the dovetailed idea of God’s (covenantal) presence. Matthew comments on the naming of Jesus that this “fulfills” the words of Isa 7:14 that the name of the son will be “Immanuel,...which is translated, ‘God with us’” (Matt 1:23 HCSB). At first glance this may seem a poor connection to make, but further reflection discloses the intimate link between the dual gift of God forgiving sins and giving His own presence. For God to be with His people is to favor and bless them and forgive them. This is nothing less than the communion of God with His people, the great goal of creatures ever since we have been east of Eden.

				For Matthew, as with forgiveness of sins, the idea of God’s presence becomes a framing and overarching truth. It is not accidental that the programmatic statement from 1:23 finds its corresponding bookend in the climactic promise in the Great Commission: “Behold, I will be with you always, even unto the consummation of the age” (28:20, author’s translation). But this idea is not only there, but is also found in other crucial places, most notably in 18:20, which describes the church’s functioning, as well as here in the Last Supper (26:29).84 The communal emphasis on partaking of the same cup together becomes a proleptic promise that will find its fulfillment in the coming of the Father’s kingdom.

				To sum up, in the Last Supper Matthew chooses to particularly highlight God’s gracious forgiving of our sins and its correlative giving of Himself in communal presence. “According to Matthew the reason behind Jesus’ entire earthly life and ministry lies in the salvation from a situation of sin as a distorted relationship with God.”85



				Mark

				In terms of unique contributions from Mark there is not a great deal to say. This is because Mark and Matthew are nearly identical in their presentations, and when they do rarely differ it is Matthew who has the fuller phraseology. The only exception to this is the phrase in Mark 14:23, “they all drank of it.” This emphasizes the disciples’ solidarity, maybe a bit stronger than Matthew, though this idea is certainly not absent in Matthew’s parallel rendering as a command rather than a statement: “Drink of it, all of you” (Matt 26:27).

				There is one way that Mark seems to emphasize a particular theme, and this is discernible by recognition of this motif throughout his Gospel. It is the theme of discipleship failure. This theme is not unique to Mark, but it has been recognized as playing a prominent role there. It appears once again in the Last Supper narrative through his intercalation or sandwiching of certain pericopae around the meal story. Mark’s meal scene is surrounded by two pictures of discipleship failure—Judas’s betrayal (14:17–21) and the denial of Peter and the flight of the rest (14:26–31).86 While these stories are not absent in Matthew, their poignancy is heightened by the discipleship failure theme that has been building throughout his narrative. As France observes, “the whole narrative buildup to Jesus’ trial and death is thus interspersed with the theme of betrayal and desertion on the part of his followers, predicted and fulfilled.”87



				Luke

				We have already had occasion to mention above some of the ways in which Luke stands apart from the rest of the Synoptic tradition. A couple of very obvious examples include the two cups of Luke and the explicit identification of the wine-represented covenant as “new.”88 Additionally, we may note the simple fact that the Lucan version is three times as long as its Synoptic counterparts. In these and in other differences Luke can be seen as strikingly more explicit in his theological interpretation of the events.

				Beyond these comments, a consideration of Luke overall reveals that his account of the Last Supper has several nuances and depths of meaning that contribute a unique voice. First, as Raymond Brown has observed, Luke’s predictions of things to come are more positive, with the result that “the supper dialogue taken as a whole is less foreboding and tilts toward victory.”89 This is seen in Luke’s addition of Jesus’ promise of the disciples’ future reigning with Him (Luke 22:28–30),90 a note not found here in Matthew or Mark, as well as the positive expansion of the prediction of Peter’s denial to include the word that when he has turned again he will strengthen the brethren (Luke 22:32), again a note missing in the other accounts.

				Second, we may observe that in Luke especially the theme of meals is very common and important.91 This highlights and heightens the meaning of the Last Supper and helps us see its connections throughout Luke’s account. When discussing one such meal scene, the parable of the banquet in 14:15–24, Snodgrass notes that “eating and meals are major themes in Luke’s Gospel. Virtually every chapter contains something relevant to the subject. Already in 1:53 there are hints of the themes of this parable.”92 As noted above, meals have a very important societal function, providing group identity and organizing society. By the time the reader gets to the Last Supper, Jesus’ use of meals in these ways is already well established.

				In addition to these pre-passion meals, Luke’s Gospel and its companion volume, Acts, provide several examples of post-resurrection meals among Jesus’ followers. One can think especially of the story of Cleopas and his fellow disciple encountering the risen Christ on the road to Emmaus and their subsequent recognition of the Lord “in the breaking of the bread” (Luke 24:13–35). “There was something familiar about the pattern of the risen Christ’s activity,”93 and this points the reader back to the Lord’s Last Supper. This phrase “the breaking of the bread” (Luke 24:35) is picked up and used several times in Acts to describe other, clearly related fellowship meals (Acts 1:4 [NIV “while he was eating with them”94 ; 2:42,46; 20:7; 27:35). Even though these are not explicitly called celebrations of the Last Supper, the Last Supper event heightens the relevance of all subsequent Christian meals as “times of celebration and eschatological anticipation.”95

				Third, there is in Luke’s version a strong emphasis on the “epochal character of the scene.”96 This is accomplished through accenting the kingdom and new exodus themes. Reference to the coming kingdom is doubly emphasized in the meal by Luke’s fronting of this idea and its repetition (22:16,18). It appears again later in the conversation as a future promise of eating and drinking “at my table in my kingdom” (22:30). Related to this is the clear statement that this is part of the “new” covenant (22:20), an expression that also evokes the theme of the new exodus. The new exodus theme has already been hinted at in Luke’s retelling of the Transfiguration wherein we learn the content of Jesus’ discussion with Moses and Elijah: “They were talking about His exodus which He was about to fulfill in Jerusalem” (9:31, author’s translation). All this flows together into a particularly strong emphasis in Luke’s version of the Last Supper on the new age dawning through Christ’s death and resurrection in Jerusalem.

				Finally, we may note that Luke adds to his Last Supper retelling an important note of the theme of humility and sacrificial service. He does this most clearly by including here the account of the disciples disputing among themselves about who was the greatest (maybe stimulated by seating arrangements at this last and important meal), followed by Jesus’ response that He was the servant of them all (22:24–28). This scene and these words, which are familiar to us as examples of human pride and the radical nature of Jesus’ upside-down kingdom, are found elsewhere in Matthew (20:24–28) and Mark (10:41–45). This idea plays an important role in all its appearances in the Gospels, but Luke’s choice to connect this teaching with the Last Supper is very significant and reveals something of his interpretive stress. The most interesting thing about this observation is how it reveals the way in which Luke’s retelling corresponds more closely to John’s than it does to the Synoptics. As we will see below more fully, John’s themes focus very much on mutual love and unity between the disciples, modeled most perfectly through Jesus’ washing of the disciples’ feet. Luke likewise, along with the apostle Paul, weights the meaning of the Last Supper toward the emphasis on humble service at the horizontal level between the disciples.



				John

				Under the first sections of this essay we discussed a number of differences between John and the Synoptic tradition. The matter at hand here is how John contributes uniquely to a full-orbed understanding of the witness of the Last Supper in the Gospels. The most obvious difference in John is the greater complexity and length of the surrounding story and the extended dialogue of the Upper Room Discourse. I have already argued that the upper room is indeed the Supper room, even though the event and words of institution do not explicitly appear. The question is how John complements the well-known Synoptic presentation.

				There are three observations to make about John’s voice in the Last Supper. First, we may note again that it is appropriate that we read John 6 in conjunction with his Last Supper narrative. This is because this same connection between the wilderness feedings and the Last Supper has already been made in the Synoptic tradition and because John 6 itself reflects the same thematic teaching as both the Synoptic Last Supper accounts and John’s Upper Room Discourse. In John 6 Jesus’ sayings about eating His flesh and drinking His blood, enclosed with references to the bread of life, is a call for any to come and draw near to Him without stumbling, to abide with Him (v. 56) and to believe (see especially v. 29). Intertwined with this call is the promise of satisfaction (v. 35) and resurrection into eternal life (vv. 33,40,54,57,58), along with the corresponding warning that those who do not believe will be condemned (v. 53). The point here is that many of these same themes and emphases appear in the Upper Room Discourse, enabling the reader to see the intended connection once again. It is unique to John that he has separated these events, but John 6 and John’s extended Last Supper account are to be read together.

				Second, as we observed regarding Luke, but with a greater emphasis, John’s presentation of the Last Supper emphasizes humility and sacrificial service to others. This is seen most evidently through Jesus’ act of footwashing, a story unique to John. Markus Barth questions tying John 6 too closely with the institution texts as the history of interpretation has done, especially because, he argues, in John’s account of the Last Supper, “the foot washing stands in the center.”97 I believe Barth is mistaken on his main point here, as I have suggested already that we are meant to read these passages together (as the history of interpretation has done). However, his observation about the centrality of the footwashing in John’s Last Supper account is astute. The footwashing incident greatly marks John’s whole presentation of the Last Supper. Jesus’ subsequent discourse and “high priestly prayer” confirm this reading, with their teaching that focuses on love for one another and unity among the disciples, the great witness to the transforming power of Jesus’ Gospel. Yet again we may note that the theological interpretation of the Last Supper finds concord not only in Luke but also in the apostle Paul, who uses the Last or Lord’s Supper to exhort believers to unity and mutual love (1Corinthians 11). Jesus’ virtuous model serves for the disciples as “the constitutive law for their relationship with him and with one another.”98

				Finally, John’s expansive Last Supper account emphasizes the continual presence and abiding of the risen Christ with His disciples. We have observed above that this is also a theme for Matthew, but once again, John uses an extended discourse to communicate the same idea, tying into John’s overall theme of “abiding.” Schlatter states that much of Jesus’ teaching here shows the ongoing Christian community (which could have trouble believing in a dead person or having an invisible person as one’s Lord and leader) “that Jesus’ [impending] death did not bring an end to his association with them. It rather provided the basis for it.”99 It is true in all the Gospels that Jesus’ death does not abolish His union with the disciples, but John “indicate[s] more strongly than others that Jesus’ death completed his communion with the disciples.”100



				From the Last Supper to the Lord’s Supper

				The greatest witness to the meaning and significance of the Lord’s Last Supper is the way in which it becomes so foundational for the Christian community through its transformation into the Lord’s Supper. As McKnight notes, “These two elements (bread, wine) distinguished the early Christian communities from all other Jewish communities and did so from the very beginning. There is no time period of earliest Christianity that does not know of the Lord’s Supper, and there is no better explanation for its origins than the one given by the church itself: Jesus’ last supper.”101

				It is important to note that the Last Supper and the Lord’s Supper are not identical, even though they overlap much in meaning. The Last Supper was a Passover meal, celebrated annually in the month of Nisan, and including unleavened bread, kosher wine, etc. The Lord’s Supper becomes something more akin to a love-feast. It is not constrained by the ritualistic foods; and as we see in Acts, it is celebrated regularly as “the breaking of bread.” The Lord’s Supper is the Christian remembrance and eschatological re-appropriation of the significance and meaning of the Last Supper. It is organically related but not the same thing.102

				So how does the Last Supper inform the Lord’s Supper? First, the Lord’s Supper gets from the Last Supper its emphasis on service and love within the community of the saints. Partaking of the Lord’s Supper “in remembrance of me” is following Jesus’ model to share meals together in a way that “recalled the significance of his own life and death in obedience to God on behalf of others. This recollection should have the effect of drawing forth responses reminiscent of Jesus’ own table manners—his openness to outsiders, his comportment as a servant, his indifference toward issues of status, honor, and the like....”103

				Second, the Lord’s Supper also gets from the Last Supper the foundational understanding that our celebration is one of receiving grace, not performing a religious rite through our partaking. Schlatter astutely argues that in the Last Supper it was a sacrament not a sacrifice which originated. This is because “sacraments are acts by which God’s love is manifested to us and his gift is mediated to us. Sacrifices are acts by which we testify our love to God by our gift.”104 The Lord’s Supper is a testimony from God of His love for us, not our religious devotion to Him. As Schlatter goes on to say, “It had fundamental significance for the religious history of his disciples that the center of their common cult was not a sacrifice but a sacrament....By not placing the value of the Last Supper in what they did there but in what Christ did, the disciples proved that they celebrated their Last Supper as a sacrament. The meaning of their action was that it granted them the share in what Christ’s death provided for them.”105

				Finally, the Lord’s Supper is primarily a forward-looking, future-hoping celebration, even as the Last Supper was. And even as there was a Lord’s Last Supper, so too there will one day be a last Lord’s Supper, when the remembering and the future hoping will have no need, even as Jerusalem will have no need of the sun. Instead, the Last Supper and the Lord’s Supper will both be seen as the mere prelude to the great wedding feast of the Lamb and His bride.106



						 * Jonathan T. Pennington received his Ph.D. from the University of St. Andrews, Scotland. He is associate professor of New Testament Interpretation at The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky.

						1. I develop more fully this idea of the Gospels as the fulcrum point or “keystone” of the arch of the Bible in my The Gospels as Holy Scripture: A Guide to Reading the Gospels Wisely (Grand Rapids: Baker, forthcoming).

						2  I find Tom Wright’s comment not overstated that the Last Supper is “the central symbolic action which provides the key to Jesus’ implicit story about his own death” (N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996], 554). We will return to what this means below.

						3  In large part we could classify these two approaches as the difference between a horizontal and a vertical reading of the Gospels. On another plane of discourse these approaches might also, but not necessarily, be construed as an “in the text” versus “behind the text” approach, respectively. There does seem to be a way, however, to read horizontally, i.e., across parallel accounts in the Gospels, without falling into the danger of a “behind the text” reading that supplants the witness of the Gospels themselves with our reconstruction of “what really happened.” On “behind” versus “in” the text approaches, see inter alia the excellent essays in C. Bartholomew et al., eds., “Behind” the Text: History and Biblical Interpretation, Scripture and Hermeneutics Series, vol. 4 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2003).

						4  See especially Alvin Plantinga’s astute taxonomy and challenge to the epistemological analysis of the various forms of Enlightenment historical biblical criticism in his essay, “Two (or More) Kinds of Biblical Scholarship,” in Bartholomew et al., “Behind” the Text, 19–57.

						5 Augustine’s extremely influential Harmony of the Gospels had as its main purpose to show how the four Gospels together are at one despite the variety of their accounts. Eusebius had done something similar in the first half of the fourth century in his Gospel Questions and Solutions. As an aside, it appears that the regular recurrence of addressing these questions in church history was the result of apologetic need. Some opponents of Christianity (e.g., Celsus) raised as an objection to the truthfulness of Christianity the variance in the accounts of the fourfold witness, and to this a response was required.

						6  One can think not only of many emphases on God’s work on behalf of Israel, but also of Paul’s strong argument in 1Corinthians 15 regarding the centrality of the historical reality of the resurrection.

						7  See A. J. Köstenberger’s essay in this volume, “Was the Last Supper a Passover Meal?” Even though my final understanding is not identical to Köstenberger’s, he does provide a real service in summarizing the myriad views on this complicated issue.

						8  One of the arguments that Scot McKnight makes against viewing the Last Supper as the Passover meal is that it is “nearly incomprehensible” that Jesus would fail to refer to the “lamb” as His body and instead use the bread (Jesus and His Death: Historiography, the Historical Jesus, and Atonement Theory [Waco: Baylor University Press, 2005], 270). Not only is this an argument from silence (as McKnight admits), but it also overlooks the facts that the metaphor of “bread” is significantly more universal and transferable than “lamb”; Jesus had already used the image of “bread” to refer to Himself (cf. John 6); and “bread” is also a readily available and poignant OT image. We may also now add to this response the probability that while this was a Passover meal it was necessarily done without the lamb. Godet argues from the Mishnah that it was possible out of necessity to eat a Passover meal without a lamb, though the unleavened bread was still required (F. Godet, A Commentary on the Gospel of St. Luke [New York: Funk, 1881], 464).

						9  N.T. Wright helpfully observes how the symbolic action of the Last Supper correlates with the other great symbolic act of the Passion week, Jesus’ actions in the Temple. Wright suggests that the significance of this is that Jesus may have been celebrating Passover early and in a lamb-less way thereby anticipating the coming Diaspora, without recourse to the Temple and its system, whose destruction He had predicted by His actions (Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, 557).

						10  R. T. France, The Gospel of Matthew, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007), 985.

						11  Unless otherwise indicated, Scripture quotations are from the ESV.

						12  Of course, all of the Gospel accounts slow down significantly at the end of Jesus’ life. The pace of each Gospel from the entry into Jerusalem on is noticeably slackened. Nevertheless, in terms of relative length John stands apart in the degree to which Holy Week is expanded. For Matthew and Luke this is most obvious, with the entry into Jerusalem and subsequent events making up a smaller portion of the total narrative (Matthew, eight chapters of 28; Luke, four and a half chapters of 24). Closer to John is Mark for whom the matter is weighted more toward the last week of Jesus’ life (seven chapters of 16 total). But in all three cases, nothing would prepare one for the reading of John where the final events commence in chap. 12 after a relatively few number of stories and little direct teaching from Jesus. As a result, a full nine chapters of 20 (not counting the epilogue in chap. 21) are given to unpacking Jesus’ last week.

						13  This seems the assumption behind Robert Stein’s otherwise fine essay on the “Last Supper” in DJG and is a common approach in modern critical studies of the Gospels (e.g., McKnight, Jesus and His Death, 259). Stein does not discuss John 13–18 at all, only mentioning John 6:25–59 in a list of NT allusions to the Last Supper and briefly addresses the chronology discrepancy between John and the Synoptics. Instead, Stein discusses and classifies the “four accounts of the Last Supper” as falling into two groups—Matthew/Mark and Luke/1Corinthians. John’s absence from this schema is an overly narrow defining of the Lord’s Last Supper by the language of the bread and cup.

						14  This view, which may be on the rise in scholarship, can be found in a variety of quarters, as can arguments to the contrary. One recent argument against associating the Last Supper with the Passover can be found in McKnight (Jesus and His Death, 260–75). A novel (but too narrow) variation on this theme is that of Ben Witherington who argues that John’s Farewell Discourse is intentionally presented as a Greco-Roman meal rather than a Jewish Passover celebration because John desires to portray Jesus as Wisdom and to highlight “the more universal aspects of his character and teaching (cf. e.g. John 1), which would work well with Hellenized Jewish Christians in the Diaspora. In other words, Jesus is portrayed as offering teaching that anyone in the Greco-Roman world could make sense of and relate to” (B. Witherington III, Making a Meal of It: Rethinking the Theology of the Lord’s Supper [Waco: Baylor University Press, 2007], 67). While I think there is something to this reconstruction, this is an unhelpful either/or. John does use more universally recognizable symbols, but he also overtly connects these events with the Jewish Passover.

						15  It has been long recognized that there is an intentional verbal parallel between the wilderness feedings and the Last Supper, seen through the repetition of the same words in the same order. Matthew 14:19 reads [image: ]...[image: ][image: ]. Cf. 26:26—[image: ][image: ][image: ]. With minor differences in tense, Mark 6:41 and 14:22 can likewise be compared, as can Luke 9:16 and 22:19. In all three instances, Jesus’ taking and blessing and giving of the bread follows a formulaic, repeated pattern.

						16  For a brilliant exposition of how John’s Gospel “dovetails” with Mark’s account, see R.J. Bauckham, “John for the Readers of Mark,” in The Gospels for All Christians: Rethinking the Gospel Audiences, ed. R. J. Bauckham (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 147–72.

						17  Again, one may refer to R. J. Bauckham, “Historiographical Characteristics of the Gospel of John,” NTS 53 (2007): 17–36 (republished in R. J. Bauckham, The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple: Narrative, History, and Theology in the Gospel of John [Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007], 93–112).

						18  Adolf Schlatter suggests that John’s omission of the words may be because he was polemically fighting against the way that the church of his day was “transform[ing] the sacrament into a sanctuary for itself,” turning it into something we do as a sacrifice rather than God’s gift of love to us in the sacrament. John opposes this “by directing attention away from the mere bread and wine, to the flesh and blood of Jesus which he gave for them unto death and thereby made the bread of life” (A. Schlatter, The History of the Christ: The Foundation of New Testament Theology, trans. A. Köstenberger [Grand Rapids: Baker, 1997], 359).

						19  It should be noted that the Didache does give instructions in the order of the cup then bread. “And concerning the Eucharist, hold Eucharist thus: First concerning the Cup, ‘We give thanks to thee, our Father, for the Holy Vine of David thy child, which, thou didst make known to us through Jesus thy child; to thee be glory for ever.’ And concerning the broken Bread: ‘We give thee thanks, our Father, for the life and knowledge which thou didst make known to us through Jesus thy Child. To thee be glory for ever’” (Did. 9:1–3, trans. K. Lake, Apostolic Fathers, LCL [New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1912–13]).

						20  This is a change of opinion from Westcott and Hort and even from the first edition of the RSV (1946), and has now come to be the dominant view, as reflected in the critical editions of the GNT. Among others, one may consult the discussion in D. L. Bock, Luke 9:51–24:53, BECNT (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996), 1721–22.

						21 Augustine, Harmony of the Gospels, NPNF1 6.177. Interestingly, in my edition there is an editor’s footnote that reads, “Luke’s first reference to the cup belongs to the Passover celebration, in distinction from the Lord’s Supper” (ibid., n. 5). This seems to be an attempt to clarify, but does not accord with Augustine’s own view.

						22  J. Calvin, Commentary on a Harmony of the Evangelists, Matthew, Mark, and Luke, trans. W. Pringle (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1993), 3:203.

						23  Ibid., 204.

						24  N. Geldenhuys, The Gospel of Luke, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1951), 554.

						25  C. Blomberg, The Historical Reliability of the Gospels (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 1987), 133–34.

						26  J. Green, The Gospel of Luke, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 761.

						27 Bock, Luke 9:51–24:53, 1723.

						28  Whether the familiar and traditional cup-bread portion was performed as part of the Passover meal or upon its completion I do not know.

						29  In some ways this corresponds to the thrust of Calvin’s view, namely, that vv. 16–18 (what he understands as the “tasting” of the cup) serve to introduce the re-interpretation of the Passover.

						30 Bock, Luke 9:51–24:53, 1717.

						31  Jewish examples include Genesis 49; Deuteronomy 33; Joshua 23; 1 Macc 2:49–70; Tob 4:3–12; Testaments of the 12 Patriarchs; Josephus, Ant. 4.8.1–48; Testament of Abraham; Testament of Job; Testament of Moses; and at Qumran, Testament of Qahat (4Q542). Some would see 2Peter in the NT as an example of testamentary literature. In the more modern period one can think of the great importance placed on the final deathbed words of an influential leader like Jonathan Edwards.

						32  It is unclear why Luke lacks this story which is so closely paralleled in both Matthew (26:6–13) and Mark (14:3–9), and even John (12:1–6). Many commentators have given Luke 7:36–50 as a parallel but at least in the Synoptic tradition this story reads quite differently in terms of the setting, characters, and Jesus-stated point. Complicating and confusing this situation even more, however, is that in the John version there seems to be a conflating of these two different traditions in that it is connected with the geography and chronology of the end of Jesus’ life at the Passover time in the Jerusalem area, and Jesus’ comments connect it to His coming burial and Judas’s indignation (all paralleling Matthew and Mark on these points). Yet at the same time John agrees with Luke that this was an anointing of Jesus’ feet (not head as in Matthew and Mark) and included a wiping of Jesus’ feet with the woman’s (in John, “Mary’s”) hair.

						33 France, Matthew, 3.

						34  Ibid., 3.

						35  This reading is not to suggest that John and the Synoptic tradition are in irreconcilable conflict. Rather, it is to observe that, as often occurs in ancient historiography, variation in chronological sequence for thematic reasons is accepted within the realm of honest historical reporting.

						36 Godet, Luke, 466.

						37  Cf. the helpful discussion of the OT’s extensive use of parables in K. Snodgrass, Stories with Intent: A Comprehensive Guide to the Parables of Jesus (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 38–42.

						38  I was happy to find David Wenham argue in a very similar way, calling the Last Supper a multimedia verbal drama that we experience in the Lord’s Supper through not only words but also touch, sight, and taste as well (D. Wenham, “How Jesus Understood the Last Supper: A Parable in Action,” Them 20.2 [Jan 1995]: 14–15).

						39  For example, Matt 16:21–23; 17:22–23; and 20:17–19.

						40  Judas’s agreement to betray Jesus is found in Matt 26:14–15, immediately preceding the Passover in vv. 17–30, and the first part of Jesus’ discussion at the table also focuses on this betrayal (vv. 21–25). Identical is Mark’s rendering in 14:10–21. Luke likewise sets up the Passover celebration with reference to the plot to kill Jesus (22:1–6). His account varies from Matthew and Mark only slightly in putting the discussion of the betrayer after the words of institution.

						41  As is common when comparing John with the Synoptics, the fourth Evangelist gives much more specific detail in terms of times, places, and names. So too here, where John identifies this woman as one of the Mary’s, while Matthew and Mark have only “a woman,” as does Luke 7, if indeed his story is to be understood as a parallel.

						42 Matt 26:12; Mark 14:8; John 12:7.

						43  Yet again John makes the connection even stronger than the Synoptics by stating that Jesus was crucified and died on “the day of Preparation,” which readers would understand as the time when the ritual lambs are sacrificed (cf. this explanation in part in Luke 22:7).

						44  Though these words are missing, it is not difficult to see how they could easily fit into John’s narrative in chaps. 13 or 17, in a “John for the readers of Mark” kind of way.

						45 Wenham, “How Jesus Understood,” 15.

						46 Green, Luke, 761. While affirming the insight of this comment, I remain baffled as to Green’s statement in the same context that the breaking of the bread itself is “devoid of symbolic significance” and bears no metaphorical weight, but is merely preparatory for the distribution of the bread. Not only is bread already a heavily freighted symbol, but the breaking of the bread is easily connected to Jesus’ violent death, even as the image of poured out blood is. Also unclear to me is why Green, following M. Barth, argues that Jesus is not enacting His death through His actions here but rather “interpreting through his words the significance of this Passover and, thus, of his death” (p. 762). While the latter is certainly true and important, the former is not a necessary corollary of this nor is this a situation where we must make an either/or choice.

						47 McKnight, Jesus and His Death, 281. It should be noted, as McKnight makes clear in his subsequent argument, that he distinguishes this language of “sacrificial death” from the idea of “atoning death,” instead preferring the idea of Jesus’ death as “protective” from the wrath of God’s judgment.

						48 McKnight, Jesus and His Death, 275. As we have seen, McKnight argues against the Passover meal interpretation (though with some hesitation and several qualifications), but rightly notes that “every meal that week would be swallowed up in Pesah celebrations....The week was alive.”

						49  The cleansing/cursing of the Temple being the most obvious example, in one (table-clearing) swoop managing to offend all the various Jewish sects at once. He also engaged in verbal debates that left Him standing as irrefutable, followed by His own harsh condemnation of His opponents (cf. Matt 21:23–23:36).

						50  Examples of passages throughout the OT and Second Temple literature which speak to the centrality of the exodus are too numerous to demarcate, but on this last point of the expectation of a Messiah, cf. Deut 18:15–22 with its forward-looking promise of a prophet like Moses with the closing words of the Pentateuch which sadly note that “there has not arisen a prophet since in Israel like Moses” (Deut 34:10).

						51  The second part of Isaiah, as introduced by 40:1–11, regularly pictures the eschaton in these ways. Cf. especially 65:17–25 and 49:8–12.

						52  See inter alia M. Strauss, The Davidic Messiah in Luke–Acts: The Promise and Its Fulfillment in Lukan Christology, JSNTSup 110 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1995), and especially R. E. Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus and Mark, WUNT 2.88 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997) and D.W. Pao, Acts and the Isaianic New Exodus (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000). More generally, in his extensive works N. T. Wright has argued for Jesus’ self-understanding to be that of fulfilling the story of Israel, the story which clearly has as its beginning (and end), the exodus. See N. T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992) and Jesus and the Victory of God.

						53  See, for example, J. R. Wagner, Heralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul “In Concert” in the Letter to the Romans (Leiden: Brill, 2002).

						54  The juxtaposition of water crossings and wilderness feedings in the Gospels (e.g., Matt 14:13–21 and 14:22–33; cp. 15:32–39; Mark 6:30–44 and 6:45–52; cp. 8:1–10) has long been recognized as an intentional allusion to the exodus events being redone and recast by Jesus. Luke does not have the comparable water crossing story, but his account of the miraculous feeding (9:10–17) clearly alludes to the exodus, and this connection is strengthened by the soon-following Transfiguration story in which Luke reports that Jesus was speaking with Moses and Elijah (author’s translation) “about His exodus which He was about to fulfill in Jerusalem” ([image: ], [image: ]). Also commonly observed is how the Synoptics use the same sequence of words in the miraculous feedings as will later occur in the Last Supper event. See note 15 above.

						55 McKnight, Jesus and His Death, 275, succinctly observes that Jesus “assigns to the bread and wine an apparent redemptive meaning that expresses exodus theology.” Jesus will endure sufferings not unlike the children of Israel which will lead to a redemption not unlike theirs (280).

						56  See part 2 of Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God.

						57 Godet, Luke, 466

						58 Schlatter, History of the Christ, 353.

						59  The majority of extant manuscripts do include kainh; (“new”), but not the weightiest, and this is easily discernible as likely assimilation to Luke and Paul. Allison does not hold back from stating that in Matthew’s phrase “the main point seems to be that Jesus’ sacrifice is the basis of a new covenant” (W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison Jr., Matthew, ICC [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1997], 3:472).

						60  See D. C. Allison, The New Moses: A Matthean Typology (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993).

						61 Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:473. We may also note that Heb 9:15–22 also cites this text in its argument, and it is likely also alluded to in 1Pet 1:2.

						62 France, Matthew, 994. At least in the case of Matthew we may strengthen this reading with reference to Matt 1:21, which sets up Jesus’ mission as to “save his people from their sins,” as well as with 20:28, which uses Isaiah 53 to describe Jesus’ death as a ransom (cf. Mark 10:45).

						63  Ibid.

						64 Bock, Luke 9:51–24:53, 1717–18.

						65 France, Matthew, 994–95.

						66 Snodgrass, Stories with Intent, 307–8. The honor and shame element of meals may also explain why Jesus chose to emphasize His betrayal (by Judas) at this otherwise sweet fellowship time. Credit for this suggestion goes to Matthew Crawford.

						67 France, Matthew, 980.

						68 Wright observes that “Passover would normally be celebrated by families; but Josephus can speak of it being celebrated by what he calls ‘a little fraternity,’ and in any case, as we have seen, Jesus regarded his followers as a fictive kinship group” (Jesus and the Victory of God, 555). France calls Jesus’ upper room disciples the “close-knit group of traveling companions” who form the family group and who share in the ceremonial Passover meal (Matthew, 979).

						69  For a discussion of how Jesus’ redefinition of family identity relates to Christian counseling, one may consult my essay, “Christian Psychology and the Gospel of Matthew,” Edification 3.2 (2009): 39–48.

						70 Green, Luke, 756. Green understands the Last Supper as a Passover meal constructed along the lines of a Greco-Roman symposium, following M. Barth who says that in the Hellenistic era the Passover evolved into a Greek festival meal or symposium. It should also be noted that here “fictive kin” does not mean “fictional” or “imaginary” as some readers might assume. Rather, this is a term used to refer to people who are not related by birth but who live and function as a family.

						71  “If, as seems probable, Jesus’ instructions to his disciples to share a common cup are unconventional, [citing H. Schurmann, Der Paschamahlbericht (Münster: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), 60–61] this would underscore all the more the solidarity of those gathered, with regard both to the meal and to what it signifies” (Green, Luke, 761).

						72  We may also observe how this model of humility finds parallel in Matthew 18 with its corresponding teaching on community identity, there focusing on the related idea of forgiving one another graciously.

						73  Cf. also Green’s comments: The Last Supper heightens the relevance of all subsequent Christian meals as “times of celebration and eschatological anticipation, characterized by a reversal of normal status-oriented concerns and conventions” (Luke, 761).

						74 Witherington, Making a Meal of It, 65.

						75  Further evidence that we are reading Luke’s emphasis correctly can be found in Paul’s use of the Lukan version of the Jesus tradition here, to which Paul amends this concluding commentary: “For as often as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes” (1Cor 11:26, my emphasis).

						76  It appears that John, conscious of the Synoptic Jesus traditions, intentionally identifies certain phrases that he prefers with others used by the Synoptics. For example, in Mark 9:42–10:31 there are several texts that use “kingdom of God” and “life” or “eternal life” in parallel and interchangeably. Likewise, in John 3 we find that “kingdom of God” is used in parallel with “eternal life.” This is our literary clue that these are to be understood as the same, and by making this connection early on in his Gospel, John is freed up to use “eternal life” the rest of the time, including in it the notion of the kingdom. Cf. Bauckham, “Historiographical Characteristics of the Gospel of John,” 35.

						77 Green, Luke, 761.

						78  See Isa 25:6–9; cf. also 55:1–5.

						79 Schlatter, History of the Christ, 357.

						80 Schlatter observes that because of the firm link already there in Jeremiah 31 the enacting of the new covenant entails the idea of the forgiveness of sins. “It would be a vapid notion to propose that Jesus had never considered what Jeremiah said about the new covenant, and that Matthew was the first to see this link” (History of the Christ, 356, n. 37).

						81  For example, 5:23–24; 6:14–15; 18:15–22 and its supporting parable in 18:23–25. Cf. the request for the forgiveness of our sins in 6:12.

						82  U. Luz, Matthew 21–28: A Commentary, trans. J. E. Crouch, Her (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), 3:383–84.

						83  Cf. the helpful summary of this in M. Hasitschka, “Matthew and Hebrews,” in Matthew and His Christian Contemporaries, ed. D. C. Sim and B. Repschinski (London: T&T Clark, 2008), 92–97.

						84  One may also rightly note the connection with Jesus’ self-revelation to His sea-tossed and scared disciples in 14:27: [image: ].

						85 Hasitschka, “Matthew and Hebrews,” 97.

						86  D. Senior, The Passion of Jesus in the Gospel of Mark (Wilmington: Michael Glazier, 1984), 49; also R. T. France, The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 573.

						87 France, Mark, 573.

						88  Cf. also the common observation that it is Luke’s version of the account that most closely matches and is likely interacting with the Pauline version in 1Cor 11:23–26.

						89  R. E. Brown, The Death of the Messiah: From Gethsemane to the Grave (New York: Doubleday, 1994), 1:121.

						90  The parallel to this in Matthew (19:28) is set in a very different context, as a promise to the disciples of their reward for leaving everything to follow Him.

						91  In his very thorough treatment of how meals in the NT serve as pictures of eschatological utopian abundance, Peter-Ben Smit has a lengthy discussion of the various eschatological meals in Luke. P-B Smit, Fellowship and Food in the Kingdom: Eschatological Meals and Scenes of Utopian Abundance in the New Testament, WUNT 2 (Tübingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 2008), 113–200.

						92 Snodgrass, Stories with Intent, 306.

						93  G. Cole in DTIB, s.v. “Lord’s Supper,” 464.

						94 Green argues well for a reading of this verse to mean “while eating with them” rather than “while staying with them,” based on the likely root of the form [image: ] (Luke, 760, n.55).
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