THE SHAPE OF THE LITURGY



—~to— W

THE SHAPE
OF THE LITURGY

BY
DOM GREGORY DIX

MONK OF NASHDOM ABBEY
D.D., OXON

DACRE PRESS
ADAM & CHARLES BLACK
LONDON



FIRST PUBLISHED JANUARY 1045
SECOND EDITION AUGUST 1045
REPRINTED 19406, 1947, 1949, 1952
1954, 1960, 1964 AND 1970
A. AND C. BLACK LTD
4, 5 AND 6 SOHO SQUARE, LONDON W.I.

Theology |_ilrary

; GY
SCHOOL OF THEOLO
AT CLAREMONT
Ca]]Fcr'nia

REPRODUCED AND PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN BY
REDWOOD PRESS LIMITED
TROWBRIDGE & LONDON



TO
THE REVEREND FATHERS AND BRETHREN
OF THE
SOCIETY OF S. JOHN THE EVANGELIST
AT COWLEY






CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION. THE PURPOSE OF THIs Essay =

CHAPTER .
I. THE LITURGY AND THE EUCHARISTIC ACTION
The Liturgy and its Shape—The Liturgical Tradition

II. TuE PERFORMANCE OF THE LITURGY - -

Saying and Doing—Public and Private—The ‘Church’—The

Worshippers

III. THE CLASSICAL SHAPE OF THE LITURGY—IL.
THE SYNAXIS

Synaxis and Bucharist—The Synaxis, or Liturgy of the Spirit

IV. EUCHARIST AND LORD’S SUPPER - - -

The ‘Four-Action’ Shape of the Eucharist—The Last Supper—
The Meaning of the Last Supper—The Primitive Eucharist—The
Lord’s Supper or Agape—The Separation of the Eucharist from the

Agape

V. THE CLASSICAL SHAPE OF THE LiTurRGY—IIL
’ THE BEUCHARIST

The Pre-Nicene Eucharist—The Greeting and Kiss of Peace—
The Offertory—The Rinsing of the Hands—The Imposition of
Hands on the Elements—The Eucharistic Dialogue and Prayer—

The Amen—The Lord’s Prayer—The Fraction—The
munion—The Ablutions

VI. THE PRE-NICENE BACKGROUND OF THE LITURGY

VI1I. THE EUCHARISTIC PRAYER -~ - - -

Com-~

i. The Roman Tradition—The Eucharistic Prayer of Hippolytus,
i, The Egyptian Tradition—Prayer of Oblation of Bishop Sarapion.
iii. The Syrian Tradition—The Liturgy of SS. Addai and Mari—
The Liturgy of S. James—The Rite of Jerusalem in the Fourth

Century—The Rite of Antioch in the Fourth Century

VIII. BEHIND THE LOCAL TRADITIONS - -

The Present State of the Question—The Primitive Nucleus of
the Prayer—The Second Half of the Prayer—A Critical Recon-

struction of the Traditional Theory
v

PAGB

&

I2

36

48

103

141

156

208



i
CHAPTER

IX.

XI.

XII.

XIII.

CONTENTS

THE MEANING OF THE EUCHARIST - = - -

Consecration and Sacrifice—The Eucharist as Anamnesis—The
Eucharist as Action—The Eucharist as Manifestation—Eschatology
—*The Spirit’ and Eschatology—Eschatology and the Eucharist—
“The Spirit’ and the Eucharist

‘THE THEOLOGY OF CONSECRATION - - - -

The ‘Liturgy’ of the Celebrant—The Function of the Prayer in
the Eucharistic Action—Fourth Century Ideas of Consecration—
S. Cyril’'s Doctrine of Consecration and the Rite of Jerusalem—
The Invocation of the Spirit—The Invocation as effecting the
‘Resurrection’—The ‘Eastern’ and the ‘Western’ gthos—The
Tradition of Asia Minor?—The ‘Great Entrance’ and the Prepara-
tion of the Elements—The Invocation in the modern Epstern Rites

Additional Note:—The Eastern Teaching on the Invgcation

THE SANCTIFICATION OF TIME - - - - -

From a Private to a Public Worship—The Coming| of Monas-
ticism and the Divine Office—The Development of the Christian
Calendar: (a) the Pre-Nicene Calendar; (b) the Post-Nicene Calen-
dar—The Organisation of the Propers—Saints’ Days in the Post-
Nicene Calendar—The Fourth Century and the Liturgy

THE DEVELOPMENT OF CEREMONIAL - - - -
Vestments—Insignia—Iights—Incense—Summary

THE COMPLETION OF THE SHAPE OF THE LITURGY -

A. The Fusion of Synaxis and Eucharist. B. The Corri'g etion of the
Shape of the Synaxis. The Introduction. i. The ‘Far Eastern’
Introduction; ii. The Egyptian; iii. The Greek; iv. Western:
a. At Rome; b. Outside Rome: Milan; Spain; Gaul—The Lections
and Chants—The Prayer after the Sermon. C. THe Function
of Synaxis and Eucharist. The Invention of Litanies—~The Veil
and the Screen—The Creed—The Prayer ‘of the Day’-—Offertory
Chants—Offertory Prayers—The ‘Names’ and the Dif:tychs’.
D. The Completion of the Shape of the Eucharist. In Egypt—In Syria

" —In the Byzantine Rite—In Africa—The Roman Cpommunion

XIV.

XV.

Blessing—In Spain—In Gaul—The Roman Post-Cbmmunion
—The Western Conclusion. E. The ‘Third Stratum’

VARIABLE PRAYERS AT THE EUCHARIST - - - -

In the Eastern Rites—In the Western Rites—The Preface and
Sanctus in the West—The East and the West

THE MEDIAEVAL DEVELOPMENT - - - - -

A. The Development of the Eastern Rites. B. The Devz]opment of
the Western Rites. The French and Spanish Rites—The Italian
Rites—Gelasian Sacramentary—Leonine Sacramentany—Italian
Local Rites—Gregorian Sacramentary—The Western Synthesis—
The Reforms of Charlemagne—The English Infludnce—The
Work of Alcuin—The End of the Gallican Rite— The| Adoption

PAGE

238

268

303

397

434

527

546



CONTENTS vii

CHAPTER TAGE

of Alcuin’s Missal—The Western Missal—Mediaeval and Post-
Mediaeval Developments—Uniformity—The Mediaeval Present-
ation of the Liturgy—Lay Religion in the Dark and Middle Ages
—Lay Communions—Later Mediaeval Eucharistic Devotion—
Mediaeval Liturgy

Additional Note:—Mediaeval Eucharistic Devotions for Layfolk
and the Protestant Conception of the Eucharist

XVI. THe REFORMATION AND THE ANGLICAN LITURGY - 613

The Post-Mediaeval .Crisis—The Reformation—Archbishop
Cranmer—Cranmer’s Liturgical Work—The Anglican Senlemch———‘
fAddli;rxgal Note:—The Present Liturgical Position in the Church
of Engl

XVII. ‘“THROUGHOUT ALL AGES, WORLD WITHOUT END’ - 735

INDEx = = = =« e = = = = e = 75






INTRODUCTION

THE PURPOSE OF THIS EssAy

THE origin of this essay was a paper read at their request before the
Cowley Fathers during their General Chapter in August 1941. I have
ventured, therefore, in this different form to offer it again to the members
of the oldest, the most respected and in more ways than one the greatest of
our Anglican communities of priests. -

The re-writing of the original very condensed paper for a less specialised
public involved, I found, much more expansion and alteration than I at
first intended. It seemed worth while to take this trouble with it because it
set out information which I was told would be interesting and useful to
many people, if it could be put before them in a way reasonably easy for
non-specialists to understand. To a pragmatic Englishman that word
‘useful’ is always a temptation to embark on lengthy disquisitions, and I
found that I had succumbed before I knew it. The subject of the paper—the
structure of actions and prayers which forms the eucharist—has, of course, a
permanent interest for christians. But it is beginning to be recognised that
this has a much wider and deeper significance than its ecclesiastical or even
than its purely devotional interest. It is only within recent years that the
science of Comparative Religion has fully awakened to the value of the study
of ‘ritual patterns’ for the appreciation of any given system of religious ideas
and its necessary consequence in human living—a ‘culture’. The analysis
of such a pattern and the tracing of its evolution opens for the historian and
the sociologist the most direct way to the sympathetic understanding ‘from
within® of the mind of those who practise that religion, and so to a right
appreciation of the genius of their belief and the value of their ideas and
ideals of human life. We christians have naturally been a little shy of
making this new approach to the understanding of our own religion; at
least it has been little studied up till now in England. Yet, rightly used, it
should lead to a deepening and enriching of our own christian faith, a new
sensitiveness and balance and discrimination in our belief and practice; and
also—what is urgently needed—a new comprehension of the causes of our
differences between ourselves. This, and not a despairing agreement to
ignore them, is the only effective first step to their removal.

Of all christian ‘ritual patterns’ that of the eucharist is by common con-
sent central and the most important. True, it is neither christian nor scien-
tific to isolate it altogether from those which embodythe christian concep-
tion of the eternal responsibility of each individual soul (technically,
baptism, confirmation and penance), or from those which express the
social, organic quality of fully christian life (the sacrament and idea of

x
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different ‘orders’ in the church, and the perpetual round of the divine

office as a representative worship).!

Nevertheless, so far as this world is concerned, these others are directed

towards and centre upon the eucharist, and their resul
pressed in the eucharistic action. It is accordingly the ri
latter which is the most revealing of the essential christi
of human life.

The book which has emerged from the process of re-wr
paper, after delays due to the claims of other work and t
wartime publishing, is quite different from the one I had ¢
a not uncommon misadventure with authors, and in its
interest; but the change had better be explained. The paps
an Anglican for Anglicans; it dealt with a troublesom

tions. Even so it was found impossible to state clearly wh

are largely ex-
al pattern of the
n understanding

iting the original
the difficulties of
expected. This is
elf a fact of no
’r was written by
Ie contemporary

t this specifically
cuss it usefully,

Anglican problem, from the ordinary Anglican stand;:#mt and assump-

Anglican problem involves, to explain its causes or to di
without relating it to 2 much wider background. Herein
between the paper and the book. The latter remains quite
thing written by an Anglican, and I am happy that it shg
recognise that what was the background of the paper has
stance of the book, and that the domestic Anglican proble

lies the change
obviously some-
uld be so. But I
become the sub-
m has assumed a

more scientific proportion to the subject as a whole,

That .is as it should be. The most isolated christia

anchorite (the nearest equivalent to a christian Robinso
far as he is specifically christian, does not come to Go
mystic, as the alone to the Alone. Even if he does not
formula like the Lord’s prayer or the ‘Glory be to the

within a whole framework of christian ideas received fr:

ay a celtic
Crusoe)—in so
like the pagan
se a traditional

Father’, he prays

m others. When

his prayer is most spontaneous and from his own heart, the belief according
to which he prays, the general type of his prayer and much—probably
most—of his actual phrasing are still largely drawn from what he has
learned from others—his teachers, christian services he has attended in the
past, his mother, his bible, many different sources. Ultimately it all comes
to him, even the use of his bible, from the tradition of prayer evolved in
the worshipping church, And it is with local churches as with individuals.
Behind each of them stands the classic tradition of christendom, making its

influence felt all the time, even if only by their attempts to react against it.
Behind the Church of England, for instance, and her
eucharistic rite, there stretches the vast tradition of
eucharist in much more ancient and more numerous chury
centuries before Archbishop Cranmer was born. We canj
off from this immense experience of the eucharist in the|

1 Unction and matrimony stand a little apart, but they can by
two groups.

present official
performing the
ches for fourteen
not cut ourselves
past, even if we

> attached to these
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would. It has moulded and contributed to our own in all sorts of ways, far
more numerous and complicated and subtle than we readily recognise.
And in so doing it has largely created both our present advantages and our
present difficulties, so that we can neither fully profit by the one nor
effectively remedy the other without some understanding of their causes.
This inescapable solidarity of all christians in their prayer, even of the
most resolute and exclusive sectarians with whom it is utterly unconscious, is
a striking and at times ironic lesson of christian history. Itis inseparable from
the nature of christianity itself, and rooted in the biblical view of religion,
that of the Old Testament as well as the New. It is not surprising that it
finds its most obvious and universal expression in the history of what is the
climax of christian living, that christian corporate worship whose centre
and gauge from the beginning has been the eucharist.

From one point of view the eucharist is always in essence the same
thing—the human carrying out of a divine command to ‘do this’. The
particular eucharistic rite we follow is only a method of ‘doing this’. It
might seem strange at first sight to the conventional ‘Martian enquirer’
that there is not one single way of ‘doing this’, absolutely identical through-
out christendom; and that none of the many ways of ‘doing’ it has anywhere
remained the same from the days of the apostles until now. On the contrary,
this simple bond of christian unity has a peculiarly complicated and
ramifying history of variation. It is true that by careful analysis there is to
be found underlying most of these varying rites and all of the older ones a
single normal or standard structure of the rite as a whole. It is this standard
structure which I call the ‘Shape’ of the Liturgy. But it somewhat discon-
certingly appears that this standard Shape or sequence of the Liturgy has
in at least one major particular been altered from the pattern originally laid
down at the last supper; and that this alteration was nowhere undone from
the first century to the sixteenth, and even then only in one or two groups
which have won no general approval. Apart from these isolated groups that
standard Shape has everywhere remained unchanged for more than
eighteen hundred years, overlaid yet never refashioned. But within that
rigid framework the eucharist has adapted itself perpetually with a most
delicate adjustment to the practical conditions and racial temperaments
and special gifts of a multitude of particular churches and peoples and
generations.

Here, I suggest, is something of the greatest significance as a clue to
what is authentically christian in life and thought. That standard structure
or Shape of the Liturgy can be shewn to have had its first formation in the
semi-jewish church of the apostolic age. But it has persisted ever since, not
because it was consciously retained as ‘apostolic’ or even known to be such
—it was not even recognised to be there—but only because it fulfilled
certain universal christian needs in every church in every age, not only for
outstanding saints but for the innumerable millions of plain nameless sinful



xii THE SHAPE OF THE LITURG

christian folk, for whom in different ways the eucharist has always been
the universal road to God. :

The intricate pattern of local variety overlaid on the unchanging apostolic
core of the rite is the product of history. It is the proof that the christian
liturgy is not a museum specimen of religiosity, but the| expression of an
immense living process made up of the real lives of hosts f men and women
in all sorts of ages and circumstances. Yet the underlying structure is
always the same because the essential action is always
standard structure or Shape alone embodies and expr:
complete eucharistic action for all churches and all races
action is capable of different interpretations, and the
define those interpretations have varied a good deal. But
within certain limits while they interpret one and the s
ever and wherever the eucharistic action is changed, le. whenever and
wherever the standard structure of the rite has been bro)
altered, there it will be found that some part of the primitive fulness of the
meaning of the eucharist has been lost. And—in the end-—it will be found
that this has had equally notable results upon the christian /iving of those
whose christianity has been thus impoverished. It may spund exaggerated
s0 to link comparatively small ritual changes with great social results. But
itis a demonstrable historical fact that they are linked; and whichever we
may like to regard as the cause of the other, it is a fact that the ritual change
can always be historically detected before the social ane. To take two

ses the full and

century and.
certain obvious weaknesses and special characteristics of the christianity of
the dark and middle ages, which first shew themselves in|the fifth century.
There is again a clear relation between, on the one hand, certain special .
tendencies of Latin eucharistic piety in the later middle ages which come to
full development in the sixteenth century all over the West, and on the
other that post-renaissance individualism, first in religion and then in
living, which has had such outstanding consequences yipon the general
situation of Western society in the eighteenth, ninete; and. twentieth
centuries, :

It is the ‘ritual pattern’ of the eucharistic action which is here studied, as
it is ‘“done’ by this standard structure of the Shape of the Liturgy. This
involves approaching the whole matter not so much fromithe standpoint of
the theologian (though one cannot ignore theology in deali
yet directly from that of the pure historian (though hisfory supplies the
bulk of the material), but from that of the liturgist. Since I am thus
attaching a label to myself, I hope I may be allowed to explain what I con-
ceive the word to mean. It means neither an antiquarian follector of Litur-
gical curiosities for the sake of their own interest, nor yet an expert in
modern ecclesiastical rubrics, but erely a student of Comparativem
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Religion, who is himself a believing christian, exercising his science
especially on the practice of worship in his own religion.! It is true that
that practice—and especially the standard structure or Shape of the Liturgy
—was not formed and is not maintained by theories and scientific analyses
at all, but by the needs and instinct of ordinary christians living in the
most direct contact with history and under its pressures. That is part of
the practical value to ourselves in an age of confusion of an analytical study
of it. A book on this subject need not be-a particularly difficult book,
though if it is to be thorough it must needs be 2 long one, because it deals
with something which underlies and accompanies the whole history of
Western civilisation for nearly two thousand years, with which it has con-
tinual mutual interactions.

What I have tried to understand, therefore, is not only when and how,
but why that standard structure or Shape of the Liturgy took and kept the
Shape it has. There is necessarily a good deal of history in this book but (I
hope) no archaeology for archaeology’s sake, which is unfortunately what
most people seem chiefly to expect from liturgists and their works. The
very word ‘liturgy’ has, I know, a distinctly archaeological and even
‘precious’ sound in many people’s ears. (I regret that I cannot find another
which will quite serve its purpose.) What are called ‘liturgiologists’ are apt
accordingly to be treated by English churchmen with that vague deference
accompanied by complete practical disregard with which the Englishman
honours most forms of learned research. From the ecclesiastical authorities
they usually receive kindness tempered with a good deal of suspicion, as
experts in some mysterious and highly complicated theoretical study,
whose judgement it may be expedient to satisfy if that can be done without
provoking a qualm in the Diocesan Conference, but whose labours have in
any case no practical bearing on what goes on in the ordinary parish church.
Liturgists have no particular reason to be pleased with the mandarin-like
position thus accorded them. They are in reality only students of what
actually goes on and has gone on in every parish or other church in chris-
tendom and went on before there were special buildings called churches,
ever since thirteen men met for supper in an upper room at Jerusalem—
the ‘common prayer’ of christians. And precisely in so far as their studies
are scientifically conducted they are capable of useful .and important
practical applications. v

Yet it must be admitted that the liturgists have largely had themselves
to thank for the reverent disregard with which their labours are so generally
treated. They persist in presenting their subject as a highly specialised
branch of archaeology with chiefly aesthetic preoccupations, as though the

1 The technique of the liturgist must be fully as ‘scientific’ in its methods as that
of the religionsgeschichtliche schulein Germany. But I think it will be obvious to anyone
carefully studying their works that they lost much in insight into their material by
not sharing the belief of those who produced it.

D.S.L.
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liturgy had evolved of itself in a sort of ecclesiastical vag
the real life and needs of men and women, who have 3
their spiritual lives while helping to carry on the whol
of a redeemed yet fallen world. Archaeology is no doubt fascinating to
specialists but it is a recondite business. And though beguty is an attribute
of God and as such can be fittingly employed in His worship, it is only a
means to that end and in most respects not a directly| necessary means.
The ordinary man knows very well that prayer and communion with God
have their difficulties, but that these arise less from theéir own technique
than from the nature of human life. Worship is a mysteripus but also a very
direct and commonplace human activity. It is meant for the plain man to
do, to whom it is an intimate and sacred but none the less quite workaday
affair. He therefore rightly refuses to try to pray on stri¢tly archaeological
principles. And so he feels quite prepared to leave what he hears called
“The Liturgy’ to be the mystery of experts, and is contentinstead humbly to
make the best he can of the substitute (as he supposes) good enough for
him and his like, v7z. taking part in ‘worship’ as he finds it in the customary
common prayer at his parish church, grumbling a good| deal if the clergy
alter the service with which he is familiar so that he cannot follow it for
himself. This, of course, happens to be ‘The Liturgy’ in some form. And
this attitude of the layman seems to me, if I may say so, not only justifiable
but also very ‘liturgical’ in the strict sense of the word. It has been the
normal attitude of the good layman in every age of thel church, and it is
easy to shew that it has been among the strongest forces making for the
maintenance of the liturgy from the very beginning,

The position of the clergy in the matter is different, The cleric has a
professional or technical interest in ‘worship’ as such|because it is his
special business, an interest which the layman does not,) or certainly need
not, share. The cleric is therefore much more disposed to consider and to
experiment with novel ideas in this field. Further, the parochial clergy

Y

ruum remote from
Iways had to lead
e muddled history

xiv

have a pastoral responsibility to help their people to
possible, for the greater glory of God and the profit of t
something for their sense of duty that over most of christ|
last century various practical changes in public worshi
music) which are now universally admitted to be in
generally adopted, have been introduced almost enti]
efforts of the parochial clergy and ministers, not seld
opposition from the laity and without encouragement fi
siastical authority.

This is natural enough. The clergy have a conscienti

orship as well as
heir souls. It says
endom during the
p (e.g. in church
nprovements and
rely through the
m in the face of
rom higher eccle-

bus responsibility

for the guality of worship, and the laity of necessity follo

‘rather than lead

~ in such questions. But one might well have expected that the lead every-

where would come from the official chief pasiors of the

urch. In theory

it should be so, and in the ancient church it largely was so in practice. But
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the unfortunate fact is that all over christendom, ever since about the
twelfth or thirteenth century, the higher ecclesiastical authorities have
largely been absorbed in administrative routine.! It can hardly be hoped
that the administrative mind will ever be either in sufficiently immediate
touch with the contemporary spiritual needs of ordinary individuals or
sufficiently at leisure for constructive thought, to be able to make very
striking contributions in this field. It is much the same case everywhere.?
Doubtless most christian leaders regret their own preoccupation with
machinery. It is an obvious danger, against which the church was obliged
to take precautions in the first years of her existence.? But now that theseare
no longer very effective, it is unfortunately true that all over christendom
the most valuable contribution to the progress of ideas which can ordinarily
be looked for from authority is the adoption without too much obstruction
and delay of useful ideas promoted chiefly by the subordinate clergy.
Nevertheless, a survey of the history of christian worship everywhere
reveals the encouraging fact that though the action of authority can usually
delay, it can also often hasten and almost never finally prevent movements
of thought and changes of practice which have a real theological motive.
The usual interval which elapses between the efforts of the pioneers and
their recognition by authority seems to be, on the average, between seventy
years and a century, though Rome—exceptionally conservative—has often
taken anything between one hundred and five hundred years to legalise
long accepted changes in her own discipline of worship.® Apart from such

1 Probably the feudalisation of the episcopate and the complication of business by
the systematising of canon law were responsible for this sterility in the West, while
the transformation of the Eastern churches into a bureaucracy in the later Byzantine
pericd and subsequent Turkish oppression have had much the same effect in the East.

3 A great French prelate was discussing with an Anglican the parallel develop-
ment (mutatis mutandis) within their respective churches of certain liturgical ideas
which have both devotional and sccial applications. ‘Et vos évéques anglicans?’—
asked the Frenchman—‘Que pensent-ils de tout cela?’ ‘Oh! Votre éminence connait
assez bien les évéques. Quand une idée quelconque s’énonce nouvelle, tous les
évéques se mettent a la condamner immeédiatement.’ ‘Ah! Oui. C'est par force
d’habitude, n’est-ce-pas? Clest leur métier.’ ‘Mais si ¢a persiste et devient moins
impopulaire, peu & peu on trouve que les évéques se taisent. Enfin, tout d’un coup,
on trouve les évéques en téte.” ‘Alors, c’est chez vous comme partout. Mais main-
tenant, en quelle phase se montrent-ils, vos évéques? ‘Maintenant, éminence’—
(hopefully—this was in 1936)—‘nos évéques commencent 3 se taire.’ ‘Admirable!
En France ils ne sont pas encore toujours aussi prudents. Mais si on gagne les curés,
Cest tout ce qu’il faut pour la marche des idées.’

3 Acts vi. 2 5qg.

4 Among innumerable modern illustrations one might give, here are a few: The
Motu proprio of Pope Pius X in 1970, adopting the principles of the reform of
church music first advocated at Solesmes in the 1840’s; the extension by Popes Leo
X1II and Pius XI of the cultus of the Sacred Heart, propagated ever since the seven-
teenth century by the Jesuits and others; the provision in the proposed Anglican
revision of the Prayer Book in 1928 for the ‘Harvest Festivals’ inaugurated by
Hawker of Morwenstow seventy years before; the adoption in the Scottish Book of
Common Order in 1938 of liturgical reforms advocated forty years before by McCrie
and other presbyterians. (This appears to be almost a record for speed in such
mattess. The Moderator and other administrators hold office only for one year.)
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exceptions and the avowed liturgical revolutions of the sixteenth century,
the interval of at least two generations seems to have been fairly constant
all over christendom since the thirteenth century.

There have appeared in modern times a number of movements for the
deepening of the christian idea and practice of worship—the Zoe movement
among the Greek Orthodox—the ‘Liturgical Movement in the Roman
Church, and another going by the same title in Scottish Presbyterianism—
the ‘Wesleyan Sacramental Fellowship’—sporadic Lutheran movements
before the war (the best known but not the most interesting being that
with which the name of F. Heiler was associated)—and the various off-
shoots of the ‘Oxford Movement™ in England which began in the last

century. There is an obvious relation between them all throughout
christendom. They have met with slightly varying |degrees of official
patronage and hindrance, and about the same intensity of popular mis-

understanding, wherever they have appeared. But on the whole it can be
said that in every case their most solid support has come from the younger
parochial clergy and ministers. In the Roman ChurcH on the Continent,
where the movement has made the greatest practical headway (despite
certain mistakes of tactics and presentation, which gaye an impression of
concern with inessentials) a great deal of valuable study and guidance has
been afforded by the religious. But even there the effe ive impact on the
life and devotion of the church has been chiefly due to the efforts of the
parochial clergy and a nucleus of keen lay support, with the bulk of the
laity slowly adapting themselves to the new ideas, an{ the bishops (with
certain great exceptions) following—acquiescently, ap} thetically or reluc-
tantly as the case might be—safely behind. So, at all cvents, the situation
before the war was described to me by more than one scholar or prelate
who should have known. Continental catholics have something else to
think about at present, and the situation may well have changed when they
can give their attention to-it once more.

In England there has been the additional handicap of a great lack of
literature on the subject which can be covered by the useful French term
haute vulgarisation—I mean books which will meet the heeds of the thought-
ful and educated christian, cleric or layman, who is not and does not intend
to become what he calls a ‘liturgiologist’, but who is faware that ideas are
stirring on this subject. Such a man may have a patural desire to under-
stand without prejudice what it is all about, but roughly and without too
much technical jargon and stretches of untranslated ddad languages. Above
all he wants to know its bearing on his own christian life and prayers and his
ordirary worship in his parish church. I have tried to keep in mind this
need and desire, and to serve such a reader with wha is neither a manual

! In this respect it is more properly described as the © bridge Movement’, It
was the ‘Cambridge Ecclesiological Society’ which led the y in changes in wor-
ship expressive of the changes in theology advocated at Oxf
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of ‘liturgiology’ nor a book of devotion, but an explanation of what is after
all a technical and somewhat complicated subject put in as untechnical a
way as the matter seems to allow. I assume only that he wishes to under-
stand it from a certain practical point of view, that of the worshipping
christian, with a serious interest in the subject but no great background of
technical knowledge.

I must admit that the book has been swollen more than I like by the
need to cite at some length the historical evidence which is the basis of the
explanation. Probably this will not detract from its interest for most
readers, and in any case it could not be avoided. Modern research has
greatly altered this groundwork of the subject in recent years, but it has
done so almost unnoticed and piecemeal. The standard manuals in English
are without exception disfigured by obsolete information, and the new
and more scientific investigations are scattered broadcast in scholarly
periodicals and monographs in many languages. In the circumstances
there seems to be a need for a book which with the aid of some new
material and fresh investigations will give a coherent statement of the new
view of the subject as a whole. I have tried to do this in outline, and as such
1 have hopes that even scientific students of liturgy will find some things to
interest them here.

The book having taken this form, it must largely avoid the specifically
Anglican interests of the paper from which it began. It is true that I have
added a chapter on certain changes made in the Anglican rite at and after
the Reformation, and also some considerations on the difficulties of the
liturgical situation in Anglicanism at the present time. That is because I
conceive that no Anglican could do otherwise at present, if he wishes to
serve his own church. But it will be found that I have not prejudiced my
attempt to explain by the advocacy of any particular proposals. Two years
in a parish since the war began have left me with an intense sympathy for
the lay communicant and his parish priest in facing those difficulties,
which are ultimately not of their making. They have also left me with
strong doubts as to whether any of the current proposals, official or other-
wise, are based on a sufficiently searching analysis of what those difficulties
really are, or why they have come to be felt as difficulties. Yet until some
such analysis has been established and understood we are not likely to get
on to the right road to a solution. In any case, there are already advocates
enough before the church. It is the vocation and justification of scholarship
not to plead a case but to discern and illuminate the problem for the jury.

Sixteen out of seventeen chapters, however, deal with a wider theme,
even if some marks of their origin are still upon them. These things are the
common inheritance of all the baptised, the legacy of our common Mother
before our family quarrels had grown so sharp and tragic. It would be an
additional reward for fourteen months of writing and fourteen years of
study if that on which I have laboured to serve my own brethren should
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help others also to love God better through their own liturgies. Many
different rites are drawn on here, and though I do ndt pretend to think
that they have all the same meaning, they are all, I beli¢ve, alike at least in
one respect. No liturgy is simply a particular ‘way of saying your prayers’,
which would be only an instrument for one department of life. Prayer
expresses a theology or it is only the outlet of a blind and shallow emotion;
and like all prayer a liturgy must do that. But because it carries prayer on to
an act, every eucharistic liturgy is and must be to some extent the expres-
sion of a conception of human life as a whole. It relates|the individual wor-
shipper to God and His law, to redemption, to other men, to material
things and to his own use of them. What else is there in life?

In this period of the disintegration and attempted reconstruction of
thought about our secular society, the individual’s re
his need for and securing of material things are the ha
age. There is a christian pattern of a solution which is expressed for us and

'by us at the eucharist. There the individual is perfectly integrated in
society, for there the individual christian only exists|as a christian indi-
vidual inasmuch as he is fully exercising his own function in the christian
society. There his need of and utter dependence upon/material things even
for ‘the good life’ in this world is not denied or even scetically repressed,
but emphasised and met. Yet his needs are met from|the resources of the
whole society, not by his own self-regarding provision. But there the
resources of the society are nothing else but the total substance freely
offered by each of its members for all. There, too, is displayed a true hier-
archy of functions within a society organically adapted to a single end,
together with a complete equality of recompense.

But che eucharist is not a mere symbolic mystery presenting the right
order of earthly life, though it is that incidentally and as a consequence. It
is the representative act of a fully redeemed h life. This perfected
society is not an end in itself, but is consciously and holly directed to the
only end which can give meaning and dignity to human life—the eternal
God and the loving and conscious obedience of man in time to His known
will. There the eternal and absolute value of each individual is affirmed by
setting him in the most direct of all earthly relations with the eternal and
absolute Being of God; though it is thus affirmed and established only
through his membership of the perfect society. There the only means to
that end is proclaimed and accepted and employed—man’s redemption
through the personal sacrifice of Jesus Christ at a particular time and place
in human history, communicated to us at other times and places through
the church which is the ‘fulfilment’ of Him. That fis the eucharist. Over
against the dissatisfied ‘Acquisitive Man’ and his no [less avid successor the
dehumanised ‘Mass-Man’ of our economically focussed societies insecurely
organised for time, christianity sets the type of ‘Epcharistic Man’—man
giving thanks with the product of his labours upon| the gifts of God, and
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daily rejoicing with his fellows in the worshipping society which is grounded
in eternity. This is man to whom it was promised on the night before Cal-
vary that he should henceforth eat and drink at the table of God and be a
king. That is not only a more joyful and more humane ideal. It is the
divine and only authentic conception of the meaning of all human life, and
its realization is in the eucharist.
GREGORY DIX
NasHpoM ABBEY
BUrRNHAM, BUCKs
Corpus Christi 1943

NOTE TO THE SECOND EDITION

A new edition having been called for within three months of the first
publication, I have taken advantage of it to correct a few misprints which
had escaped my notice and a number of minor slips. There has been no
time to take account in this edition of a certain amount of fresh evidence
which has been most kindly put at my disposal by various scholars, for
which I am grateful, and to which I hope to adjust my own findings at
some future date. But I am happy to say that such expert criticism as the
book has already received suggests that this will affect no more than details
and isolated points, leaving the general presentation of the subject here
substantially unchanged.

GREGORY DIX

NasHDOM ABBEY

St. Benedict’s Day 1945






CHAPTER I
THE LITURGY AND THE EUCHARISTIC ACTION

THE LITURGY AND ITS SHAPE

‘IjTURGY’ is the name given ever since the days of the apostles! to the act
of taking part in the solemn corporate worship of God by the ‘priestly’
society? of christians, who are ‘the Body of Christ, the church’.? ‘The
Liturgy’ is the term which covers generally all that worship which is
officially organised by the church, and which is open to and offered by, or
in the name of, all who are members of the church. It distinguishes this
from the personal prayers of the individual christians who make up the
church, and even from the common prayer of selected or voluntary groups
within the church, e.g. guilds or societies. In the course of time the term
“The Liturgy’ has come to be particularly applied to the performance of
that rite which was instituted by our Lord Jesus Christ Himself to be the
peculiar and distinctive worship of those who should be ‘His own’;* and
which has ever since been the heart and core of christian worship and
christian living—the Eucharist or Breaking of Bread.

The profound reasons for this centring of the general christian experi-
ence on the eucharist will be touched on later. Herc it is enough to say that
all eucharistic worship is of necessity and by intention a corporate action—
‘Do this’ (poteite, plural). The blessed Bread is broken that it may be shared,
and ‘we being many’ made ‘one Body’; the blessed Cup is delivered that it
may be a ‘partaking of the Blood of Christ’.® It is of the deepest meaning of
the rite that those who take part are thereby united indissolubly with one
another and with all who are Christ’s, ‘because’ (hoti) each is thereby united
with Him,® and through Him with the Father, with Whom He is One.

This understanding of the rite, as essentially a corporate action, is
clearly expressed in the very first christian description of the way in which
it was performed. Writing at the close of Domitian’s persecution, in the
autumn of A.D. 96, S. Clement of Rome reminds the Corinthian church:
‘Unto the high-priest ( = the celebrant-bishop) his special “liturgies™ have
been appointed, and to the priests (= presbyters) their special place is
assigned, and on the levites ( = deacons) their special “‘deaconings™ are im-
posed; the layman is bound by the ordinances for the laity. Let each of you,
brethren, make eucharist to God according to his own order, keeping a
good conscience and not transgressing the appointed rule of his “liturgy”.”?

Writing from one apostolic church to another at a date when some of

1 Acts xiii. 2. 31 Peterii. 5. 3Eph. i. 22, 23.

¢ John xiii. 1. 6 1 Cor. X. 16. L ] O ol b 1y
7 1 Clem. 40, 41.
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the actual disciples of the apostles must have been still iving (even if he
were not such himself) Clement in the preceding context seems to imply
that these ‘appointed rules’ for the ‘liturgies’ of the different ‘orders’
are of divine institution, apparently from our Lord Himself, Be this as it
may, here in the first century the eucharist is emphatically a corporate
action of the whole christian body, in which every ‘order] from the layman
to the bishop has its own special ‘liturgy’, without the proper fulfilment of
e7ch of which the worship of the whole church cannot be fulfilled.!

The eucharist is here the vital expression towards God of what the
church fundamentally is, a corporate ‘holy priesthood to offer up spiritual
sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ).? If such a conception of
the rite as a united and uniting action towards God of the whole church is
to be realised, there are needed three things:

(a) If the whole eucharist is essentially one action, the service must have
alogical development as one whole, a thrust towards that particular action’s
fulfilment, and not merely a general purpose of edification. It must express
clearly by the order and connection of its parts what the hction is which it
is about, and where the service as a whole is ‘going’. It is this logical

sequence of parts coherently fulfilling one complete actio
‘Shape’ of the Liturgy.

() The structure of the service itself ought somehow to
ticular function of each ‘order’ in the church, its ‘Sp
Clement’s phrase, and bring this into play in fulfilling the
of the whole.

(¢) For a corporate action there must be in the minds
agreement at least on what the action itself is on which t
engaged together. Agreement on what it means is less absg
even if very desirable.

which I call the

express the par-
ecial liturgy’ in
corporate action
of all a common

hey are solemnly
lutely necessary,

It is the sequence of the rite—the Shape of the Liturg;
performs the eucharistic action itself, and so carries out

y—which chiefly
e human obedi-

ence to the Divine command ‘Do this’. It is the phrasing of the prayers
which chiefly expresses the meaning attached to that actio by the theologi-

cal tradition of the church. Both are essential
But they have an independent history,
bined in the tradition of the liturgy.

The Liturgical Tradition

parts of eucharistic worship.
even though they |are always com-

In considering the primitive history of the eucharist we have to keep in
mind continually the circumstances of a church life whos conditions were

! The laity are an ‘order’ in the church no less than the
and were anciently required to undergo a three years’
before they were allowed to enter it by baptism and confirmation.
of persecution

‘holy

' 1 Peterii. §

in a heathen world this would appear more obvi
when the christian laity could be confused with the general body o

orrfers’ of the clergy,
preparation and training

[Under the shadow
ous than in times .
f ratepayers,
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profoundly different from our own. The New Testament documents, in
sharp contrast with the fulness of Old Testament directions for worship,
contain no instructions as to the form of the eucharistic rite, or detailed
accounts of its celebration, beyond the brief notices of its institution. There
are a number of N.T. allusions to its existence, and S. Paul regulates cer-
tain points in connection with it for the Corinthians. But such information
as the N.T. offers is theological or disciplinary rather than liturgical, i.e. it
deals with the meaning and effects of the rite and the spirit in which itis to
be performed, rather than the actual way in which it is to be performed,
which the N.T. everywhere takes for granted. This is quite natural. The
eucharist had already been at the heart of the religion of christians for
twenty years before the first of these New Testament documents was
written. It had trained and sanctified apostles and martyrs and scores of
thousands of unknown saints for more than a century before the N.T. was
collected and canonised as authoritative ‘scripture’, beside and above the
old jewish scriptures. Christians of the first two or three generations
naturally tended to see their own worship in the light of their bible, i.e. of
these jewish scriptures of the O.T., which had formed the only bible of
Jesus and the apostolic church, for which the altar of sacrifice on Mt.
Moriah was the centre of all human life, the link between the world and
God.! The results of this were not more than superficial, a matter of meta-
phors and illustrations, though the Old Testament in this way formed a
useful barrier to the infiltration of purely pagan conceptions into eucharis-
tic theology, in the period before christian thought in the gentile churches
was mature enough to protect itself, But it is important for the under-
standing of the whole future history of the liturgy to grasp the fact that
eucharistic worship from the outset was not based on scripture at all,
whether of the Old or New Testament, but solely on fraditions The
authority for its celebration was the historical tradition that it had been
instituted by Jesus, cited incidentally by S. Paul in 1 Cor. xi. and attested
in the second christian generation by the written gospels. The method of
celebrating it, the primitive outline of the liturgy, was from the first pre-
scribed, not by an authoritative code, but by the tradition of custom
alone.?

One remarkable feature of the N.T. allusions to the eucharist is the rich

1 Gf. e.g. the Ep. to the Hebrews or I Clem. 41 above, or other documents. The
tendency in some form was universal.

2 This final authority of custom over the liturgy continued down to the sixteenth
century, when in the West the command of positive law begins to supersede custom.
Thus é.g. the ‘Uses’ of Sarum, etc. are superseded in England by the ‘enactment’ of
a rite prescribed in detail by a parliamen statute. The same thing happ ned in
the Church of Rome at the same period—cf. the language of the Bull Quo Primum
‘imposing’ the reformed missal of Pius V. The principle is the same; there is only
a difference in the legislator. In the East, despite frequent interference with the
liturgy by Byzantine emperors from the fifth to eighth centuries, custom is to this
day nominally authoritative for the liturgy. But there custom has acquired a more
rigid force than it had in the West making it virtually equivalent to positive law.



4 THE SHAPE OF THE LITURG

variety of meanings they already find within the single rrite of the broken
Bread and the blessed Cup. It is the solemn proclama{rion of the Lord’s
death;! but it is also the familiar intercourse of Jesus abiding in the soul, as
a friend who enters in and sups with a friend.? It fulfils all the past, as the
‘true’® and the ‘secret’® manna, the meaning of all sacrifice,5 the truth of all
Passovers.® But it also looks forward to the future beyond the end of time,
as a mysterious anticipation of the final judgement of God,” a foretaste of
the eternal Messianic banquet of heaven,? a ‘tasting of the powers of the
world to come.” It foreshadowed the exultant welcome of His own at that
Second Coming, for which those who had first lost their hearts to Him in
Galilee looked so wistfully all their years after, that. the echoes of their
longing murmured on in the eucharistic prayers of the church for centuries.
By the time the New Testament came to be written the eucharist already
illuminated everything concerning Jesus for His disciples—His Person,
His Messianic office,! His miracles,!? His death!® and the redemption that
He brought.4 It was the vehicle of the gift of His Spirit,!® the means of
eternal life,'® the cause of the unity of His church.” This i§ notan exhaustive
analysis of New Testament teaching about the eucharist.| Nor do I suggest
that all these passages are intended to be directly about the eucharist (they
are not) but that in all of them the experience of the eucharist is at least

Y

colouring and affecting the author’s presentation in so
other matters, which is what is significant for our purpos
the church had found in the eucharist an entire epitom
before our four gospels had been written.

This fact of a great variety of meanings found within
the eucharist by the apostolic church of the first generati
consequences for the future of the liturgy, though it h
little appreciated in modern study. The theory still gen
liturgical text-books is that there was a single primitive

e cases even of

2, They shew that
e of ‘the Gospel’

the single rite of

on had important

s been curiously
rally accepted in
e or model of the

rite, not only of outline or shape of the rite as a whole (which is true) but also
of its central formula, the ‘great eucharistic prayer’, originally the only
prayer which the service contained. '

The fact is that the liturgical tradition of the text of the eucharistic
prayer in the great historic rites—Syrian, Egyptian, Roméan and so forth—
only begins to emerge into the light of secure and analysable evidence in

1 1 Cor. xi. 26, * Rev. iii. 20. 3 John vi, 52. 4 Rev. ii. 17.
5 Heb. xiii. 10, ¢ 1 Cor. v. 7; Luke xxii. 18. 7 1|Cor. xi. 30, 31, 32.
® Luke xxii. 30. * Heb. vi. 5. 10 1 Cor. xi. 26.

1t John vi. 33; 35, 48. i

2°The accounts of the feeding of the multitude are obviousl ‘coloured’
eucharist.

1% ‘It was not the death upon Calvary per se,
Last Supper interprets it and gives the clue to
Lord’s sacrifice. The doctrine of sacrifice (and
Last Supper; it was read out of it’
Christiy ed. G, K. A, Bell, Lond

“ John vi. §3.

by the

but the death upon Calvary as the
its meaning, which constitutes our
of atonement) was not read snto the
(The pres)ent Bishop of Dérby, in Mysterium
41).

on, 1930, p. 2.
ii, 13b, 13 John vi. 53 54.

16 1 Cor. xii. 13 12 1 Cor. x. 17.
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the third—fourth century, and even then there are big gaps in our know-
ledge. In the later fourth century, when our knowledge is more definite,
we find three facts which can be taken as certain: (a) The outline of the
rite—the Shape of the Liturgy—is everywhere most remarkably the same,
after 300 years of independent existence in the widely scattered churches.
(5) The content of the eucharistic prayer is by then also to some extent the
same in arrangement and even in certain phrases. But (c) the great historic
families shew strongly marked peculiarities of their own. It is the combina-
tion of the first two ascertained facts together with the discounting of the
third which has led to the assumption that all eucharistic rites, not only in
their outline but in the formula of their eucharistic prayer, are originally
derived from a single ‘apostolic’ model.

I believe that this assumption, which has been the accepted view on the
matter ever since the seventeenth century, has caused a serious misunder-
standing of the early history of the eucharist, and among ourselves has been
an indirect cause of some of our liturgical difficulties. Now that research is
beginning, tentatively but with increasing success, to push back our know-
ledge of the liturgy into the period before the later fourth century, the
evidence is beginning to wear a different appearance. The outline—the
Shape—of the Liturgy is still everywhere the same in all our sources, right
back into the earliest period of which we can as yet speak with certainty,
the earlier half of the second century. There is even good reason to think
that this outline—the Shape—of the Liturgy is of genuinely apostolic
tradition. On the other hand, the further back we trace the contents of the
eucharistic prayer, the more remarkable are the differences which begin to
appear between the various groups of churches; though, as I bave said, the
different traditions of the prayer revolve always around the same essential
action, and it is possible, even probable, that they were all originally rooted
in a single type. This is not to say that there was an original ‘apostolic’
fixed text of the eucharistic prayer; there is no evidence of that. But because
the eucharistic action was everywhere the same, the prayer which expressed
the meaning of that action had necessarily certain fixed characteristics,
though these were phrased and expressed in a great variety of ways by
different churches.

The explanation is that the pre-Nicene! church faithfully reflects in its
eucharistic practice the conditions of the most primitive period of christian
history, the period before the canonization of the New Testament, before
the great intellectual structure of doctrinal orthodoxy had reached more
than a rudimentary stage, before the nascent canon law had established
any but the vaguest effective organisation above the local churches, which

1Pre-Nicene =the period before the first General Council of Nicaca A.D. 325.
The final toleration of Christianity by the Roman empire dates from A.D, 312-32I.
So._ ‘pre-Nicene’ roughly means the period of the persecutions, during which
christian worship was always a private not a public worship.
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Y

were therefore largely self-administered in their internal daily life under

their own bishops. But the vigour of this local life of the
conceal from us the fact that they conceived of themselv
tion’ but as a ‘unity’.

Every local church had received the rite of the eu
performing it—with its first evangelisation. This is im
that the living tradition of the liturgy as the heart of its ¢
back into the very roots of every apostolic church, in a

the product of experience and reflection, could not go

churches must not
es not as a ‘federa-

jarist—the way of
portant. It means
corporate life went
way that its theo-

ack. Some inter-

logical tradition about the eucharist, which was neces:FJrily in large part

pretation of the rite there must have been from the o
founders when they taught their first converts about

celebrated it among them. But that interpretation was n

complete and final thing. For the N.T. allusions to the
their variety that there was no complete and fixed int

tset, given by the
the eucharist and
ot then given as a
eucharist shew by
erpretation in the

apostolic age, but only a rapidly growing and wonderfully rich experience

by individuals and churches of the many meanings the

have. The single primal fact of the rite had been given

commentary, beyond- the identification of the elemen
sacrificial Body and Blood. It was left to the church to ¢

the inexhaustible depths of its meaning; and from th
church was joyfully at work on doing so.

And even the developed local tradition of the meaning
action—which was what was expressed in the local traditi
istic prayer—could not be an entirely static thing, becay
not yet a fixed formula. Within a customary outline the
was to a considerable extent free to phrase the prayer

+ single rite could
by Jesus without
ts with His own
2xplore for herself
e first every local

of the eucharistic
on of the euchar-
se the prayer was
celebrant-bishop

gs seemed to him

best.! Thus the local tradition of the prayer in any church could grow from

many sources besides the teaching of the original fot
prayers and meditations and happy (or less happy) insp
quent bishops; from the devout study by them or by «
Testament scriptures, and later on of the new christia
deliberate borrowings from other churches far or near. G

century or two the corporate religious experience of tk
local church would insensibly demand some expressi

unders—from the

irations of subse-
others of the Old
n writings; or by

Dver the lapse of a
he eucharist by a
on in.its prayer,

and would in turn be largely moulded by the ideas this expressed. Here the -

particular genius of races and languages played a quite ;
And as the church at large from the second to the fourth ci

more deeply into the meaning of revelation, and so

recognisable part.
entury penetrated

eological science
grew, we can actually trace, even in the scanty and fragmentary surviving

evidence, the continual repercussions of general theologi

phrasing of all eucharistic prayers, by a process of c

* Gf. Justin Martyr, Apology, 1. 67 (c. AD. 150); Hippolytus
(c. A.D. 215).

al advance on the
caseless liturgical

Ap. Trad., x. 4, §
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revision carried on independently in every local church.! Liturgical texts
were becoming more fixed in the fourth century, but the traditional free-
dom of phrasing allowed to celebrants ensured a certain elasticity in the
prayer at least until well after A.D. 350 in most places.?

The eucharistic prayer was, however, the only thing in the rite which
was thus pliable, because it was the ‘president’s’ own ‘special liturgy’, in
Clement’s phrase, i.e. that part of the worship of the corporate body which
he contributed to the whole eucharistic action, and which he recited alone.
It was comparatively easy for one man to add new phrases to a traditional
framework, or to compose a wholly new prayer and read it from a manus-
cript. But the deacons and the people did their parts by custom and by
rote; and to change these, which were as much their ‘special liturgies’ as
the celebrant’s prayer was his, was a much more diflicult matter. Thus there
is a constant tendency for the people’s responses, the deacon’s proclama-
tions, etc., which form the framework in which the celebrant’s prayer (or
prayers, as the rite developed) is set, to remain more archaic than the
prayers themselves.? Theology is a progressive technical science, and re-
mains therefore always the professional preserve of the clergy and the
interest of a comparatively small educated élite of the laity. Liturgy, on the
contrary, is a universal christian activity, and so a popular interest; and
therefore always remains a very conservative thing. It was the fact that the
eucharist as a whole was a corporate act of the whole church which every-
where maintained the rigid fixity of the outline of the liturgy, through the
conservatism of the laity. Changes in this outline only began when the rite
as a whole had been partially ‘clericalised’ by becoming something which
the clergy were supposed to do for the laity, and the laity for the most part
had lost their active share in its performance. It was the fact that the
eucharistic prayer was always precisely the one thing which the clergy did
perform (and were there to perform) by themselves on behalf of the whole
church, which made it always the most mutable thing in the rite. But even
in the prayers themselves the silent pressure of the conservatism of the

1 Hippolytus® eucharistic prayer (¢. A.D. 215) in some of its phrases expresses his
own peculiar theology of the Trinity; the opponents of this theology, even if they
used a prayer of that type, would not have used those particular expressions. So the
prayer of Sarapion (Egypt c. A.D. 340) reflects the third century ‘Logos-theology’
of the Egyptian school, but with a fourth century explicitly anti-Arian turn, which can
only be due to his own revision of the old prayer of his church of Thmuis; and so on.

2 The church of Rome was always conservative, and early tended to fixity of
forms. By A. D. 450 the addition there of an adjectival phrase to the fixed traditional
form of the prayer by S. Leo the Great becomes a matter of remark and worthy of
record. Yet the Roman canon has suffered one great upheaval since his day, prob-
ably under S. Gelasius (A.D. 494-6) and, oddly enough, without any record being
preserved of what was done; and there was a further revision ¢, A.D. 600.

3 E.g. the people’s response at the end of Sarapion’s eucharistic prayer (A.D. 340)
is the one already traditional at that point in Egypt, but it does not grammatically
fit the end of his particular prayer. We have an instance of the same thing among
ourselves in the survival of the people’s responses before and after the gospel by
continuous popular tradition, where the official rite no longer provides for them atall.
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worshippers (in whose name, after all, they were uttered) often maintained
very ancient phrases and features down to comparatively late dates, with
which contemporary theology could not always easily come to terms, and
which it constantly attempted to modify or to explain away. ‘
Throughout the pre-Nicene age these local eucharistid prayers were con-
tinuously developing, dear to the people from local tradition and lifelong
personal associations and the habits of devotion, and hallowed by the
memory of great saints and martyrs who had observed i:l ordained them.!
In an age when scripture, doctrinal tradition, ecclesiastical machinery of all
sorts, and so much else which we can take for granted, |were not yet such
firm elements in the framework of church life and christian thinking as
they are with us, the liturgy was the great channel of the life of the church,
on which all else depended. The fixed traditional outline of the rite, every-
wherc and always the same, maintained and expressed the church’s cohe-
sion. The ‘living voice’ of the liturgical ministry, teaching through the
traditional yet free medium of the prayer and through the liturgical
sermon (which had, as we shall see, a rather different function from that
which it has with us), guided the church’s faith and thought and inner
life, to a degree we find it hard to recognise.
The fourth century brought imperial recognition of the christian religion
and the end of persecution, and with that the possibility of a world-wide
instead of a local framework of organisation. There was now the opportu-
nity and the desire for the comparison and exchange of traditions between
the churches, for their mutual enrichment and imitation, on a scale un-
known before. The Shape of the Liturgy was still everywhere the same, And
now the greatest differences between the churches in what did differ in
their rites, the contents of their eucharistic prayers, begin|to a certain extent
to be ‘ironed out’, as it were, by a mutual adjustment. The patriarchates of
Antioch and Alexandria in the East, and the rather different sort of pre-
eminence of Rome in the West, take on a more solid prganisation. The
rites of their daughter churches tend to assimilate themselves to those of
the patriarchal ones in each case, even where there was no direct pressure
from the presiding sees to do so. And between these great groupings there
is assimilation, though each retains marked characteristics of its own. We
can actually trace a number of verbal borrowings in the eucharistic prayer
by Egypt from Syria, and by Syria from Egypt, and by Rome perhaps from
both; and there is at least one instance of a reverse of influence from Rome,
upon the other two, directly or indirectly.? In the fo or early fifth

! Cf. e.g. the letter of Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus ¢. A.D. [195 (ap. Eusebius,
Ecclesiastical History V, xxiv, 2) for the pride which churches already took in their
local customs and the local saints to whom they were attributéd, before A.D. 200,
By then the last living links with even the sub-apostolic age—men like the nona-
genarian bishop Pothinus of Lyons, martyred ¢. A.D. 180—were being broken, and

there was beginning to be a ‘christian antiquity’ to study and to revere,
*Cf. 9. 264. :
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century it looked as though there were a real possibility that the political
unity of the christian world would eventually bring with it a large measure
of liturgical uniformity too. It is an instance of that effect of political
history upon the liturgy of which we have another in sixteenth century
England, when the new royal centralisation of English life into a much
more conscious national unity destroyed the old local ‘uses’ of England in
favour of one national uniform rite.?

But with the collapse of effective political unity in the old Roman
empire, a reverse tendency begins in the fifth century. East and West go
their own ways, overlaying the partial uniformity reached in the fourth
century with a fresh series of different developments, this time in the out-
line as well as in the prayers of the rite. This second flourishing of local
varieties after the fifth century goes much further in the West than in the
East, because the West becomes much more completely disintegrated
politically. This made contacts between provincial churches and between
the provinces and the central church of Rome more difficult and infre-
quent.? Only when Charlemagne once more brings the West in large part
under a single political control, round about A.D. 800, do we find another
impulse towards uniformity arising, this time under direct imperial
encouragement. This dies away once more into a renewed growth of
purely Western local variations (less pronounced this time) as the Caro-
lingian empire breaks up again in the later ninth century.

In the East the continued unity of political rule in the shape of the
Byzantine empire continued to foster the tendency towards liturgical
uniformity. But the rite which eventually prevails in the East is again the
rite of the political capital, Byzantium (Constantinople), which had hoisted
itself into the position of a new patriarchate, at first beside and then
dominating the older patriarchates of Alexandria and Antioch. By the
thirteenth century this Byzantine rite had virtually ousted the old patriar-
chal rites of Egypt and Syria from their own churches among the Orthodox.?

1In England the state hastened the process by force, whereas in the fourth
century it was natural and voluntary. But it would probably have happened in
England at some point in any case; had the state not intervened; leaving perhaps
isolated local ‘peculiarities in some places, like the Lyons use in France, or that of
Milan iln Italy, or those of Toledo or Braga in Spain and Portugal, as interesting
survivals.

2 The attempt to keep them up was nevertheless made in matters of liturgy. E.g.
the Council of Vaison in Gaul (A.D. 529) prescribes conformity to the use of Kyrie
eleison in Gaul, as it had recently been introduced at Rome and in most other
western churches. But the attempts at uniformity were spasmodic, and died away
as the political confusion grew worse during the sixth century.

3 The liturgy of Alexandria finally gave way to that of Byzantium among the
Egyptian Orthodox churches under Byzantine pressure in A.D. 1193, but it had
been considerably ‘Byzantinised’ before that. In Syria the Greek rite of S. Fames
was still occasionally used in the thirteenth century, but its use even on the feast of
S. James finally died out altogether. It was revived for use on S. James’ Day once a
year at Jerusalem in 1903, not with the old Jerusalem text, but in the Byzantinised
form in which it had survived once a year as a curiosity in the island of Zante.

D.S.L.
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Only the political revolt of racial groups in Syria and Eg;
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even the rites of the dissidents.2

In the Latin West modern ease of intercourse between|the churches has
brought about much the same state of affairs in spite of political disunity.
The carly mediaeval ‘third crop’ of local varieties which arose after the
ninth century has been steadily assimilated to the current Roman rite,
though relics of them are now carefully preserved in certain places (Milan,
Lyons, Braga, etc.). Elsewhere in the West, as a consequence of the
Protestant Reformation in the sixteenth century, there|has arisen what
from our point of view must be considered as a large ‘fourth crop’ of local
variants of the basic Western type, in the rites of the Reformed bodies. It

is true that those who use them do not as a rule think of
Their compilers were far more concerned to follow what
‘scriptural warrant’ than anything in the liturgical traditic
they were in revolt. But the Reformers themselves though
of the Western tradition within which they had been tr;
quence their rites all reveal under technical analysis not ‘p
teristics at all, nor anything akin to the special Eastern

em in this way.

they regarded as
on against which
t largely in terms
ained. In conse-
rimitive’ charac-

tradition, but a

marked dependence on the basic Western liturgical traditipn at a particular
stage late in its development. In saying this I am well a of the theo-
logical differences which distinguish the Protestant ‘Supper’ from the
Roman Catholic ‘Mass’. Nevertheless, when strictly liturgical ethos and
characteristics are in question, it is a fact that the former is really only a
group of varieties of the latter, or better, a group of rites derived from the
latter, and markedly dependent upon it for some of their special features.

8o we have reached the position to-day of two main
Eastern and Western, by the elimination of a large numb:
some of them at least as ancient as the two which hav

types of liturgy,
er of other rites,
e survived. The

present main Eastern type has developed from the fo century rite of
the Eastern ‘holy city’ Jerusalem, as remodelled and expanded in the
Eastern political centre, Constantinople. The present Westerh type
has developed from the fourth century rite of the Western ‘holy city’,

! The vernacular is the badge of the dissident churches of the West as it was in
some measure in the East. But the rites they maintain in the West are not ancient
local rites adopted as badges of national independence under a theological cover (as
in the East), but products of the genuine theological revolution of the Reformation;

though political differences had a great influence here, too. Thi tendency of the
followers of the catholic revival in nineteenth century Anglicanism to ‘Romanise’

in their use of the Anglican liturgy is exactly parallel to the ten|
Copts and Jacobites to ‘Byzantinise’ their own rites, by the in

dency of the later
troduction of the

Prothesis, the Monogenes, the Great Entrance, and other purely Byzantine features,
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Rome, as remodelled and expanded in the Western political centre, the
nucleus of Charlemagne’s empire in Gaul and the Rhineland. The most
important formula, the eucharistic prayer, in these two types seems to
have been sufficiently similar in the sccond and third centuries for us to
be able to postulate an original similarity, at least of general type in the
first century.! But the two rites are now very different from each other after
a separation of 1,600 years, even in striking features of what anciently was
uniform everywhere, the Shape of the Liturgy. Yet under this later growth
the Eastern and Western types of rite both still maintain what may be
called the classical form of the eucharistic action—that fixed outline, the
core of which descends from the time of the apostles, and which it is our

purpose to study.
1 Gf. p. 231 3qq.
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complete absence from the original outline of the rite of anything in the
nature of ‘communion devotions’. The ancient approach did not preoccupy
itself at all with devout feelings, though it recognised that they would be
there. It concentrated attention entirely on the sacramental act, as the
expression of a will already intent on amendment of life, and as the occasion
of its acceptance and sanctification by God; and so far as the liturgy was
concerned, it left the matter at that, in a way which our more introspective
devotion would probably find unsatisfying, though it served to train the
saints and martyrs of the age of persecution.

It was in the Latin middle ages that the eucharist became for the first
time essentially something ‘said’ rather than something ‘done’ (the East has
never accepted such a change). It had long been a thing in which the
people’s share was primarily to attend to what the clergy ‘did’ on their
behalf, rather than something in which they took an equally vital and active
share of their own. (This change began in the East, in the fourth-fifth
centuries, and spread to the West from there.) We need continually to be
on our guard against taking our own essentially ‘late’ and specifically
“Western’ and ‘Mediaeval’ approach to eucharistic worship as the only
or the original understanding of it. As Anglicans that is necessarily ours
(I am not trying to be paradoxical) because the Anglican devotional tradi-
tion is exclusively grounded on the Western and Mediaeval devotional
tradition. This is not a matter of ‘party’; under all the party-labels and
theological catchwords this devotional tradition is quite remarkably
homogeneous, and betrays its origins at once under historical investigation.

Take, for one instance among many, the practice of kneeling to receive
communion. This is universal among Anglicans, and its abandonment
would cause as much disturbance and surprise among ‘Evangelical’ as
among ‘Anglo-catholic’ or ‘Moderate’ communicants. It is the posture
deliberately adopted by many ‘protestant’ clergy by contrast with the
universal catholic tradition that the priest stands to communicate. Yet the
practice of kneeling by anybody for communion is confined to the Latin
West, and began to come in there only in the early Middle Ages. The
ancient church universally stood to receive communion, as in the East
clergy and laity alike stand to this day; the apostolic church conceivably
reclined in the oriental fashion, though this is uncertain. Yet the Church
of England fought the Puritans most vigorously on the point when they
would have stood or sat; and the ‘Black Rubric’ stands in the Prayer Book
to this day to witness by its provisions that she did so not so much on
theological grounds as out of deference to a devotional instinct which is
entirely a product of the Latin middle ages.

Or take again the devotions our manuals commonly contain as ‘Prepara-
tion for communion’. The ‘Seven Prayers ascribed to S. Ambrose’ are by
Abbot John of Fécamp, of the early twelfth century. The prayer ‘Almighty
and everlasting God, behold I approach the sacrament of Thy only be-



14 THE SHAPE OF THE LITURGY

gotten Son. ..’ is by S. Thomas Aquinas of the thirteenth century, The
prayer after communion ‘Most sweet Lord Jesus, pierce my soul with the
wound of Thy love. ..’ is by his contemporary, S. Bonaventura, and so
on. There is nothing new or specially ‘Anglo-catholic’ gbout the use of
these and other mediaeval prayers by Anglicans. Versions|of some of them
are to be found in Sutton’s Godly Meditations upon the Most Holy Sacrament
of the Lord’s Supper (1630) and in The New Manual of Degotions, of which
the twenty-cighth edition was published in 1822. One of them has fur-

nished a prayer to the well-known manual of Bishop Wals

How. Others

were used in part by Bp. Simon Patrick of Ely in his Christian Sacrifice,

first published in 1671 and republished four times i
century.! They are not used out of reverence for their
generally printed anonymously. Their only appeal is
faithfully what the devout Anglican communicant wants

the eighteenth

thors; they are
t they express
tp say. And what

It is not among the ‘Anglo-catholics’ but among those who would
regard themselves as the more traditionally Anglican groups that we find
the notion most strongly held that the ‘simple said service’ is the most
satisfactory method of conducting the eucharist—i.e. the mediaeval Latin
acceptance of ‘low mass’ as the norm. Never before then|had there been
‘a simple said service’; and the net effect of its introduction was virtually
to exclude the people from all active share in the liturgy, so that it finally
became a thing ‘said’ by the clergy, which the people’s was to ‘hear’.
It is, indeed, our mediaeval Latin past which accounts for much in our
devotional tradition which we are all of us apt to mistake| as ‘protestant’.
If you believe that the liturgy is primarily a thing ‘said’, your part in it if
you are a layman is chiefly to ‘hear’, It is because we bave carried this
notion to its logical conclusion, that we get those periodical outbursts of
irritation among the laity about the ‘inaudibility’ of the clergy; and quite
reasonably, if we consider the implications of our devotional tradition.
‘Hearing’ is virtually all that we have left to the laity to do.

It was the conviction that the laity ought to see the consecration of the
sacrament which originally sent the Anglican clergy round to the awkward
‘North End’. (Incidentally, there are implications in the whole notion that
‘consecration’ is a thing to be effected by the clergy, while the laity merely
‘watch’ and ‘hear’, which the student of mediaeval doctrine jand, especially,
mediaeval practice will recognise as familiar.) But the idea in itself that the
laity should see the consecrated sacrament is not new in the sixteenth
century. Doubtless it was given then a new theological pretext. But devo-
tionally it is only an echo of the mediaeval layman’s plea, ‘Heave it higher,
Sir Priest!” when he could not see the elevated Host at the consecration,

* Cf. also his translation of hymns by S. Thomas Aquinas On the morming before
Communion, publ. A.p. 1721. Cf. also the devotions by S. Anselriand S. Bernard

(twelfth century) recommended by Stanhope in 1701 and republished several times
before the last edition in 1918. . P

he wants to say was said for the first time by the Latin Miil%le Ages.
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This may sound fantastic until one looks for a moment at a devotional
tradition which has not descended through the Latin middleages. Iithe East
the layman early came to feel that he ought ot to see the consecration. The
veil which hid the whole sanctuary at that moment was already coming into
use in North Syria in the later fourth century. It spread widely, and was
later reinforced elsewhere by a solid screen of masonry and painting, the
ikonostasion, whose purpose was to prevent the laity from doing precisely
what the Western Elevation was introduced to help them to do—to see the
sacrament at the consecration. This development was not forced upon the
Eastern laity by the clergy; it was and is their own strong feeling about
the matter, that they ought not to see the consecration. A devout and highly
educated Orthodox layman, a former cabinet minister, has told me of the
profound shock he received when he first attended an Anglican celebration
(done, apparently, quite ‘decently and in order’) and witnessed what he
called our ‘strange publicity’ in this. This is only the result of another
devotional tradition than that of the Latin middle ages, which has formed
and moulded our own, even when we seem to be most strongly reacting
against it.

This question might be carried much further. But it is sufficient here to
have-indicated that there is a considerable difference between our own
fundamental conception of the eucharist and that of the primitive church,
and also where our own conception has its roots. Of course our own practice
retains strong traces of the older way of regarding things, e.g. in the plural
phrasing of our prayers. And we need not condemn or renounce our own
devotional tradition just because it is Western and mediaeval in origin. It is
not in itself any more or any less desirable to pray like the third century
than like the thirteenth, provided always that we know what we are doing.
But if we are to penetrate to the universal principles which underlie all
eucharistic worship, we must be able for the moment to think ourselves
out of the particular devotional approach which is our own, and to free
ourselves from the assumption that it is the only or the original approach.
Otherwise it must operate as a barrier to all clear understanding of other
and older traditions, and so impoverish our own possibilities in worship.

The first main distinction, then, which we have to bear in mind, is that
the apostolic and primitive church regarded the eucharist as primarily an
action, something ‘done’, not something ‘said’; and that it had a clear and
unhesitating grasp of the fact that this action was corporate, the united
joint action of the whole church and not of the celebrant only. The prayer
which the celebrant ‘said’ was not the predominant thing in the rite. It took
its place alongside the ‘special liturgies’ of each of the other ‘orders’, as one
essential in the corporate worshipful act of the whole church, even as the
most important essential, but not to the exclusion of the essential character
of the others.
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L)

Public and Private

The second main distinction we have to bear in mind is this: We regard
christian worship in general, not excluding the eucharist, as essentially a
public activity, in the sense that it ought to be open to all| comers, and that
the stranger (even the non-christian, though he may m:% be a communi-

cant) ought to be welcomed and even attracted to be present and to take
part. The apostolic and primitive church, on the contrary, regarded all
christian worship, and especially the eucharist, as a highly private activity,
and rigidly excluded all strangers from taking any part jn it whatsoever,
and even from attendance at the eucharist. Christian worship was intensely
corporate, but it was not “public’.

Our own attitude is the result of living in a world |which has been
nominally christian for fourteen or fifteen centuries. The attitude of the
ancient church did not arise, however, from the circumstances of a non-
christian world, for it was adopted before opposition began, and continued
in circumstances when it would have been quite easy to modify it. The
fact is that christian worship in itself, and especially the eucharist, was not

by origin, and is not by nature intended to be, a ‘public’
the sense that we have come to accept, but a highly exclus
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the N.T.,! though we cannot trace the details of its settlement. In the
circles and period from which our documents come the whole question
was over and settled before they were written, and no longer excited a
living interest. Perhaps the question never was properly settled in principle
but simply ended by the march of events. The proportion of gentiles to
jews in the church changed with extraordinary swiftness, so that within
forty years of the Last Supper what had begun as a small and exclusive
jewish sect had become a large and swiftly growing but still rigidly exclusive
gentile society which retained a small jewish wing.

This left the question of whether christianity was to develop into a
public worship still an open one. In Syria the jewish christians clung with a
pathetic loyalty to their double allegiance for centuries, and maintained a
jewish public worship either in the ordinary synagogues or in public
synagogue assemblies of their own. But to the gentile churches the matter
presented itself differently. The breach between them and the jewish
synagogues took place at different moments in different churches, though
probably nowhere outside Palestine did any connection last for more than
a few years at most. A few months or even weeks generally saw S. Paul and
his converts expelled from all connection with the local jewish community.
But even before this happened, their christian and eucharistic worship was
already a domestic thing, wholly their own. Yet their exclusion from the
synagogue would leave the local christian church with no public worship at
all, in the face of all the needs of missionary propaganda. The state was not
yet officially hostile, and it would have been comparatively easy to organise
some sort of public worship, open to all who might chance to enter. There
was, for instance, a time when S. Paul was ‘lecturing daily in the school of
one. Tyrannus’ at Ephesus? which might well have proved the starting
point of such a development, and doubtless there were many such moments.
What decisively prevented any such idea was the rigidly exclusive and
domestic character of specifically christian worship, and especially of the
eucharist. Thus early christian worship developed along its own inherent
and original line of exclusiveness even in the gentile churches.

It was not that the church did not desire converts; she was ardently
missionary to all who would hear, as jews and pagans were quick to com-
plain. But propaganda meetings were rigidly separated from ‘worship’, so
that they were not even accompanied by prayer. They were confined to the
announcing of the christian message by the reading of the scriptures and
oral instruction, and then all who were not already of the ‘laity’ by baptism
and confirmation—even those who were already convinced of the truth of
the gospel but had not yet received those sacraments—were invariably
turned out before prayer of any kind was offered, let alone the eucharist.
Thus christianity was able to dispense with the erection of any sort of
special buildings for its worship for at least a century and a half, andcon-

JActs x.-xv.; Gal. i. and ii., etc. 2 Acts xix. 9.
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centrated itself instead in those ‘house-churches’ which meet us every-
where in the N.T.. and the 2nd century. In these the exclusive and domestic
character of its eucharistic worship was entirely at home| and their atmos-
phere also informed the spirit and the arrangements of the liturgical wor-
ship at the synaxis or syneleusis, the non-eucharistic ‘general meeting’ of
the whole local church. It was this originally domestic spirit of christian
worship as much as anything else that preserved the clear understanding
of its corporate nature. The understanding of this began to fade at once
when it was transformed into a ‘public’ worship in the|great basilicas of
the fourth century.
Nevertheless, the exclusive character of eucharistic worship still con-
tinued to manifest itself, though in a different way, after it had taken on the
new character of a truly public worship in a nominally christian world. In
the first three centuries to be present at the eucharist virtyally meant being
a communicant. The christian had a personal qualification for being
present, baptism and confirmation. Before receiving these sacraments he
was required to make an explicit statement that he shared the faith of the
church in the revelation and redemption by Jesus Christ! Without this he
could not be of that ‘household of faith’® whose domestic worship the
eucharist was. It was the indiscriminate admission to baptism and confir-
mation of the infant children of christian parents when all society began to
turn nominally christian which was at the root of that decline of lay com-
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the sacrament as 2 political qualification for public office, and the preven-
tion of celebrations by the lack of lay communicants,

There seems to be a deep underlying reason for this universal refusal of
the laity in all churches to receive holy communion with any frequency.
The domestic character of eucharistic worship, which had been lost to sight
by the officials of a church long dominant in social life, continued obscurely
to assert itself in the feeling of the laity that communion was somehow not
intended to be ‘for everybody’. And since ‘everybody’ was now equally
qualified in theory by having received baptism and confirmation, the only
line of demarcation which remained was that between clergy and laity.
Between the seventh century and the nineteenth all over christendom the
clergy were normally the only really frequent communicants. The de-
christianisation of society in general in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries has once more marked out the practising christian laity as mem-
bers of ‘the household of God’,! and so included them again within that
‘exclusiveness’ which the eucharist has always been instinctively felt to
demand. That seems to be why the laity in all communions alike have
begun during this period to respond for the first time to the exhortations
which the clergy never entirely ceased to make to them to communicate
more often.?

We have now to describe the form and arrangement of this domestic
gathering of ‘the family of God, which is the church of the living God’.2

The ‘Church’

Until the third century the word ‘church’ (ecclesia) means invariably not
the building for christian worship* but the solemn assembly for the liturgy,
and by extension those who have a right to take part in this. There were of
course plenty of other meetings of groups of christians in one another’s
houses for prayer and edification and for the agape or “Lord’s supper’ (not

1 Eph. ii. 19.

3 The dependence of frequent lay communion on the existence of openly non-
christian surroundings, at least in the West, is very remarkable indeed when it is
examined historically. And it continues. I remember the late Cardinal Verdier
telling me that in France, where la communion fréquente has been preached perhaps
more successfully than anywhere else in our generation, the results in practice were
still largely confined to Paris, the big towns and certain districts, Elsewhere, where
a peasant population mostly rezains the social tradition of catholicism in daily life,
the old rule of lay communion at Easter only is still general, despite vigorous
propaganda in favour of frequency.

3 1 Tim. iii. 15.

4 It used to be said that the first use of ecclesia for a building occurs in the
Chronicle of Edessa (a small ‘native’ state on the frontier of the empire in N.E.
Syria) for the year A.D. 201, when ‘the ecclesia of the christians’ there was damaged
by a flood. But the authenticity of this passage in this chronicle has been challenged.
In any case Edessa was the first state officially to adopt christianity as the religion
of all its citizens; its first christian king is said to have been baptised in A.D. 206.
The tendencies which produced church buildings elsewhere in the late third and
fourth centuries were therefore at work in Edessa in the later second century.
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the ecclesia, which every christian had a right and a duty|to attend; whereas
the syneleuseis were groups of christian friends and acquaintances. The
phrase is constant in early christian authors from S. Paul onwards that the
ecclesia is a ‘coming together epi to.auto’, (or eis fo hen) not merely ‘in one
place’, but almost in a technical sense, of the ‘general assembly’. But above

all what distinguished the liturgical ecclesia from even
meeting was the official presence of the liturgical mi
presbyters and deacons, and their exercise there of thos
functions in which they were irreplaceable. ‘Without
an ecclesia’ 2
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eet?” Justin said,

“Where each one chooses and can. Do you really suppose we all meet in
the same place (epi fo auto)? It is not so at all. For because the God of
christians is not circumscribed by place, but is inviIible and fills all

heaven and earth, He is worshipped and glorified by|the faithful any-
- where.” Rusticus the Prefect said, “Tell me, where do you meet, or in
what place do you collect your disciples?” Justin said, “IThis is my second
stay in Rome, and I have lodgings above one Martin by the baths of
Timothy; and the whole time I have known no other meeting-place
(syneleusis) but this. And if any one desired instruction from me, I have
been accustomed there to impart to him the teachings of the truth.”
Rusticus the Prefect said, “Well then, are you a christian?”’ Justin said,
“Yes, ] am a christian.” >3
This confession sealed Justin’s fate, and the Prefect turns at once to the
examination of the little group of six men and one woman arrested with
him in his lodgings, who also confessed and shared his martyrdom. But
Justin in his answers is deliberately hedging behind the word syneleusis, to
avoid imperilling the ecclesia by revealing its meeting pplace. Ten years
before his arrest he had described in his Apology (65) how the catechumen
was brought from the private instructions in which he had been prepared
for baptism to where ‘the brethren have their synaxis’| (public meeting)
for the eucharist and first communion; and how (67) ‘On the day which is
called Sunday there is a general (épi to auto) meeting of dll who live in the

:IS-IC}’ ks ( db hop of Antioch d
gnatius (second bishop of Antioch in Syria, martyred ¢,
the church of Tralles, ii. 1 P yeia,
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cities or the countryside’, for the liturgical synaxis and eucharist under the
bishop. : ,

It was at the ecclesia—in ‘the church’—alone that a christian could fulfil
his personal ‘liturgy’, that divinely-given personal part in the corporate act
of the church, the eucharist which expressed before God the vital being of
the church and each of its membeérs. The greatest emphasis was always laid
upon the duty of being present at this, for which no group-mecting could
be a substitute. Thus S. Ignatius writes to the christians of Magnesia in
Asia Minor, ‘as the Lord did nothing without the Father . . . so neither do
you anything without the bishop and presbyters. And attempt not to
suppose anything to be right for yourselves apart (from others). But at the
general meeting (epi to auto) let there be one prayer, one supplication, one
mind, one hope, in love and joy unblameable. . . . Be zealous to come to-
gether, all of you, as to one temple, even God; as to one altar, even to one
Jesus Christ, . . .”* So he writes to the church of Philadelphia, ‘Be careful
to observe one eucharist, for there is one Flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ
and one Cup unto union in His. Blood; there is one altar, as there is one
bishop together with the presbytery and the deacons’.? :

We shall meet again this insistence on a single eucharistic assembly of
the whole church; bishop, presbyters, deacons and laity together. This
always remained the ideal, until it was finally lost to sight in the later
middle ages. But the growth of numbers and the size of the great cities
early made it impossible to fulfil it in practice; and Ignatius already recog-
nises that the bishop may have to delegate his “special liturgy’ to others at
minor eucharistic -assemblies:. ‘Let that be accounted a valid eucharist
which is either under the bishop or under one to whom the bishop has
assigned this’® The last church to abandon the tradition of a single
eucharist under the bishop as at least an ideal was the church of the city
of Rome. There the Pope’s ‘stational mass’ at which he was assisted by
representatives of the whole clergy and laity of the city continued as the
central eucharistic observance right down to the fourteenth century, and
did not wholly die out until i870. Of course there were other celebrations
simultaneously in the “Titles’ or parish churches. But for centuries it was
the custom at Rome to despatch to-each of these by an acolyte the fermen-
tum, a fragment from the Breads consecrated by the Pope at ‘the’ eucharist
of the whole church, to be placed in the Chalice at every parish eucharist,
in token that each of these was still in Ignatius® phrase, ‘under the bishop’,
as the ‘liturgy’ of the presbyter, to whom ‘the bishop had assigned”’ it.

The fact that the whole church or a very large part of it was expected to
be present at the weekly Sunday ecclesia forced the church from the outset

1 Ignatius, Ep. to Magnesians, vii. I and 2 (A.D. 115).

2 Tgnatius, Ep. to Philadelphians, iv. 1. :

3 Ignatius, Ep. to Smyrnaeans, viii. 1. (N.B. The bishop or his delegate is not yet

thought of as the ‘celebrant’ of the eucharist, which is the act of the whole church
‘under’ the presidency of the bishop.)
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to hold this in the houses of its wealthier members, for there alone could it
be accommodated in a domestic setting. Certain families of Roman nobles
had been attracted to the church, and even, perhaps, ed martyrs for
the faith, before the end of the first century. And fo tely the great
Roman mansion of the period offered in its traditional lay-out certain
arrangements not found in the tenements in which the mass of the popu-
lation lived, which precisely suited the needs of the church.

The domestic apartments of the noble family were a modern addition to
the traditional scheme of old Roman houses, and lay at the back of the
palace. With typical Roman conservatism the front half of the patrician
great house in the first century retained for its public/rooms the exact
ground-plan of the peasant’s hut of the first Latin settlements twelve or
fifteen hundred years before, though, of course, immensely enlarged and
embellished. The entrance hall (vestibulum) led to a large pillared hall,
the atrium, which was always lighted by skylights or open to the air in the
centre. This formed, as it were, a broad nave with
further end from the entrance, and generally forming a dais up one or two
steps, was a further room, open along its whole front tp the atrium; this
inner room was known as the ¢tablinum. The central part of this (forming a
sort of chancel) was separated from its side-portions, the alae or ‘wings’
(=choir-aisles) by low walls or pierced screens. Behind the tablinum a
further door led to the private apartments and domestic quarters of the
house.

The tablinum represents the original log-cabin of the
with a lean-to (the alae) on either side. The atrium was

primitive settler,

the old fore-court

-court sheltered

or farmyard, roofed over—(atrium displuviatum =‘fo

opened off i it at

than the mere plan of their ancestral huts; it rigorously kept up the memory
of their primitive fittings. Let into the floor of the atrium was always a large

tank of water, the impluvium, representing the original
which the farm had been built. Between this and
tablinum there stood always a fixed stone table, the sar¢
ping-block’ outside the door of the hut.
The tablinum, the original home, was revered as the f
though it was also used as a reception room, There in
was the sacred hearth; there stood the altar of the Lare

ell or pond beside
entrance to the
bulum, the ‘chop-

amily shrine, even
2 pagan household
s and Penates, the

ancestral spirits and the gods of hearth and home. There

at the marriage of

the heir was placed the nuptial bed from which the old line should be
continued. When the whole patrician clan met in family conclave or for
family rites, there was placed the great chair of the pat rfamilias, the head
of the clan, and around him sat the heads of the junior ranches, while the
younger members and dependents stood assembled facing them in the
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atrium. On the walls of the alae and the atrium were hung the trophies and
portraits of generation upon generation of nobles who in the past had
brought honour to the name and house.

Here ready to hand was the ideal setting for the church’s ‘domestic’
worship at the eucharist, in surroundings which spoke for themselves of
the noblest traditions of family life. The quaint old images of the household
gods and their altar must go, of course, along with the sacred hearth and its
undying fire. All else was exactly what was needed. The chair of the pater-
familias became the bishop’s throne; the heads of families were replaced by
the presbyters, and the clansmen by the laity, the members of the household
of God. Virgins and widows and any others for whom it might be desirable
to avoid the crowding in the atrium could be placed behind the screens of
the alae. At the back near the door, where the clients and slaves of the
patrician house—attached to it but not of it—had once stood at its assem-
blies, were now to be found the catechumens and enquirers, attached to
the church but not yet members of it. The place of the stone table was that
of the christian altar; the tank of the tmpluvium would serve for the solemn
immersion of baptism in the presence of the whole church. When the
‘candidates’ (="‘clothed in white’) emerged, they could dry in one of the
side rooms; and then, clothed in the white linen garments they received
after baptism in token that they had entered the kingdom of God', they
were led straight to the bishop to receive the unction of confirmation.
This was what actually made them members of the ‘order’ of laity, with
whom they would henceforward stand in the ecclesia. The dining room of
the house (triclinium) which usually opened off the afrium could be used
when needed for the christian ‘love-feast’ (agape or ‘the Lord’s supper’;
by the second century this had lost its original connection with the eucha-
rist, if indeed it had much connection with it even in later apostolic times).?

The only addition to the furnishings of such a house which christian
worship required was a raised pulpit or reading-desk from which the lector
could make the Iéssons heard, and on the steps of which the soloists could
stand to sing. (Hence the name ‘gradual’ for the oldest chant of the liturgy,
the psalm between the epistle and gospel lections, from gradus =‘a step’).
Beside the lectern at vigil services was placed a large lamp-stand or else a
great taper, to give light to the lector. It was the business of the deacon as
the general ‘servant of the church’ to place this ready burning, or to light
it and bless it, when it was required. This blessing of the lamp is a survi-
val of jewish practice into christian worship. The chief continuing survival
of this originally utilitarian ritual is seen to-day in the paschal candle of
the Roman rite, which the deacon still lights and blesses beside the lectern
at the beginning of the Easter vigil service on Holy Saturday.®

1 Cf. Rev. iv. §; vil. 9; xix. 14. 8 Cf. p. 260.
3 The symbolic blessing of fire which now precedes the deacon’s blessing of the
vigil light is a late (cleventh cent.) intrusion into the Roman rite, from Gallican
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Thus christian worship was normally carried out during the centuries of
persecutior, not by any means in the secrecy and squalor which is popu-
larly associated with ‘the catacombs’, though in the strict privacy and se-
clusion which Roman tradition attached to the home. The surroundings
might indeed have about them not a little grandeur in the great atrium of a
Roman pzlace with its marbles and mosaics and rich metal furnishings.
We get a vivid little picture of the possibilities of such domestic worship
even in much less impressive surroundings from the official report of the
seizure of the christian place of worship at Cirtal in North Africa, at the
beginning of the last great persecution in A.D. 303. It happens to have sur-
vived because the report of the occasion officially filed in the municipal
archives was put in as evidence in a cause célébre in the African courts half
a generation later.

‘In the viiith consulship of Diocletian and the viith of Maximian on the
xivth day before the Kalends of June (May 19th, 303 A.D.) from the official
acts of Munatus Felix, high-priest (of the emperor) for life and Warden
of the Colony of the Cirtensians.

‘Upon arrival at the house where the christians customarily met, Felix,
high-priest etc. said to the bishop Paul: “Bring forth the scriptures of your
law and anything else you have here, as has been ordered by the edict, that
you may carry out the law.” Paul the bishop said: ‘““The lectors have the
scriptures, but we surrender what we have got here.” Felix, high-priest
etc. said to Paul the bishop: “Point out the lectors or send for them.” Paul
etc. said: “You know who they all are.” Felix etc. said: “We do not know
them.”” Paul etc. said: “Your staff know them, that/is Edusius and Junius
the notary clerks.”” Felix etc. said: “Leaving aside the question of the lec-
tors, whom my staff will identify, surrender what you have here.” Paul the
bishop sat down, with Montanus and Victor of Deiisatelium and Memorius
the presbyters, the deacons Mars and Helios standing by him, Marcuclius,
Catullinus, Silvanus and Carosus the subdeacons, Januarius, Maracius,
Fructuosus, Miggin, Saturninus, Victor and the other sextons standing
present, and Victor of Aufidum writing before them the inventory thus:

2 golden chalices

item 6 silver chalices

item 6 silver dishes

item asilver bowl

ttem 7 silver lamps

item 2 torches

item 7 short bronze candlesticks with their lamps

item 11 bronze lamps with their chains
sources, of a ceremony already in use at Jerusalem before the end of the fourth
century. The original Roman beginning of the vigil is the practical one of getting

a light to hold the service by.
* Now Constantine, in Algeria.
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item 82 women’s tunics!

item 38 veils

ftem 16 men’s tunics

item 13 pairs of men’s slippers

item 47 pairs of women’s slippers

item 18 pairs of clogs® .

Felix etc. said to Marcuclius, Silvanus and Carosus the sextons, “Bring
out all you have here.” Silvanus and Carosus said: “We have brought out
everything which was here.” Felix etc. said: “Your answer has been taken
down in evidence.” After the cupboards in the bookcase were found to be
empty, Silvanus brought out a silver casket and a silver candlestick, which
he said he had found behind a jug. Victor of Aufidum said to Silvanus:
“You would have been a dead man if you had not managed to find those.”
Felix etc. said to Silvanus: “Look more carefully, that nothing be left here.”
Silvanus said: “Nothing is left, we have brought it all out.” And when the
dining room (¢riclinium) was opened, there were found there four baskets
and six casks. Felix etc. said: “Bring out whatever scriptures you have got,
and comply with the imperial edict and my enforcement of it.”” Catullinus
brought out one very large book. Felix etc. said to Marcuclius and Silvanus:
“Why do you only bring out a single book? Bring out all the scriptures you
have got.” Catullinus and Marcuclius said: “We have no more because we
are subdeacons. The lectors keep the books.” Felix etc. said to them:
“Identify the lectors.” They said: “We do not know where they are.”
Felix etc. said to them: “If you don’t know where they are, tell us their
names.” Catullinus and Marcuclius said: “We are not informers. Here we
stand. Command us to be executed.” Felix said: “Put them under arrest.”’

The account goes on in the same meticulous photographic detail, recor-
ded in the shorthand of the public slave standing behind Felix, to recount
the search of the lectors’ houses. Every word, every action is pitilessly
noted, so that each man’s exact responsibility can be fixed if the record ever
has to be produced in court; how one lector was a tailor; how the school-
master, evidently the copyist of the local church, was found with two
books and some loose quires still unbound; how the wife of one of the
lectors surrendered six books lest her absent husband be accused of hiding
them; and how the public slave nicknamed ‘The Ox’ was sent in to search
her house and see if he could find more, and reported ‘I have searched and
found nothing.’ The veil of the centuries seldom wears so thin as in that
piercing moment when Paul the bishop silently sat down, for the last time,
on his episcopal throne; and his presbyters came and sat around him as
usual, and the deacons took their stand on either side—almost automati-
cally—as they had done so often at mass, to watch the heathen high-priest

1 These and the following items are for use at solemn baptism.,

37 have no idea what these were for. Perhaps for baptism, or possibly some

christian had left them there to be called for later.
D.S.L.
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pile together before their eyes the sacramental vesse
hands had handled. And the level voice of the clerk
making the inventory goes on—Two gold chalices—
six silver dishes— ...’

They sat through it all in silence, even when the two subdeacons made
their gallant useless refusal to betray men whose names were already per-
fectly well known. What could they have said? To h3vc surrendered the

GY

:Is which their own
Victor of Aufidum
six silver chalices—

scriptures and the sacred vessels was ‘apostasy’, still for clerics (though not
for laymen) the irremissible sin, for which there was no possible penance.
And they knew it; Felix knew it; even the grinning public slaves knew it.
They had saved their lives—but they had all irremedjably forfeited their
orders in that quarter of an hour. I know no more mqving picture of the
inner meaning of the persecutions than that shamefaced helpless group of
apostate African clergy with the uncouth Berber names—the men who
were not martyrs—as the public slave saw them across the shoulders of
their enemies and jotted down their actions on that hot May afternoon
sixteen centuries ago.

What is more to our immediate purpose, the church of Cirta was a small
church in an unimportant provincial town. It had not yet needed to build
itself a basilica as many of the more thriving churches had done or begun to
do in the later third century, but still worshipped in the old way in a con-
verted private house. The majority of its clergy were guite evidently ‘of
the people.” But they had a collection of church plate| which few parish
churches in England at the present day could rival.

Though outside Rome the domestic setting was not

always so apt, the

arrangements did not greatly vary, When in the third ¢
easier in most places, and church buildings became neg
the model usually seems to have been furnished by t

entury times grew
dful and possible,
the private house

and not the pagan temple or the jewish synagogue.! When the end wall of
the tablinum no longer masked the domestic half of the house it was found
more convenient to build it in a semi-circle, following the curve of the
presbyters’ seats. But this was in fact a development which had already
been anticipated in some private houses in the second century, which
already have semi-circular fablina. The plan of the basilica with an apse
which was thus formed had been coming into general use for various public
buildings for some time. The alae, which even in private houses often

1 The first exception is found in Constantine’s churches at Jegusalem and Bethle-
hem, built between A.D. 320 and 330, which were modelled on Syrian pagan
sanctuaries. But the only certainly pre-Nicene christian churfh in the East yet
found, at Dura-Europos in Mesopotamia (c. A.D. 230), was 4 converted private
house, For other types see G. Bagnani, Journal of Roman Studses ix (1919), pp. 78
sqq.; G, Leroux, Les Origines de I'edifice hypostyle (Paris, 1913), pp. 318 sqq.; R.
Viellard, Les Origines du titre de S. Martin aux Monts  Rome (Stitdi di antichita cris-
tiana, iv), Rome, 1931; and, for the different history of the Na
the Central and Northern Balkans the work of J. Strzygowski,
Art in Northern Europe (Iondon, 1928).

rth of Europe and
esp. Early Church
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extended in a right angle beyond the oblong sides of the afrium (cf. plan)
would one day grow into transepts. The extension of the tablinum would
form the great choir and sanctuary of the cruciform Gothic churches. The
constructional difficulties of joining four separate pitched roofs at a centre
were solved by the capping of the whole building, in the East with a dome,
in the less skilful West with a tower. There in the briefest outline is the
history of the ground plan of the christian church. But its roots, like the
roots of the worship it was built to shelter, are in the home and not in the
temple.

At Rome the old domestic worship of the house-churches in a sense
survived even the definitive end of the persecutions. In the fourth century
some of the old christian families in whose homes the ‘church’ had been
sheltered for so long, made over their mansions to house the new christian
public worship. Interior changes were made in the way of knocking down
party walls and so on. More appropriate decorations were laid on. The
portraits of grim Etruscan and Latin ancestors were replaced by mosaics of
the Old Testament worthies and the christian saints, the forerunners and
most distinguished members of the ‘household of God’; or, as at S. Paul’s
outside the walls, by medallions of the whole line of Roman bishops, the
successive heads of the christian family. But the structure of the old houses
remained. Thus the Roman basilica of SS. John and Paul still presents the
exterior facade of the third century palace of the Senator Byzantius with
its windows filled in; and on the roof is still the fourth century tiling, laid
on when he gave it to be adapted for the new public way of worship. So at
the basilica of S. Clement excavations have revealed three stages one above
the other. Below the ground is what seems to be part of the first century
Roman palace from which in January A.D. 96 the prince Titus Flavius
Clemers, the father of the heirs-presumptive to the imperial throne, went
out to die for the ‘foreign superstition’ to which his wife Domitilla cer-
tainly, and he himself probably, had given their allegiance. Here S. Peter
is reputed to have preached, and here certainly Pope S. Clement before
the end of the first century must have done his ‘liturgy’ at the eucharist in
the way of which he wrote to the Corinthians.! Above this house of memo-
ries has been found the fourth century basilica of which S. Jerome writes,
and which saw thé condemnation of the doctrines of the British heretic
Pelagius in the years when Rome was falling and the barbarians were at
last within the gates. Above that again, on the same site and plan, is the
lovely twelfth century church we see to-day, furnished with much that
was preserved from the earlier fourth century church.

The Worshippers

‘As we have many members’ says S. Paul, ‘in one body, and all members
have not the same office; so we being many are one body in Christ, and are
1Gl.p. L
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every one members one of another; having spiritual gifts (charismata)
differing according to the grace (charis) that is given us.”* ‘Office’ or “func-
tion’ in the body of Christ can only be fulfilled by a special spiritual effect
(charisma) of the grace (charis) of the ‘Spirit’ of Christ. The ‘orders’ in the
church exercised their ‘spiritual gifts each in its own ‘office’ or ‘liturgy’,
to complete the living act of the whole Body of Christ towards God. That,
briefly, is the eucharist and its performance.

The arrangement of the ‘church’ or ‘assembly’ was simple; the bishop
sat upon his throne, which was covered with a white linen cloth, in the
tablinum, facing the people across the altar; the presbyters sat on either
hand in a semi-circle; the deacons stood, one on either side of the throne,
the rest either at the head of the people before the altar|or scattered among
them maintaining order; some of the subdeacons and their assistants, the
acolytes, guarded the doors; the others assisted the deacons in their
various duties. The laity stood, facing the bishop, the men on one side, the
women on the other, The catechumens and strangers stood by themselves
at the back.

When this arrangement of the assembly was first adopted is unknown.
But it must have been well within the first century, for not only is it the
absolutely universal later traditional arrangement, but it|is clearly reflected
in the symbolism of the heavenly ‘assembly’ of the church triumphant—the
real ‘assembly’ of which all earthly churches are only symbols and fore-
shadowings—in the visions of the Revelation of S. John, which was pub-
lished probably in A.D.93. In this book everything centres upon ‘the
golden altar which is before the throne of God’. Before it stands the multi-
tude, ‘which no man can number’, of the redeemed. Everywhere are the
ministering angels. And the four and twenty elders of heaven have their
seats in a serni-circle around the ‘great white throne of Gad and the Lamb’,
as the earthly presbyters have their seats around the white-clothed throne
of the bishop. It seems probable that it is the symbolism of the book which
has been suggested by the current practice of the church in the first century
and not vice versa, because the arrangement described was that which was
traditional in churches which disputed the inspiration and canonicity of
the Apocalypse (about whose authority and authorship there was doubt
even in the third century).

Thus when S. Ignatius speaks of the bishop as ‘enthroned as the type of
God, and the presbyters as the type of the college of the apostles, and the
deacons entrusted with the deaconship of Jesus Christ’? Lie is referring to
that same eucharistic ordering of the church which we find already pre-
supposed in the Apocalypse.

The particular comparisons which Ignatius finds apt here for the three
orders, and which he repeats some twenty times in seven short epistles,
strike modern students as a surprising choice. When we think about it we

1Rom, xii. 4-6. 3 Ignatius, Epist. to the Magnesians,vi. 1 (AD. 115).
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can readily recognise the force of likening the deacons, whom he elsewhere
describes as ‘the servants of the ecclesia’l, to our Lord, Who was among us
‘as he that serveth’,2 even though that is hardly our normal way of regard-
ing the diaconate. But, doubtless under the influences of ideas about the
Apostolic Succession, we should in practice probably be more likely to
compare the collective episcopate than the collective presbyterate to the
‘college of the apostles™—a comparison which Ignatius never makes, and
of which he apparently has no idea. And while we recognise in theory that
the individual bishop has the final pastoral and priestly responsibility for
souls throughout his diocese and that the parish priest is only his delegate,
yet bishops are in practice so remote from the spiritual life of their flocks
that it is the individual presbyter of whom we naturally think as repre-
senting to his people the pastoral and priestly office of our Lord, the true
Shepherd and High-priest of all christians. But there is in the difference
between our usage and that which Ignatius represents (and which is by no
means confined to him among early writers) much more than a mere
consequence of the exchange of functions between bishop and presbyter,
which came about in the fourth century with the growth of numbers and
the consequent impossibility of direct episcopal pastoral care for a large
diocese.

The comparison which Ignatius does make, of the bishop to ‘God the
Father’, is apt to strike us as strange if not extravagant. It has no parallel at
all in our conception of the relation of any of the three orders to the church.
But it is the whole point of his illustration, and the difference of outlook
involved is significant of a profound difference in our way of regarding the
church, and consequently amongst other things the eucharist.

In the idea of Ignatius, and of the primitive writers generally, it is the
church as a whole, and not any one order in it, which not so much ‘repre-
sents’ as ‘is’ Christ on earth. Our Lord had repeatedly identified Himself
with all who should be His. The recognition of Him in His members is to
be His own supreme test for His followers at the judgment: ‘Inasmuch as
ye did it unto one of the least of these My brethren, ye did it unto Me.”
S. Paul had systematised this teaching of our Lord Himself into the doc-
trine of the church as ‘the Body of Christ’, and all christians as His ‘mem-
bers in particular’. The primitive church took this conception with its
fullest force, and pressed it with a rigour which is quite foreign to our
weakened notions. The whole church prayed in the Person of Christ; the
whole church was charged with the office of ‘proclaiming’ the revelation of
Christ; the whole church offered the eucharist as the ‘re-calling’ before God
and man of the offering of Christ. All that which He has done once for all
as the Priest and Proclaimer of the kingship of God, the church which is
‘the fulfilment of Him™ enters into and fulfils. Christ and His church are

1 Ep. to Trallians, ii, 1. # T uke xx. 27. lit. ‘he that deaconeth.’
8 Matt. xxv. 40. ¢ Eph. i. 23.



30 THE SHAPE OF THE LITURGY

one, with one mission, one life, one prayer, one gospel, one offering, one
being, one Father. Such a conception left little ro¢m for regarding one
order in the church, whether bishop or presbyter, as in any exclusive sense
the representative of Christ fo the church; even though the deacons might
be described as ‘entrusted with the ministry’ of Christ in the special aspect
of its humility. On this view the church as a whole r.
Christ. ‘Do you all follow your bishop’, ‘writes I
Smyrna, ‘as Jesus Christ followed the Father.”

as the ‘father of the family’ of God, ‘from whom
heaven and earth is named.”® (So we find the real poi
for a good bishop that he must be, ‘One that presidet[h well over his own
family keeping his children well-ordered in all good behaviour; for if a
man know not how to preside over his own household, how shall he bear
the care of the ecclesia of God?*?) It was, in our still urviving phrase, as
‘father in God’ that the bishop sat enthroned as ‘the image of God’® and
the ‘type of the Father’;® to whom his presbyters were bidden to ‘defer,
not so much unto himself, but unto the Father of Jesus Christ, the bishop
" of all’;® whom if a Jayman disregarded, ‘he doth not so much deceive this
bishop who is seen, as deceive himself about that One Who is invisible.””
Even in the act of distributing holy communion, where if anywhere we
should feel that the bishop-celebrant most obviously filled the place of our
Lord Himself, the primitive church was able to see thf matter otherwise. -
In the Johannine conception of the eucharist, ‘My Father giveth you the
true bread from heaven.”® And it is in fact this Johannine conception, and
not the Synoptic concentration on the Body and Blood, which reveals itself
in the oldest formula of administration which has come down to us: ‘And
when the bishop breaks the Bread, in distributing to each a fragment he
shall say: “The Bread of Heaven in Christ Jesus.” *®

But however clear the understanding of the whole matter in this way
might be, there was in practice another side to it. The throne of the bishop
was in reality—as the Apocalypse expressed it—‘the throne of God and
the Lamb.” The bishop represented God revealing, butlalso God redeem-
ing. He had really a double relation to his church, and a twofold ‘liturgy’
as prophet and priest, of which only one half could be quite satisfactorily
attributed to him as the representative of the Father.| This comes out
clearly in the terms in which S. Hippolytus describes the special ‘office’ or
‘liturgy’ of the bishop in a work written c. A.D. 230. The language of this

Ignatius, Ep. to Smyrnaeans, viii. 1. SEph. iii. 15.

2 1 Tim. iii. 4 and §.

4 Clementinc Homilies, iii. 62. (A fourth century Syrian work.)

S Ignatius, Ep. to Trallians, iii. 1. ¢ Ignatius, Ep. 10 Magnesians, iii. 1
? Ignatius, Ep. to Magnesians, iii. 2. ® John vi, 32.

* Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., xxiii. 5. (Rome, ¢. A.D. 215.)

10 Rev. xxii. 3.
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writer can be shewn to agree entirely with the conceptions held by S.

Clement c. A.D. 96, though the latter never clarifies his notion of the epis-

copate quite in this way by a brief definition. Hippolytus writes, ‘Being

found successors of the apostles, and partakers with them of the same

. grace (charis) of high-priesthood and the teaching office, and reckoned
watchmen of the church.”? Hippolytus here regards priesthood and teach-
ing as the two aspects of the special gracc of the Holy Ghost given in episco-
pal consecration.? But it was more than a mere matter of practice that the
bishop’s ‘liturgy’ of teaching was exercised actually sitting upon the throne,
while that of priesthood was fulfilled away from the throne and standing at
the altar; even though as priest he still faced the people as God’s repre-
sentative, and did not stand with his back to them as their leader. The
bishop unmistakeably spoke fo the church for God as prophet and teacher;
but he spoke for the church to God in the eucharistic prayer, however
clearly it might be understood that the eucharist was the act of the whole
church. There was here an aspect of his office which would one day make
of the eucharist in practice something which was rather the act of the cele-
brant on behalf of the church than the act of the church as a whole.

The power of prophecy no less than the power of priesthood was con-
veyed in the bishop’s ordination. Passages are numerous which refer to
this special grace of ‘teaching’ as a unique sacramental endowment of his
office, and not as an exercise of such intellectual powers as he might possess.

- “We ought’, advises Irenaeus, ‘to hearken to those elders who are in the
ecclesia, to those who have the succession from the apostles, who with the
succession in the episcopate have received the unfailing spiritual gift of the
truth (charisma veritatis certum) according to the Father’s good pleasure.
But others who are outside the original succession, and who hold meetings
where they can, we ought to hold suspect as being either heretics and men
of evil doctrine, or else as creating a schism and self-important and self-
pleasing, or again as hypocrites, doing what they do for the sake of gain and
vain-glory.” It was as an inspired teacher ‘according to the Father’s good-
pleasure’ that the bishop taught from the ‘throne’ or cathedra—the official
‘chair’ of his church which he shared with no one else but inherited from
all his dead predecessors back to the first apostolic missionaries to that
church. The bishop’s ‘throne’ is not so much a seat of government (he is not
the ‘ruler’ but the ‘watchman’ of his church according to Hippolytus’
definition above) as a ‘teacher’s chair’; ‘for the cathedra’, says Irenaeus, ‘is
the symbol of teaching.’

The bishop’s chair is nevertheless ‘the throne of God and the Lamb’,

1 Hippolytus, Philosophumena, i. 1. (Rome, c. A.D. 230.) .
4 2 CTf tge very similar language used in his prayer for the consecration of a bishop.
po raa. iii. .
3 Irenae’us of Lyons, ¢. A.D. 180, Adv. Haer., iv. 26. 2. (Note the old distinction
between the ecclesia and other gatherings.) -
¢ Irenaeus, Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching, ii.
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because the bishop is by his office both prophet and priest. It is true that as
prophetic teacher he chiefly represents the Father, God revealing Himself.
But even heére it is by the Son that the Father reveals Himself—Jesus
Christ, the unerring mouth in Whom the Father hath spoken’,! as Ignatius
says. It is remarkable that he goes on immediately forjalmost the only time
to compare the bishop with the Son: ‘Remember in yolr prayers the church
which is in Syria, which hath God for its bishop in my place. Jesus Christ
alone shall be its bishop—He and your love.” As teacher of the church the
bishop presided throughout the synaxis from his throne. As high-priest
(not priest) he presided over the eucharist at the altar, Here comparison of
the bishop’s ‘liturgy’ with the office of the Son became, as we have seen,
inevitable. What we have already said forbids us to make too rigid a dis-
tinction between his representation of the Father at the synaxis, and of the
Son at the eucharist respectively. But once the celebrant had come round to
the front of the altar® the tendency was to regard him first as the leader and
then as the representative of the ‘priestly people of God’; and finally as the
exclusive celebrant, and in his own person the representative of Christ to
the people.
When the time came for the church openly to signify in the ornament of
her new church-buildings the inner meaning of her symbolism, the throne
of the bishop in the apse was still recognised as representing ‘the throne of
God and the Lamb.’ But there was a natural reluctance to figure above it
the Person of the invisible Father, though it is surprising how many of the :
old mosaics do contain somewhere, under the form of a Hand pointing
from a nimbus or some such symbel, a reminder of|this aspect of the
primitive office of the bishop who sat below.? But inevitably the repre-
sentation concentrated on the figure of the Son, Who is fthe express image’
of the Father.? Here the traditions of East and West began to diverge. In
the East it is the figure of Christ the Pantocrator (==RJ1er of all things)—
‘untoMe all power is given in heaven and in earth’>—as ‘the image and
gloryof G od’,® which dominates the mosaic decorations of the apse above
the throne-—still God revealing. In the Western basilicas it is more usually
the figure of the Lamb of God—God redeeming—which is set above the
throne in the apse. He is at first represented in His phant nuptials
with the church,” later on as ‘the Lamb slain from the foundation of
the world.’® By a not unnatural development this latter was eventually trans-

1 Ep. to the Romans, viii. and ix.

2 This change took place in the East at large between the fourth and fifth centu-
ries, and in the West in the eighth-tenth centuries. It had originally no particular
reason beyond that of fashion and convenience.

3 The last survival of the early tradition is found in mediaeval England, where a
painting of the Three Persons of the Trinity often occupied the apex of the chancel
arch, which is architecturally the same feature of the building as the arch of the
apse in a basilica.

$ 2 Cor. iv. 4 and Heb. 1. 3.

¢ 1 Cor. xi. 7. 7 Rev, xix. 7.




THE PERFORMANCE OF THE LITURGY 33

formed into a ‘realistic’ crucifix.! As the long Romanesque and Gothic
choirs grew out of the short apse of the basilica, and the art of mosaics
declined in the West, the crucifix came to be set as a carved figure within
the arch and not above it—the great Rood of our mediaeval churches.
There are no breaks in the liturgical tradition in these things—only a con-
tinual evolution. Those who have most deeply pondered the different
genius of the Eastern and Western rites of the eucharist will most readily
seize the significance of these two different evolutions in the central motif
of the decoration of the church, alike for eucharistic theology, for liturgical
ethos and for devotional approach to the sacrament itself. But this diver-
gence of symbols is in itself only a symptom and not a cause of divergent
theological tendencies, which were there in the Eastern and Western
churches from at least the third century. The important point for our
immediate purpose is that in East and West alike the later symbolism
represents a change from the original conception of the bishop’s office as
representative of the Father.

The Preshyters. We have seen that Hippolytus calls the bishop ‘the
watchman’ or ‘guardian’ of the church, but not its ruler. Government is in
fact the special province of the corporate Sanhedrin of presbyters of which
the bishop is president. He has initiative, leadership, the prestige of his
office, and a responsibility for the well-being of the church in every way.
But administrative decisions largely depend upon his carrying most of his
presbyters with him. The bishop is ordained as prophet and priest. The
presbyter is ordained ‘to share in the presbyterate and govern Thy people
in a pure heart’? in concert with the bishop and all his fellow presbyters.
As such he has need of ‘the Spirit of grace and counsel’ which the prayer
at his ordination asks for him, for the government of the People of God
even on its mundane side is not a merely secular office (¢f. the Judges of
Israel). But qua presbyter he has no strictly liturgical functions at all,
whereas the bishop has almost a liturgical and sacramental monopoly as
‘high-priest’ of the whole “priestly’ body, the church. Though Clement, to
carry through his analogy of the eucharistic assembly with the sacrifices of
the Old Testament, styles the presbyters ‘priests’, he is careful not to say
that they have a ‘special liturgy’ like the bishop or the deacons, but only
their own ‘special place’, in the semi-circle of seats around the throne.® Yet

1 Realistic representations of the crucifixion are not, as is sometimes supposed, a
Western innovation. They appear for the first time in christian art in S.E. Asia
Minor during the sixth century and spread thence to the West by way of Constanti-
nople during the eighth-ninth centuries, becoming common in the West only
during the twelfth-thirteenth centuries. The crucifix crowned and robed seems to
be a compromise between the old Eastern figure of the Panrocrator and the new
Eastern figure of the crucifix. It is found in the West chiefly in the tenth-eleventh
centuries.

2 Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., viii. 2 (Prayer for the ordination of a presbyter). Rome,
¢.A.D. 215. Cf. Ap. Trad., iii (Prayer for the consecration of a bishop).

3 1 Clem. 40, cited p. 1.
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when sub-division of the eucharistic assembly became necessary by growth
of numbers, a presbyter was the obvious delegate for the bishop’s liturgical
functions at the minor eucharists. And we have seen that such were already
necessary even in Ignatius’ time (c. A.D. 115), though the first explicit
mention of a presbyter celebrating apart from the bishop is found only in
the middle of the third century in the Decian persecution at Carthage.! The
fact that the presbyter could be called upon to preside at the eucharist in
the absence of the bishop led to his being given a {share in the bishop’s
eucharistic ‘liturgy’ at the ecclesia when he was present with the bishop.
During the second century, between Clement and| Hippolytus, we find
that a custom bad grown up that presbyters should ‘concelebrate’ with
him, joining with him in the imposition of hands on [the oblation after the
offertory and consecrating Breads upon the altar beside him, or at their
places in the apse behind him, on glass patens held up before them by the
deacons, while the bishop said the eucharistic prayer.?
Yet it is true that the presbyter only acquires liturgical functions by
degrees, and then rather as the bishop’s representative than as his assistant.
It is in the fourth century, when the peace of the church and the immense
growth of numbers had made it impossible for bishops in most places
still to act as the only ministers of all sacraments to their churches, that we
find the real change taking place in the functions of the presbyter. He
becomes the permanent liturgical minister of a separate congregation, to
whom he normally supplies most of those ‘liturgies’ of sacraments and
teaching for which the pre-Nicene church had habitually looked to the
bishop. After the middle of the fourth century we begig to find a change in
the language used about the presbyter. He is referred to no longer as an
‘elder’, but as a ‘priest’ (hiereus, sacerdos secundi ordinis). The old feeling
that the bishop is the real high-priest of his whole church still forbids the
application to the presbyter of exactly the same term of ‘high-priest’
(archiereus, sacerdos without qualification). Thus ‘priesthood’, which had
formerly been the function of all members of the church with the bishop as
‘high-priest’, becomes a special attribute of the second order of the minis-
try. On the other hand, the presbyterate by thus being split up into 2 number
of individual liturgical deputies of the bishop has lost its old corporate
character, and with it its old corporate governmental aythority. The bishop
absorbs more and more of its administrative authority,] but in return parts
with his liturgical monopoly. The only sacramental fupction he retains in
“his own hands is the bestowal of ‘order’ in the church—confirmation which
admits to the order of the laity, and ordination which admits to the orders
of deacon, presbyter or bishop.
The Deacon. The accepted derivation of this order from ‘the Seven’ who
organised poor relief in the apostolic church at Jerusalem is uncertain, but
they are certainly of apostolic origin.® They come into|sight rather as the
1St. Cyprian, Bp. of Carthage, Epistlev. 2. 2 Ap. Trad., ®Xiv. 2. 3Phil. i. 1.
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bishop’s personal assistants in his liturgical and pastoral functions, but also
as an order with functions of its own. It is as such that they minister the
Chalice while he distributes the Bread, and read the gospel upon which he
is to comment in his sermon. They are, as Ignatius describes them, ‘not
merely ministers of food and drink, but the servants of the ecclesia.” As
such, they have certain definite ‘liturgies’ and take quite a prominent part
in the service, especially by announcing to the assembly what is to be done
at each fresh stage of its progress. But by immemorial tradition they never
directly address God on behalf of the church; that is the ‘liturgy’ of the
bishop. The deacon, even in ‘bidding’ the prayers of the church, speaks o
the church, not to God.

The ‘minor orders’ of subdeacon, lector, acolyte, which already existed
about the year A.D. 200, were not yet reckoned definitely as ‘orders’ with an
ordination by laying on of hands for a special grace of the Holy Ghost.
They were ‘appointments’ made by the bishop to a particular duty which
if necessary could be performed by any capable layman. The special
character of the ‘holy orders’ which bishop, presbyter and deacon received
is precisely the power and authority to fulfil a function in the ecclesia which
a member of the general body of laity could not fulfil. In a regulation
about the official ‘widows’, who formed both a special body of intercessors
and a special object of charity in the church, Hippolytus lays it down: ‘Let
the widow be appointed by word only and let her then be reckoned among
the (enrolled) widows. But she shall not be ordained, for she does not
offer the oblation nor has she a “liturgy.” But ordination is for the clergy
on account of their “liturgy.” But the widow is appointed for prayer, and
this is (a function) of all.” 2

We return, therefore, to the conception of the eucharist as the act of
the whole Body of Christ through its many members, each with its own
‘office’, to use S. Paul’s phrase, with which we began, It is the Spirit of
Christ in the Body of Christ which alone empowers the members to fulfil
their own special offices in that vital eucharistic act which is the life of the
church. The layman receives this Spirit for his ‘liturgy’ by confirmation, the
cleric for his special function by ordination. But to both alike it is the gift
of grace to live their own part in the life of the Body; and this life is
expressed corporately in what happens in the ecclesia. “There are diversities
of gifts, but the same Spirit; and there are differences of ministries but the
same Lord; and there are diversities of operations but it is the same God
which worketh all in all.”

1 Ignatius, Ep. to Trallians, ii. 1. ¢ Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., xi. 4 and 5.
31 Cor. xii. 4~6.
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SYNAXIS AND EUCHARIST
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However, despite their separate origin and different purpose, the synaxis
normally preceded the eucharist in the regular Sunday worship ofall churches
in the second century.. From the fourth century onwards the two were
gradually fused, until they came everywhere to be considered inseparable
parts of a single rite, We shall find that both their original distinction and
their later fusion had at the time a true appropriateness to the contemporary
situation and mission of the church in the world. Nevertheless, each part
always retained the essentials of its own character, though less distinctly
in the East than in the West. Thus it comes about that all over christendom
the first part of the eucharistic action still revolves around the book of the
scriptures? and not around the chalice and paten at all. Historically this
still testifies to the purely jewish pre-christian origin of this part of the
rite, though we shall find that there is a deeper reason than mere historical
conservatism, Even so late a composition as the English Prayer Book of
1662 still never mentions holy communion at all until half the service
which it calls “The Administration of Holy Communion’ is over, yet few
communicants ask themselves why so strange a thing should be. But such
is the force of unconscious.liturgical tradition, even where it has suffered
so’ considerable & disturbance as that involved in the recasting of our
Eiturgy at the Reformation.

“The Synaxis, or Liturgy of the Spirit

/"f‘ he jewish synagogue service, which was the root from which the apos-
tolic synaxis sprang, consisted of public readings from the scripture, the
singing of psalms, a sermon and a number of set prayers,/Rabbinic scholars
are in disagreement as to whether the prayers came first or last in the
synagogue of the first century A.D., and there is no direct evidence from that
period as to what prayers were in use, though some extant jewish forms
probably go back to this date. In the third century the jews undoubtedly
placed them in a group at the beginning, and this may have been the original
practice of the synagogue. But in all christian churches from the earliest
moment at which we have definite evidence? the prayers were universally
placed last, after the sermon, and have remained there ever since. This was
evidently a fixed christian tradition. Either the later jewish practice
differed from that usual in the jewish circles from which the apostolic
church. emerged; or conceivably, the christians deliberately changed the
position of the prayers from motives we shall understand in a moment. If
s0, the change must have been made early and probably by apostolic
authority, for later christian tradition to be so universal and firm on the
point. ,

1 Now bound up for convenience with the eucharistic prayers in the form of a

missal or altar-book in the West, but still separate in the East.
3 8, Justin, ¢. A.D. 155, for Rome; the Didascalia and Origen in the first half of the

third century, for Syria and Egypt.
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synaxis everywhere was

1. Opening greeting by the officiant and reply of the church.

2. Lesson.

3. Psalmody.

4. Lesson (or Lessons, separated by Psalmody).
5. Sermon,

6. Dismissal of those who did not belong to the church.

7. Prayers.
8. Dismissal of the church.
(9. On occasions a collection for the poor, the

expenses of the church,

etc., was made. But this was rather a separate duty of church life, which

might for convenience be performed at the ‘meeting’, than a part of the
synaxis itself.) uln
1. Opening Greeting and Reply. This was in a e only a polite method

of ‘calling the meeting to order’ and indicating that proceedings were about
to begin. But the ‘meeting’ was after all one with 3 religious purpose, and
the greeting took a religious form. It is found all aver christcniom in one
of two forms: ‘The Lord be with you’, or ‘Peace be unto you’ {or ‘to all’).
Both are of jewish origin (¢f. Ruth ii. 4, John xx. 19) and came into chris-
tian use from the beginning. The jewish Talmud remarks of the first that
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membrance of the Law.”* As such it is probably
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1 Tractate Berakoth, Tos. vii. 23.
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2,3 and 4. The Lessons and Psalmody. The jewish practice was to read first
from the Law of Moses as the most revered of their scriptures, and then,
after psalmody, one or more lessons from the Prophets or other books. The
christians came to adopt an ascending instead of a descending order of
importance in the reading of the lessons,’ which was also roughly the
chronological order of their original writing. The christians read first one
or more lessons from the Old Testament,? then from the apostolic writings,
and finally from the gospel which records our Lord’s own sayings and
doings. The ‘Word of the Lord’ finds its completeness in the ‘Word made
Flesh.’ In large gatherings at least, if not always, the lessons were chanted
to a simple inflection rather than read. This was partly in order to secure
that they should be heard distinctly, and partly to give them solemnity as
the Word of God to the church, and through the church to the world.
This custom also had been known in the jewish synagogues, even if it was
not necessarily always observed in small country places.

Between the lessons came the singing of psalms or other canticles from
scripture (a chant known in later times as the ‘gradual’ from its being
sung by the soloists from the ‘steps’ of the raised lectern), a custom which
must have been familiar to our Lord and His apostles, since it was univer-
sal in the synagogues of their day. It served as a relief for the attention of
the hearers. But it also offered the opportunity by intelligent selection for a
devotional comment on the scripture just read which would bring home
its point to the minds and hearts of the hearers. Such rare examples as we
have of really early ‘comment’ in this way by the chant on the lesson show
an apt and ingenious understanding of the devotional use of the scriptures.?
Dignity and attractiveness were given to this musical side of the service by
entrusting much of it to special singers who sang elaborate solos. But the
corporate nature, of the rite was not lost sight of, and a part was usually
reserved for the whole congregation to join as chorus 1n a simple refrain.
Until the fourth century the psalmody appears always to have been in this
form in the church, elaborate solo and simple chorus, and never, as it is
usually with us, by two alternating choruses. The earlier christian form
was that which had been employed in the synagogue, where the signal for

! Justin, Apol., i. 67 suggests that this had not yet been adopted when he wrote
¢.A.D. I55.

* Among the O.T. lessons the Law of Moses seems for a while to have retained
something of its jewish pre-eminence over the other O.T. scriptures in christian
eyes, and therefore was read after them in the new ascending order. Later the church
adopted a purely chronological scheme in reading the O.T., placing the Law first
and the Prophets, etc., after; thus returning to the jewish order, though for a
different reason. So on Good Friday, the Roman rite, which retains for this day a
second century form of synaxis, reads Hosea before Exodus. But on Holy Saturday,
the lessons of which were arranged in the fourth century, the Law is read before the
Prophets. There are now many different strata in the liturgical cycle, the product of
2,000 years of history, and each of them has its own characteristics.

3 E.g. the use of Ps. xc. 1-12 as a comment on Hos. vi. at the paschal vigil, which
was the Roman use in the third and probably in the second century.
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the pecple’s refrain was the cantor’s cry ‘Hallelujah’, whence the ‘Alleluias’
still found in the gradual at the liturgy. The method of psalmody to
which we are accustomed may have been used in the jewish temple, but it
did not come into christian use apparently until A.D. 347-48, when it began
to be employed by a confraternity of laymen at Antioch, and from there
spread rapidly over christendom.® The use of the psalter ‘in course’ (i.e.
right through in regular order, and not as selected psalms to comment on
other scriptures) in christian services is one of the by-products of the
monastic movement of the fourth century.

5. The Sermon. The delivery of the sermon was as much the bishop’s
‘speciz] liturgy’ and proper function at the synaxis as the offering of the
eucharistic prayer was his ‘special liturgy’ at the eucharist. As we have
seen, the bishop at his consecration received a|special ‘gift of grace’
(charizma) for the office? not only of high-priest of the church’s prayers and
offerings, but also of quasi-inspired ‘prophetic teacher’ of the church’s
faith. He is the church’s mouthpiece, as it were, towards man as well as
towards God. Except in emergencies, therefore, he was irreplaceable as
preacher at the synaxis, the solemn corporate ‘church’, even by the ablest
of his presbyters. The great Origen himself gave great scandal in the third
century by presuming to preach as a presbyter at the synaxis at Caesarea,
though he did so at the invitation of the local bishop. And the feeling died
hard. At the end of the fourth century the people of Hippo objected to
their aged bishop’s delegation of the sermon at the synaxis even to that
prince of popular preachers, S. Augustine. It was the ‘special liturgy’ of
the bishop’s ‘order’, without which the action of the whole church in its
synaxis was felt to be incomplete. The presbyters and other christian
teachers might expound their ideas at other gatherings to as many as would
hear them, but the synaxis had a different character from even the largest
private gathering of christians. It was the solemn corporate witness of the
whole church to the revelation of God recorded in the scriptures. At this
the bishop, and the bishop only, must expound the corporate faith which
his local church shared with the whole catholic church and the whole
christian past, back to the apostles themselves. It was this, the unchanging
‘saving’ truth of the gospel, and not any personal opinion of his own,
which he must proclaim in the liturgical sermon, because he alone was
endowed by the power of the Spirit with the ‘office’ of speaking the
authentic mind of his church.

There is a passage of S. Irenaeus which sheds so much light on the con-
ceprion of the liturgical sermon in the second century that it is worth
quoting here, despite its length:

‘Having received this office of proclamation and this faith aforesaid, the

1 Cf. p. 328. 2Rom. 12. 5.

® So the christians of Smyrna describe their late bishop Polycarp, the disciple of
S. John, in A.D. 156 (Mart. Pol. 16).
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church, though she be spread abroad over all the earth, diligently observes
them as dwelling in a single household; and she unanimously believes
these things, as having one soul and the same heart; and she concordantly
proclaims and teaches and hands down these things, as having but one
mouth. For, though the tongues of earthly speech differ, yet is the force of
tradition ever one and the same. And the churches which have been planted
in the Germanies have received no different faith and taught no otherwise,
nor those in Spain, nor those among the Gauls, nor those in the East, nor
those in Egypt, nor those in Libya, nor those that are in the centre of the
world (Italy). But as the sun, God’s creature, is one and the same for
all the world, so does the proclamation of the truth everywhere shine and
enlighten all men who are willing to come to the knowledge of the truth.
And as among those who preside over the churches he who is very skilled
in teacking says nothing clse than this—for no man is above his own
teacher—so he who is but a poor teacher yet does not omit the contents
of the tradition. For since their faith is one and the same, neither does
he who can say a great deal about it actually add to it, nor does he who can
say but little diminish it.

It was this ‘tradition’ of faith, the unchanging revelation shared by all
generations of christians alike, which the bishop proclaimed in his sermon,
basing himself on the scriptures just read. He preaches therefore, in his
official capacity, sitting upon the throne behind the altar which was his
‘teacher’s chair’, as the representative of God revealing Himself to the
world.

6, 7 and 8. The Dismissals and Prayers. Thus far the synaxis had been
in fact what it was in name, a ‘public meeting’, open to all who wished
to attend, jews, pagans, enquirers of all kinds, as well as to the catechumens
preparing to be received into the church by baptism and confirmation.
The church had a corporate duty to preach the gospel to the world and
to witness to its truth. But prayer was another matter. Thus far there
had been no prayer of any kind, but only instruction.

The church is the Body of Christ and prays ‘in the name’ of Jesus,* i.e.
according to the semitic idiom which underlies the phrase, ‘in His Person.’
“The Spirit of adoption whereby’ the church cries to God in Christ’s
Name, ‘Abba, Father’ with the certainty of being heard, ‘Himself makes
intercession’® with her in her prayers. The world had a right to hear the
gospel; but those who have not yet ‘put on Christ’ by baptism® and thus
as ‘sons’ received His Spirit by confirmation® cannot join in offering that
prevailing prayer. All who had not entered the order of the laity were
therefore without exception turned out of the assembly after the sermon.

! Ady. Haer. 1. x. 2. S. Irenaeus, disciple of Polycarp, the disciple of S. John,
was bishop of Lyons ¢. A.D. 180-200.

! John xiv. 13. * Rom. viii. I5. ¢ Rom. viii. 26. 5 Gal. iii. 27.

t Gal. iv. 6.

E DESL.
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The catechumens who had accepted the faith, but had not yet been added
to the church by the sacraments, first received a special blessing from the
bishop. The following text of this, from Egypt in the fourth century, is
the earliest we possess, and probably goes back considerably behind the
date of S. Sarapion (c. A.D. 340) under whose name it has come down to us.
The deacons first proclaimed loudly: ‘Bow down your heads for a blessing,
O ye catechumens’, and then the bishop raising his hand in the sign of the
cross blessed them: ‘We raise our hand, O Lord, and pray that the divine
ar lifegiving Hand be raised for a blessing unto |this people;! for unto
Thee, eternal Father, have they bowed their heads through Thine only
begotten Son. Bless this people unto the blessing of knowledge and
piety, unto the blessing of Thy mysteries; through Thy only-begotten Son
Jesus Christ, by Whom glory and might be unto Thee in the Holy Ghost
now and throughout all ages. Amen.’

The deacons now proclaimed: ‘Let the catechumens depart. Let no
catechumen remain. Let the catechumens go forth’; and when these had
gone, cried again: ‘“The doors! The doors!” as a [signal to those of their
number, or their assistants, who guarded the doors, to close and lock them
against all intrusion. Then the church corporately fell to prayer.

First a subject was announced, either by the officiant (in the West) or
the chief deacon (in the East), and the congregation was bidden to pray.
All prayed silently on their knees for a while; then, on the signal being
given, they rose from their knees, and the officiant summed up the petitions
of all in a brief collect. They knelt to pray as individuals, but the corporate
prayer of the church is a priestly act, to be done il the priestly posture for
prayer, standing, Therefore all, not the celebrant only, rose for the con-
cluding collect.

The following is the scheme of the old Roman [intercessions still in use
on Good Friday.

‘Officiant: Let us pray, my dearly beloved, for the holy church of God,
that our Lord and God would be pleased to keep her in peace, unity and
safety throughout all the world, subjecting unto her principalities and
powers,? and grant us to live out the days of a peaceful and quiet life in
glorifying God the Father Almighty.

‘Deacon: Let us bow the knee. (All kneel apd pray in silence for a
while.) :

‘Subdeacon: Arise.

‘Officiant: Almighty everlasting God, Who hast revealed Thy glory unto
all nations in Christ, preserve the work of Thy mercy; that Thy church
which is spread abroad throughout all the world may continue with a firm
faith in the confession of Thy holy Name: through . . .’

There follow prayers for the bishop, the clergy, and “all the holy people

1'The bishop prays with uplifted hand as representing the Father here,
* Le, the forces of Satan, Rom, viii. 38; Eph. vi. 12
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of God’;1 for the government and the state; for the catechumens; for the
needs of the world and all in tribulation (a particularly fine coilect, which
has inspired one of the best of the official Anglican prayers for use in the
present war); for heretics and schismatics; for the jews, and for the pagans.
These prayers probably date from the fourth and fifth centuries in their
present form, but may well be only revisions of earlier third century forms.

Or we may take an Eastern scheme from the Alexandrian liturgy, prob-
ably of much the same date as these Roman prayers.?

‘The deacon proclaims first: Stand to pray. (All have been ‘standing at
ease’ or sitting on the ground for the sermon.)

“Then he begins: Pray for the living; pray for the sick; pray for all away
from home.

‘Let us bow the knee. (All pray in silence.) Let us arise. Let us bow the
knee. Let us arise again. Let us bow the knee.

‘The people: Lord have mercy.’

(The officiant’s prayers in their original form have been lost in this
section of the intercessions;® but the deacon’s proclamations continue:)

‘Pray for fair winds and the fruits of the earth; pray for the due rising of
the waters of the river; pray for good showers and the harvest of the land.4
Let us bow the knee, etc.

‘Pray for the safety of men and beasts; pray for the safety of the world
and of this city; pray for our most christian emperors. Let us bow, etc.

‘Pray for all in captivity; pray for those that are fallen asleep; pray for
them that offer this our sacrifice (i.e. for their intentions); pray for all that
are in affliction; pray for the catechumens. Pray! Let us bow,’ etc.

The text has also been preserved of what appears to be substantially an
even older set of Alexandrian intercessions, now known as “The three great
prayers’, which now follow this diaconal litany and are still used at several
points in the Coptic rite. It runs as follows:

‘Deacon: Pray for the peace of the one holy catholic and apostolic ortho-
dox church of God. (The people prostrate and say: Lord have mercy.)

‘Officiant: We pray and beseech Thy goedness, O Lover of mankind:
remember, O Lord, the peace of Thy one holy catholic and apostolic
church which is from one end of the world to the other: bless all the
peoples and all the lands: the peace that is from heaven grant in all our
hearts, but also graciously bestow upon us the peace of this life. The
emperor, the armies, the magistrates, the councillors, the people, our

1'This prayer is interesting as still recognising the laity as an ‘order’: ‘Almighty
everlasting God by whose Spirit the whole body of Thy Church is governed and
sanctified; hear us as we pray for all its orders (pro universis ordinibus), that by the
gift of Thy grace Thou mayest be faithfully served by all its ranks (omnibus gradibus).’

2 Brightman, Liturgies Eastern and Western, 1896, p. 158 sq.

2 A much expanded later version of them will be found L.E.W., p. 166.

¢ These petitions reflect the local needs of Egypt, where winds from the desert

may bring sandstorms fatal to the crops, and all life depends on the annual rising of
the waters of the Nile,
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neighbours, our comings in and our goings out, prder them all in Thy
peace. O King of peace, grant us peace, for Thou hast given us all things:
possess us, O God, for beside Thee we know none pther; we make mention
of Thine holy Name. Let all our souls live through|Thine Holy Spirit, and
let ot the death of sin have dominion over us nor all Thy people; through,
etc. '

‘Deacon: Pray for our Patriarch, the Pope and [Father N., Lord Arch-
bishop of the great city of Alexandria. (The people prostrate and say: Lord
have mercy.)

‘Officiant: We pray and beseech Thy goodness, O Lover of mankind:
remember, O Lord, our Patriarch, our honoured Father N. Preserve him
to us in safety many years in peaceful times, ing that holy pontificate
which Thou hast Thyself committed unto him ac¢ording to Thy holy and
blessed will, rightly dividing the word of truth, feeding Thy people in
holiness and righteousness; and with him all the orthodox bishops and
presbyters and deacons, and all the fullness of Thy one only holy catholic
and apostolic church. Bestow on him with us peace and safety from all
quarters; and his prayers which he maketh on our behalf and on behalf of
all Thy people (kere he shall put on an handful of lincense) and ours as well
on his behalf, do Thou accept on Thy reasonable altar in heaven for a
sweet-smelling savour. And all his enemies visible and invisible do Thou
bruise and humble shortly under his feet, but himself do Thou keep in
peace and righteousness in Thine holy church.

‘Deacon: Pray for this holy assembly (ecclesia)|and our meetings.! (The
people prostrate and say: Lord have mercy.)

‘Officiant: We pray and beseech Thy goodness, O Lover of mankind:
remember, O Lord, our congregations. Grant that we may hold them
without hindrance, that they may be held without impediment, according
to Thy holy and blessed will, in houses of prayer, houses of purity, houses
of blessing. Bestow them on us, O Lord, and on Thy servants who shall
come after us for ever. Arise, O Lord God, and let all Thine enemies be
scattered; let all them that hate Thine holy Name flee from before Thy
face, but let Thy people be in blessings unto thousands of thousands and
ten thousand times ten thousand, doing Thy will by the grace of Thine
only-begotten Son Jesus Christ our Lord; through Whom . , .’

These Egyptian prayers are obviously similar in places to the old Roman
prayers we have just glanced at, and the general scheme is the same. But
this ancient universal scheme has already adapted itself to the particular
genius of the different churches. The Roman prayers express exactly the
old Roman temperament. They are terse, practical and vigorous, expres-
sing pointedly and precisely what they wish to say without rhetoric or
ornament of any kind beyond the polish and sonority of their Latin. The

1'This is the ancient distinction between the sol ‘assembly’ (ecclesia) and the
private meetings (syneleuseis)
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Egyptian prayers are more ‘owery’ in their devotion, though just as
obviously sincere. They repeat themselves and cite scripture and poetise
their requests; and one notes that tendency to elaboration for elaboration’s
sake (e.g. in the triple prostration) which has led to the complication of all
Eastern liturgies. But all this is only to say that the East is not the West,
and that in using the same ideas each will do so in its own way, which is in
the long run the chief secret of that which differentiates the catholic church
from the sects. ,

The important point to notice here is that in the early fourth century it
is not only the position of the intercessions in the Shape of the Liturgy and
the main points of their contents which are the same in East and West; that
might have been expected. But all christendom was then still at one on the
way in which the public intercession should be offered—by a corporate
act involving the whole church, in which nevertheless each order—laity,
deacon and officiant (bishop or presbyter)—must actively discharge its own
separate and distinctive function within the fulfilment of the ‘priestly’
activity of the whole Body of Christ. It offers to God not only itself in its
organic unity, but all the world with its sorrows and its busy God-given
natural life and its needs. There is here a very revealing contrast with our
own practice in this matter of liturgical intercession—the long monologue
by the celebrant in the ‘Prayer for the Church Militant’ and the rapid fire
of collects at the end of Morning and Evening Prayer. With us the deacon’s
part has completely disappeared, and the people’s prayer—the substance of
the old intercession, which the clergy’s vocal prayers and biddings originally
only led and directed—has been reduced to a single word, ‘Amen.’ If the
truth be told, many of the more devout of our laity have come to suppose
that intercession is a function of prayer better discharged in private than by
liturgical prayer of any kind, so unsatisfying is the share which our practice
allows them. The notion of the priestly prayer of the whole church, as the
prayer of Christ the world’s Mediator through His Body, being ‘that which
makes the world to stand’, in the phrase of an early christian writer, has
been banished from the understanding of our laity. Their stifled instinct
that they, too, have a more effective part to play in intercession than
listening to someone else praying, drives them to substitute private and
solitary intercession for the prayer of the church as the really effective way
of prayer, instead of regarding their private prayer as deriving its effective-
ness from their membership of the church. So their hold on the corporate
life is weakened and their own prayers are deprived of that inspiration and
guidance which come from participating in really devout corporate prayer.
The old method derives from the profoundly organic conception of the
church which possessed the minds of the pre-Nicene christians. Our own
is the product of that excessive clericalism of the later middle ages, whose
conceptions of public worship were riveted upon the Anglican devotional
tradition by the mistakes of the sixteenth century, and which we now take
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for granted. Then and now its result upon the devout laity is to provoke an
excessively individualistic conception of personal prayer.

By the middle of the fourth century the universal use/of this pre-Nicene
method of corporate intercession was beginning to disappear, a process in
which the Antiochene invention of the ‘Litany’ form played an undesigned
part (¢f. pp. 477 sqq.). Another fourth century innovation, this time first
attested in the church of Jerusalem, was the transference of the intercessions
themselves from the old position after the sermon to 2 point within the
eucharistic prayer, a change which other churches imitated in various
different ways. The resulting duplication of the intercessions in some rites
and their shifting in others is the first serious complication of the old clear
universal Shape of the Liturgy.

But before these fourth century Syrian innovations the synaxis every-
where ended with the intercessions offered in the way we have described.
If the eucharist were not to follow, the congregation dispersed, either with
a dismissal by the deacon or, in some fourth cen churches, with a

_blessing by the bishop.

When the eucharist did follow the synaxis, these intercessory ‘prayers
of the faithful’, as they came to be called, though part of the synaxis, were
attended exclusively by those who were about to be present at the eucha-
rist. The catechumens and enquirers who had been present at the lections
and sermon were dismissed before the prayers began| The intercessions
thus came to be regarded rather as the opening devotion of the eucharist than
as the conclusion of the synaxis. When the misleading names ‘mass of the
catechumens’ for the synaxis, and ‘mass of the faithful’ for the eucharist,
began to be attached to the two parts of what had now been fused into a
single rite, the ‘prayers of the faithful’ were by a natural mistake included
in the latter. But the earlier evidence is clear enough that they were origi-
nally the conclusion of the synaxis and not the beginning of the eucharist.
Everywhere the synaxis celebrated apart from the eucharist ended with
these prayers, as did the evening synaxis (corresponding to evening prayer
or vespers) when this was first instituted as a public service, probably in
the fourth century. The eucharist when celebrated alone normally began
with the offertory.! It is as part of the synaxis and not asithe beginning of the

! The exception in pre-Nicene times was the baptismal eucharist, at which both
Justin (A4p., i. 65) and Hippolytus (Ap. Trad., xxii. 5) interpose these prayers between
the initiation of the new christians by baptism and confirmation and the offertory
of the eucharist at which they forthwith made their first communion. This was a
special case of which the purpose seems to have been to allow the neophyte to dis-
charge at once all the functions and enjoy all the privileges iof the ‘order of laity’,
intq which he had just been admitted. The special restrictions on the catechumen
took three forms: he might never receive the kiss of peacel from the faithful; he
might not pray with the faithful; he might not eat with the faithful. (They are
derived, of course, from the jewish restrictions on domestic intercourse with non-
Israelites, which were the same.) The catechumen receives the kiss of peace from

the bishop immediately after receiving the chrism of con tion, which conveyed
the gift of the Spirit; he forthwith prays with the church in the intercessions, exer-
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eucharist that the intercessory prayers must be taken when we come to
consider the Shape of the Liturgy as a single whole.

cising his ‘priestly’ ministry as a christian; he then makes his communion after
joining in the offering of the eucharist, his supreme function as a member of the
-priestly’ body, which is also the highest form of ‘table-fellowship’ with the faithful.
Hippolytus does not insert the prayers before the offertory on the other occasion at
which he describes the eucharist without a preceding synaxis—at the consecration
of a bishop (Ap. Trad., i and iii). In Justin Ap., i. 67 the prayers come before the
offertory as the conclusion of the preceding regular Sunday synaxis.
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shape’—offertory of bread, prayer, fraction, communion. In the case of
those who used a cup of water—a practice which was at one period rather
commoner even within the church than has been recognised by all scholars
—though these groups had departed from tradition so greatly as to change
the contents of the cup, yet they still did not offer, bless or distribute it
separately from the bread. Thus even these irregular eucharists adhered to
the universal ‘four-action shape’ of the liturgy, of whose unquestioned
authority in the second century they afford important evidence.

This unanimity with which the early liturgical tradition runs counter to
the statements (certainly historically true) of the New Testament docu-
ments that our Lord took, blessed and distributed the bread separately
from the cup, and broke the bread before He blessed the cup, is curious
when one comes to think of it. The change from the ‘seven-’ to the ‘“four-
action shape’ can hardly have been made accidentally or unconsciously. It
was a change in several important respects of traditional jewish customs
which our Lord Himself had scrupulously observed at the last supper, and
which the church remembered ard recorded that He had observed. Even
in such a point as the position of the fraction—liturgically always placed
after the blessing of the cup, and not before it as in the gospels—it would
have been easy to conform to the N.T. accounts while leaving the con-
venient ‘four-action scheme’ practically intact, as e.g. our Prayer Book
of 1662 has done.! Yet no tendency to do so appears before the later middle
ages either in the East or the West.? Evidently, liturgical practice was
not understood by the primitive church to be in any way subject to the
control of the N.T. documents, even when these had begun to be regarded
as inspired scripture (. A.D. 140-180).

This liturgical tradition must have originated in independence of the
literary tradition'in all its forms, Pauline or Synoptic. And it must have
been very solidly established everywhere as the invariable practice before
the first three gospels or 1 Cor. began to circulate with authority—which
is not the same thing as ‘existed’, nor yet as ‘were canonised’—or some

1 Cranmer orders the fraction in 1549, but has no directions at all as to where it
is to come, though the 1549 rubrics seem to exclude it at the consecration of the
bread. It was probably assumed to ¢tome in the traditional place after the Lord’s
prayer. The 1552 and the Elizabethan Books are silent as to whether there is to bea

fraction. Our present practice is officially an innovation in 1662, though it had been
the Caroline practice (at least of Cosin) twenty years before it was authorised by the
present rubric. .

2 In the fourteenth-fifteenth century the Copts invented the custom of placing
a fraction at the words of institution over the bread as well as at the traditional point
before communion. At about the same time a similar idea began to appear in the
West; see the evidence collected by V. Staley, The Manual Acts (Alcuin Club 1927)
though he draws the wrong inference from it. There is no positive evidence for the
authorisation of a fraction at this point in the West before the sixteenth century, and
then it was confined to N. France; though the practice had to be forbidden by
Archbishop Pole in England in Mary’s reign. It seems to have been a temporary
fashion all over christendom in the fifteenth-sixteenth centuries, which died out
again in most places, but happened to ‘catch on’ among Copts and Anglicans.
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tendency would have shewn itself somewhere to assimilate current prac-
tice to that recorded as original by witnesses so accepted. This change

from the ‘seven-’ to the ‘four-action scheme’, made s

early and by such

unquestionable authority that all christian tradition without exception for
1,400 years was prepared-to ignore the N.T. on the point, must be con-

nected in some way with the severance of the euchar
original connection with a meal, a development which
problems which we shall have to treat in some detail.

The Last Supper

Our Lord instituted the eucharist at a supper with
was probably no¢ the Passover supper of that year, bu
twenty-four hours before the actual Passover. On this
contradict the other three gospels, and it seems that
Nevertheless, from what occurred at it and from the

st proper from its
raises very peculiar

His disciples which
t the evening meal
S. John appears to

S. John is right.!

ay in which it was

regarded by the primitive jewish christian church it is evident that the last

supper was a jewish ‘religious meal’ of some kind.
best conforms is the formal supper of a chabiéirah (plu
chaber = a friend).

~"These chabiirdth were little private groups or informa
banded together for purposes of special devotion an
within the ordinary jewish congregations, much like the
societies within the Church of England before the brea
authorities developed.?2 More than one modern scho
as christian, has remarked that in jewish eyes our Lor
would have formed just such a chabiirah, only distin
dreds of other similar societies by its unusually clos
exceptionally independent attitude of its leader tow,
religious authorities. The corporate meeting of a ckab
the form of a weekly supper, generally held on the ¢

1 The best discussion of the problem in English is that of Dr
Jewish Background of the Christian Liturgy, 1925, pp. 158-19
argument that S. Paul and the second century church took for g|
chronology of the passion (p. 183 sg.). This, the almost uni
modern investigators, has, however, recently been challenged|
is only fair to say that the question is not yet finally settled.

e type to which it
al chabiiréth, from

societies of friends

charity, existing
riginal ‘Methodist’
h with the church
ar, as well jewish
and His disciples
uished from hun-
bond and by the
ds the accepted
ah regularly took
ve of sabbaths or

W. O. E. Oesterley,
. Cf. especially his
ranted the Johannine
iversal conclusion of
in Germany, and it

2 The question of the function and even of the existence of tl
first century has been disputed. It seems certain that amon;

hese chabidréth in the
the pharisees they

were chiefly concerned with a scrupulous observance of the| laws of killing and
ritual ‘cleanness’. (Cf. Jewish Encycl., vi. 121 b.) But there are indications of a wider
and more purely social character assumed by such societies in some circles, not

least in the regulations recorded in the tractate Berakith for

eir common meals.

Nevertheless, those who disbelieve in the existence of this earlier type of chabdréth
- have only to omit the word from this chapter and accept the| regulations cited as
governing any rather formal evening meal in a pious jewish household; and they
will not, I think, then disagree with their application to the last supper in the form

here put forward.
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holy days, though there was no absolute rule about this, Each member of
the society usually contributed in kind towards the provision of this com-
mon meal. The purpose of the supper was chiefly mutual recreation and
social intercourse, though the business of the society was also managed on
these occasions. Given the special religious background of such a society,
religious topics—of perpetual interest to all jews—normally formed the
staple subject of conversation at any such meal.

The customs which governed such suppers are quite well known to us
from rabbinic sources.? They were largely the same as those which were
carried out at the chief meal of the day in every pious jewish household,
though they were probably observed with more formality and exactness in
a chabdirah than at the purely domestic meal of a family.

No kind of food was partaken of without a preliminary ‘giving of
thanks’—a blessing of God for it, said over that particular kind of food
when it was first brought to the table. The various formulae of blessing for
the different kinds of food were fixed and well-known, and might not be
altered. Many are recorded along with much other interesting information
about the chabiirah supper in the jewish tractate Berakoth (=blessings) of
the Mishnah, a document compiled ¢. A.D. 200 on the basis of authorities
of the second and first centuries A.D. and in some cases of even earlier date.?
Each kind of food was blessed once only during the meal, the first time it
appeared. (Thus e.g. if a particular kind of vegetable were served with the
first course, it would not be blessed again if it appeared also with the
second.) Hors d’ocuvres, or ‘relishes’ as the rabbis called them, might be
served before the meal proper began, and over these each guest said the
blessing for himself, for they were not yet reckoned ‘one company’.® If
wine were served with these, it was likewise blessed by each one for
himself. But once they had ‘reclined’ for the meal proper, the blessings
were said by the host or leader alone for all, except in the single case of
wine.

After the ‘relishes’, if such were served (which were not counted as part
of the meal) the guests all washed their hands, reciting meanwhile a special
benediction. After this point it was not allowed for late-comers to join the

1 All the chief discussions of these are unfortunately in German. The most
important is in J. Elbogen Der Fiidische Gottesdienst, etc., Frankfurt, 1934. (Cf. also
the same author’s article Eingang und Ausgang des Sabbats, etc. in the vol. Fest-
schrift fir I. Lewy's 70 Geburtstag, ed. Brauer & Elbogen, Breslau, 1911, p. 173 59.)
Among other important German discussions (by christians) are those in H, Lietz-
mann, Messe und Herrenmahl, Bonn 1926, p. 202 sq., and K. Volker, Mysterium und
Agape, Gotha 1927, pp. 3 sgq. (both of which are regarded by jewish experts as
brilliant but inaccurate). In English ¢f. Oesterley, op cit., p. 167 sg.

2 Berakoth is conveniently accessible in English in the admirable translation by
Lukyn Williams (S.P.C.K. 1921) of which I cite the pages as well as the ordinary
ref. numbers to Berakorh. Rabbi Kohler has collected a large number of these
ancient benedictions from this and other sources in Fewish Encycl., iii. p- 8 sq. s.v.
‘Benedictions’.

3 Berakoth. Mishna, vi. 6 : Tosefta, iv. 8. (E.T., p. 48.)
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chabiirah meal, because the meal proper began with the handwashing and
‘grace before meals’, and only those who shared in this could partake.
There might be up to three preliminary courses of ‘relishes’ before this
grace, but after the grace came the meal proper.

At all jewish meals (including the chabiirah supper) this grace took
always the following form. The head of the houschold, or host, or leader
of the chabiirah, took bread and broke it with the words ‘Blessed be Thou,
O Lord our God, eternal King, Who bringest forth bread from the earth’.
He then partook of a fragment himself and gave a piece to each person at
the table.

The meal itself followed, each fresh kind of food being blessed by the
host or leader in the name of all present the first time|it appeared. By an
exception, if wine were served at the meal each person blessed his own
wine-cup for himself every time it was refilled, with the blessing, ‘Blessed
art Thou, O Lord our God, eternal King, Who createst the fruit of the
vine’.

At the close of the meal an attendant brought round a basin and a napkin
(and sometimes scent) and hands were washed again.!

Finally came the grace after meals—‘t/ie Blessing’ or ‘Benediction’ as it
was called, without further description. (I propose in future to call it “the
Thanksgiving’ for purposes of distinction, but the same word, berakah =
‘blessing’ was used for it as for the short blessings, e.g. over bread or wine
above, or other foeds.) This was a long prayer said by the host or father of
the family in the name of all who had eaten of the meal. It was of strict
obligation on all male jews after any food ‘not less than the size of an
olive’ or ‘of an egg’.? But on any important family occasion, and at a
chabiirah supper in particular, a little solemnity was added by its being
recited over a special cup of wine (which did not receive the usual wine-
blessing) which was known quite naturally as ‘the cup of the blessing’ (for
which we shall use here S. Paul’s phrase ‘the cup of blessing’). At the end
of ‘the Thanksgiving® this was sipped by whoever had recited the prayer,
and then handed round to each of those present to sip, Finally, at a c/a-
birah supper, the members sang a psalm, and then the meeting broke up.

The text of ‘the Thanksgiving’, which formed the grace after all meals,
may be given thus:

“The host begins: “Let us give thanks . . .” (if there should be an hun-
dred persons present he adds “unto our Lord God™)?.

‘The guests answer: “Blessed be the Name of the Lord from this time
forth for evermore.”

1If scent were used it was poured on the hands of the guests, who then wiped
them on the hair of the attendant! Ibid. Tosefta, vi. 5 (p. 68).

2 Ibid. M., vii. 3; T.,v. 14(p. 60).

3 Jbid. M., vii. 5 (p. 62). The text of this invitation was made to vary a little

according to the size of the company addressed. The rules for these variations are
given in this passage of Berakoth.
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“The host: “With the asscnt of those present—(they indicate their assent)
—we will bless Him of Whose bounty we have partaken.”

“The guests: “Blessed be He of Whose bounty we have partaken and
through Whose goodness we live.”

“The host: “Blessed art Thou, O Lord our God, eternal King, Who
feedest the whole world with Thy goodness, with grace, with loving-
kindness and with tender mercy. Thou givest food to all flesh, for Thy
loving-kindness endureth for ever. Through Thy great goodness food hath
never failed us: O may it not fail us for ever, for Thy great Name’s sake,
since Thou nourishest and sustainest all living things and doest good unto
all, and providest food for all Thy creatures whom Thou hast created.
Blessed art Thou, O Lord, Who givest food unto all.

¢ «“We thank Thee, O Lord our God, because Thou didst give as an
heritage unto our fathers a desirable, good and ample land, and because
Thou didst bring us forth, O Lord our God, from the land of Egypt, and
didst deliver us from the house of bondage; as well as for Thy Covenant
which Thou hast sealed in our flesh; for Thy Law which Thou hast taught
us; Thy statutes which Thou hast made known unto us; the life, grace and
loving-kindness which Thou hast bestowed upon us, and for the food
wherewith Thou dost constantly feed and sustain us, every day, in every
season and at every hour. For ali this, O Lord our God, we thank Thee
and bless Thee. Blessed be Thy name by the mouth of all living, continu-
ally and for ever; even as it is written ‘And thou shalt eat and be satisfied,
and thou shalt bless the Lord thy God for the good land which He has
given thee’. Blessed art Thou, O Lord, for the food and for the land.

¢ “Have mercy, O Lord our God, upon Israel Thy people, upon Jeru-
salem Thy city, upon Zion the abiding place of Thy glory, upon the king-
dom of the house of David Thine anointed, and upon the great and holy
house that was called by Thy Name. O our God, our Father, feed us,
nourish us, sustain, support and relieve us, and speedily, O Lord our God,
grant us relief from all our troubles. We beseech Thee, O Lord our God,
let us not be in need either of the gifts of men or of their loans, but only of
Thine helping hand, which is full, open, holy and ample, so that we may
not be ashamed nor confounded for everand ever . .. ”

The text above is that still found in the jewish Authorised Daily Prayer
Book.! The current text adds other things before and after, which are known
" to be of comparatively recent date, and even this central series of bene-
dictions has probably undergone some expansion and revision since the
first century A.D. The petitions of the last paragraph must have been recast
(if the whole section was not added bodily) after the destruction of the
Temple in A.D. 70. But all jewish scholars seem to be agreed that at least
the first two paragraphs in substantially their present form were in use in

1 Compiled by Rabbi S. Singer, with notes by the late Israel Abrahams (London,
1932, p. 279 5¢.).
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Palestine in our Lord’s time. The short bread- and
before, which are still in use, are found verbally in B
forms—the bread and wine blessings and the first two
Thanksgiving—can be taken as those which our Lord
used as a pious jew.?

This, then, is the general jewish background of the
the New Testament accounts presuppose almost at eve
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jewish child knew
ternal King, Who

-cup’, another com-

mon cup additional to the ‘cup of blessing’, which has a place in the supper ritual
on sabbaths and holy days. Cf. Oestetley, op. cit. pp. 167 sg. and 184 sg. He would
find a place for it at the last supper, chiefly on the ground that reminiscences of the
prayer with which it would be blessed (‘passover-Kiddish’) have affected christian
eucharistic prayers. This is possible, but if true would not necessarily prove that

‘passover-Kiddiish’ was used at the last supper itself. In fact,

was the actual passover supper of that year (and Oesterle
near demonstrating that it was nor) there is no reason to suppx
prayer or cup found a place in it, since it was not a sabbath o|
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supper fell on a holy day, that this is more likely to be an ofdinary cup of wine
served with the ‘relishes’ before supper began. In any case, the ‘Kiddiish-cup’ was
not confused in jewish practice with the ‘cup of blessing’, though both were com-
mon cups blessed by the host. They received different blessings, were associated

with different ideas and came at different points in the meal.

3 Tt seems to be some traditional recollection of this preliminary course which
makes all three synoptists place the ‘breaking of bread’ after the beginning of the
supper. In jewish practice this ceremony of breaking bread was always reckoned

the szarz of the meal itself.
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bringest forth bread from the earth.” And He distributes it in the usual
way to His ‘friends’ (chaberim), as He had done so often before. But this
time there is something unusual, not in the ritual but in an enigmatic re-
mark He makes as He gives it to them: “This is My Body which is for you.
Do this for the re-calling of Me’ (1 Cor. xi. 24).

As is well known, there is a school of modern critics which believes that
our Lord had no particular intention that what He did at the last supper
should ever be repeated by His disciples, or that at least He spoke no word
which revealed such an intention.! In particular the command to ‘do this
for the re-calling of Me’ at this point, in connection with the distribution
of the broken bread at the beginning of the meal, which is recorded only
by S. Paul (1 Cor. xi. 24), has been widely regarded as in any case unhis-
torical. As we shall be dealing with the point at length a little later it is
sufficient here to point out that whatever the command to ‘do this’ may or
may not have meant, it could not in our Lord’s mouth have been simply a
command to break and distribute bread at the beginning of a common
meal, for the simple reason that tais is precisely what they will in any case all
of them do in future, inevitably and invariably, every time they sit down to-
supper on any evening with any other jew in Israel. The breaking of bread, in
that exact way, and with that ‘thanksgiving’, is of obligation upon every
pious jew at every meal. Nor could S. Paul in reciting the ‘tradition’ of
1 Cor. xi. 24 possibly have supposed that ‘Do this’ was a solemn command
merely to continue the rite of breaking bread. He was perfectly well aware
that this practice did not depend for its repetition upon our Lord’s com-
mand at all, but was ingrained habit with every decent jew. He himself
remembered to do it, almost automatically, with a hasty mouthful snatched

* in the middle of a shipwreck.?

1 In Germany this view, which was elaborately supported by Jilicher and Spitta
in the last century, is now taken almost as axiomatic by most Lutheran scholars, who
no longer trouble to argue the question very seriously, ¢f. e.g., Lietzmann, op. cit
. 249 sq. For a still more radical view, ¢f. K. L. Schmidt, Dze Religion in Geschichte
und Gegenwart (1926) i. 6 sg. In England its originator in an extreme form seems
to have been P. Gardner, The Origin of the Lord’s Supper, London, 1893. Cf. the
same author’s The Religious Experience of S. Paul, London, 1910. Of recent exposi-
tors, Dr. H. D. A. Major more or less resumes Gardner; Dr. J. W. Hunkin, now
bishop of Truro, has put forward an extreme form of the theory (resembling closely
that of Schmidt) in an essaly included (rather oddly, in the circumstances) in the
volume entitled The Evangelical Doctrine of Holy Communion (ed. A. J. Macdonald),
Cambridge, 1930. (Cf. esp. pﬁ 18 sgg. and 37 sq.) For a careful statement of a less
radical view, ¢f. Dr. A. E, J. Rawlinson, now bishop of Derby, in Mysterium Christi
(ed. G. K. A. Bell, bishop of Chichester), London, 1930, p. 235 s¢. There are other
English expositions of the same position, but these contain all that is of any import-
ance to the study of the question.

3 Acts xxvii. 35. The remarkable thing, which caused the author of Acts to record
the incident, was not that S. Paul ‘broke bread and gave thanks’ before eating, but
that he did so ‘in presence of them all’, heathen though most of them were, which
was a form of ‘table-fellowship’. But even S. Paul does not distribute his bread to
the heathen, though it has no connection with the eucharist. It was simply the
ordinary ‘grace before meals’.
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If the command ‘Do this’ does not mean that our
was instituting a new rite, what does it mean? The
the other half of the sentence—*for the re-calling of Me|> He is not institu-
ting a new custom, but investing a universal jewish custom with a new and
peculiar meaning for His own chabiirah. When they ‘do |this’—as they will
assuredly do in any case—it is to have for them this new significance. He
will no longer be with them at their future meetings. He is going to His
death before to-morrow night, and He knows it now, though He had so
longed to keep this Passover with them.! But that does|not mean that the
chabilrah will never mect again. On the contrary, the impression of all
those months and years with Him will not simply be effaced as though they
had never been by to-morrow night. The chabirah will|meet again, some-
where, some time. And whenever it does meet, it will inevitably begin its
supper by ‘breaking bread’, as all chabdréth do. But witen that particular
chabiirah ‘does this’—after to-morrow—they will not forget His words on
this occasion!

Something like that His words must have conveyed to the apostles when
they heard them for the first time, and very puzzled they must have been.
There was not very much in the words “This is My Body which is for
youw’, spoken without comment and heard without knowledge of the words
He was going to say as He handed them the cup after suppet, to give them any
particular clue as to what the 7zew meaning for them of this ordinary action
was to be.

After this enigmatic remark supper proceeds as usual, though with a
quite unusual sadness, and after a while with a growing dnd terrible feeling
of tension. There were the incidents of Judas’ sudden departure and the
sorrowful prophecies of betrayal and denial and desertion, and all the rest
of the story that we know so well. At last the meal is over, and the time for
the final rinsing of hands has come. It is probably at this |point, rather than
at the rinsing before the meal, that Jesus makes His oply change in the
absolutely normal procedure of any chabitrah supper—one that He Him-
self calls an ‘example’ which they should in future imitate. Instead of
leaving this menial office to the youngest or ‘the attendant’ whose duty it
was,® He Himself, their ‘Master and Lord’ (Rabban|and Maran, the
loftiest rabbinic titles of reverence) takes the customary| towel and basin,
and with heartbreaking humility washes not their hands [but their feet. He
comes, apparently, to Peter last of all, probably because Peter was the
eldest of them all, and ‘when there are more than five| persons present’ .
it is good manners to begin this rinsing of the hands with the youngest
and end with the eldest.* Then He reclines once more upon the ‘first

1 Luke xxii. 15. *John xiii. g5.
* Berakoth, Tos., vi. 5 (p. 68). The “attendant’ might be a mempber of the chabiirah,

even a rabbinical student,
¢ Ibid. v. 6, p. 50.
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couch’, and the talk continues, gradually becoming a monologue, for a long
time.

It is growing late; it was already well after sunset when Judas went out.!
It is time to end this meeting with the ‘Thanksgiving’, the invariable long
benediction said after all meals. But to-night because it is a chabiirah
supper, this is to be said over the ‘cup of blessing’ standing ready mixed
upon the table.2 Water was customarily mixed with wine for drinking in
any case, and unmixed wine was reckoned more suitable for washing in
than drinking.3 In the case of the cup of blessing this addition of water was
so much the custom that rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (c. A.D. 90) reckoned
it a positive rule that the Thanksgiving could not be said over it until it
had been mixed, though the majority would not be so absolute.*

On this occasion all is normal. ‘After supper He took zhe cup’ (1 Cor. xi.
25)—it needed no more description for 8. Paul than does ‘the cup’ at the
end of supper at most places in the Mishnah, though elsewhere he gives it
its rabbinic name, ‘the cup of blessing’.5 ‘And gave thanks and gave it to
them’ (Mark xiv. 23; covered by S. Paul with the words, ‘Likewise also the
cup’). Again the words of His ‘Thanksgiving’ are not recorded for us. Why
should they be? They were as familiar to every jew as the Lord’s prayer is
to us. ‘Let us give thanks’, He began. And when they had intoned their
responses, ‘Blessed art Thou, O Lord our God’, He chanted, ‘eternal
King, Who feedest the whole world with Thy goodness . . .’, and so to the
end of the sonorous phrases they all knew by heart. ‘And’, after the Thanks-
giving, ‘He gave it them and they all drank of it’ (Mark xiv. 23) exactly as
usual, exactly as every other chabiirah drank of the cup of blessing at the
end of its meeting for supper. And then, while the cup is passing from one
to another in silence, He makes another startling incidental remark: “This
cup is the New Covenant in My Blood. Do this, whenever you drink it,
for the re-calling of Me’ (1 Cor. xi. 25).

I do not want to labour the point, but once more ‘Do this’ is not and
cannot in any circumstances be interpreted as a command simply to bless
and partake of the cup of blessing at the end of their chabirah meals in
future, in the sense of ordering them to repeat something they would
otherwise never have done. Nor could S. Paul possibly have supposed that
it was, since every chabiirah in Israel normally did it every week. Once
again it is the attaching of a new meaning to something which they will

1 John xiii. 30.

2 Berakoth, Mishnah, viii. 2. “The school of Shammai say: Men wash their hands
and afterwards mix the cup. And the school of Hillel say: Men mix the cup and

afterwards wash their hands’—an instance of the precision with which all the
details of the chabiirah supper were regulated. (Shammai and Hillel lived ¢. 10 B.C.)

A considerable interval could elapse between the actual end of supper (marked by
the hand-washing) and the final ‘Thanksgiving’; ¢f. ibid. viii. 3 on “Tidying the
room’; and viii. 8 on what to do if the Thanksgiving gets forgotten altogether.
: Ibg(.’ Tos.,iv. 3 (. 45)- s [bid. Mish., vii. 8 (p. 64).
1 Cor. x. I16.

L D.S.L,
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quite certainly repeat from time to time without any command from Him
—less often than the breaking of bread at the beginni g of the meal, but
still frequently in any case. (Wine was cheap and easy to get; there is no
instance of a chabidrah meal without at least this on¢ cup of it, and no
rabbinic regulation as to what is to be done in its absence.)!

But this time part, at least, of His new meaning must have been quite
shockingly plain to the apostles at the first hearing of| the words. He has
just been thanking God in their name in the Thanksgiving over the cup
‘for Thy Covenant which Thou hast sealed in our flesh’,and all the tremen-
dous things that meant for the jew—the very essence of all his religion.
And now, whenever this particular chabiirah meets again for all time to
come—‘This cup is the New Covenant’ sealed ‘in MY Blood. Whenever
you drink (the cup of blessing in My chabdirak) do so for the re-calling of
Me’. ‘And when’ like every chabiirak at the close of it§ meeting ‘they had
sung a psalm, they went out’ (Mark xiv. 26)2,

What our Lord did at the last supper, then, was not to establish any new
rite. He attached to the two corporate acts which were sure to be done when
His disciples met in the future—the only two things which He could be sure
they would do together regularly in any case—a quite new meaning, which
had a special connection with His own impending death (exactly what, we
need not now enquire).

The double institution in bread and wine has a vital b g on the whole

11t is puzzling to account for Lietzmann’s statement that the early Jerusalem
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literature, but so far as I remember my own starting points were two: the remark of
Sanday, Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible, ii. 637a: ‘The institution of the Eucharist
appears to have connexions both backwards and forwards—Hackwards with other
meals which our Lord ate together with His disciples, forward with those common
meals which very early came into existence in the Apostolic Church’; and side by
side with that, this from Dr. Oesterley (Jewish Background, etc., p. 172): “The circle
of friends formed by Christ and the Apostles constituted a ckizbirah. According to
John xv. 14 our Lord refers to this in the words, Ye are my friends (chaberim) if ye
do the things which I command you’. Given those two broall hints and a certain

knowledge of chabirah customs, the explanation above seems
of the N.T. facts; though it has escaped the notice of all New
among us until Dr. Cirlot. My own debt to him in the rest of
siderable, but difficult to assess exactly.

to arise straight out
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future history of the eucharist. The breaking of bread at the beginning of
the supper was something which happened at every meal, even when a jew
ate alone. Had our Lord instituted His new meaning for the bread-breaking
only, the eucharist would have developed into a private rite, something
which a christian could do by himself just as well as in company with his
brethren (like taking holy water or making the sign of the cross). But the
‘cup of blessing’ was something which marked a corporate occasion, which
was the special sign of a chabiirah meeting. It was the inclusion of the cup
within the new significance which made of the eucharist something which
only the church could do; and every single reference to the celebration of
the eucharist in the New Testament from Acts ii. 42 onwards proves that
the point was understood from the first. The institution in bread alone
might have sufficed to ‘provide holy communion’ (like a priest commu-
nicating himself from the reserved sacrament when in the absence of a
congregation he cannot celebrate). The association of the bread with the
cup provided the basis from which would spring the whole sacrificial
understanding, not only of the rite of the eucharist but of our Lord’s
‘atoning’ death itself, in time to come.

Our Lord, then, at the last supper actually commanded nothing new to
be done, but reinterpreted what He could be sure would go on in any case.
With the recognition of this, quite nine-tenths of the properly historical
difficulties which to unprejudiced scholars have seemed formidable in the
New Testament accounts of the institution of the eucharist by our Lord
Himself lose their foundation. For, so far as I understand them (and I
think I have read all the expositions of them of any importance) they one
and all depend in the last analysis upon the venerable assumption that the
jews who first told and recorded the ‘tradition” in 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25, Were
under the impression that the breaking of bread and the blessing of a cup
would never have been continued by the apostles but for some special
command of Jesus to do so. I call this assumption ‘venerable’ because it is
made by S. Cyprian in Africa in the third century, and even by S. Justin
at Rome in the second. I submit that it is natural enough in gentile writers
as soon as the church had lost all living touch with the normal jewish
practice of piety (say after A.D. 100). But it is nothing less than prepos-
terous to attribute such a misconception either to S. Paul the ex-pharisee
(who shews himself quite at home in the technical terms of chabiirah prac-
tices) or to the rigidly judaic church of Jerusalem in the decade after the
passion. And from one or other of these the ‘tradition’ in I Cor. xi. must,
by common consent, be derived.!

17t is also a somewhat chastening reflection on modern critical scholarship that
the most radical critics in this matter have all continued to accept without question
the untenable interpretation of ‘Do this® devised by the second and third century
Fathers—so much are we all creaturss of tradition! And this despite the fact that
the main outlines of chabiirah customs (which were unknown to these Fathers) are
well known to modern scholars, This failure to criticise their own assumption in
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We are here concerned with New Testament criticism not directly but
only as it affects the history of the liturgy. We have therefore a certain
right to assume the historical truth of the institution of the eucharist by
our Lord exactly as the New Testament documents record it. Nevertheless,
the public questioning of this fact by more than one of our present Anglican
bishops has been so well known (not to say painful) to so many Anglicans,
especially among the clergy, that I hope I may be forgiven if I carry the
matter somewhat further,

The eucharist or breaking of bread is everywhere in the N.T. a rite for
which christians ‘meet together’, and which individuals or fractional
groups do not perform for themselves. This is natural since it is by origin
and in essence a chabiirah rite, something which is impossible outside the
corporate meeting of the society. From the jewish point of view, this rite
actually constitutes the formal meetings of the society as such, and dis-
tinguishes them from casual or partial assemblies of its members. Again,
for certain members of a chabirah habitually to separate from the common
supper to hold a supper of their own, and especially habitually to offer the
Thanksgiving over a separate cup of blessing, would be in jewish eyes to
constitute a separate chabiirah.! Thus the rule that the essence of schism is
‘breach of communion” may be said to go back not merely to the origins of
christian eucharistic worship, but actually behind that into its jewish pre-
history. The chabirah supper is thus emphatically a corporate occasion,
which by rabbinical rule required at least three participants for its proper
performance.® But the breaking of bread and the saying of the Thanks-
giving over the cup were by jewish custom performed by the ‘president’
alone, who received certain special privileges in the other parts of the meal
in consequence.? The president of the meal is indeed referred to more than
once simply as ‘he who says the Thanksgiving’, just as, conversely, the
christian Justin in the second century refers to the bishop who ‘cucharis-
tises’ the bread and wine as ‘the president’ (prokathémenos) without further
description. There is here the germ of a precedence and authority arising
out of the liturgical ‘presidency’ of the christian chabdrah supper which is
of quite special importance in the origins of the episcopate, though I am
not aware that it has yet been adequately taken into account in the dis-
cussions of that much disputed question.

The origin of the eucharist as essentially a chabiirah rite also affords
what seems a sufficient answer to the theory that whatever our Lord may
have done at the last supper (which can hardly, on this theory, be des-

the matter is the more remarkable in the case of scholars like Lietzmann, Rawlinson
and Hunkin, who actually talk about the chabiirah as a well-known institution at the
time, and give it a large place in the subseguent development of the eucharist.

! Cf. Berakoth, M., iii. 7 and 8 (pp. 63 sq.) where ‘companies’ (of the same cla-
bilrah) supping in separate rooms of the same house must ljoin for the Thanks-
giving.

® Ibid, vii. 1 and 4, pp. 59 and 62. 3 Ibid. Tos., v. 7, p. 50.
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cribed as ‘instituting the eucharist’, since there was in His mind no thought
of a future rite) was concerned only with the breaking of bread, while the
sacramental use of the cup is an addition by S. Paul upon the model of
hellenistic mysteries. In this form, without the cup, the rite is supposed
to have been originally practised at Jerusalem. This theory is really based
on the abnormal ‘bread-eucharists’ found in certain apocryphal ‘Acts’ of
various apostles, and on the traces of ‘bread-and-water eucharists’ even
within the catholic church in the second and third centuries. But it enlists
also the ‘shorter text’ of Luke xxii,? as the only anthentic account of all that
happened at the last supper, preserved for us by ‘that careful historian S.
Luke’. The case is strengthened by the apparently technical use of the
phrase ‘the breaking of bread’ alore to describe the whole rite in the Jeru-
salem church in the ‘pre-Pauline’ years.?

To take the evidence in the same order: (1) There is no single scrap of
the evidence for ‘bread eucharists’ or ‘bread-and-water eucharists’ outside
the New Testament? which can conceivably be dated earlier than c. A.D.
150;% i.e., it is all later than the rise of that wave of ascetic enthusiasm
which culminated in a whole group of similar movements classed together
by modern scholars as ‘Encratite’; some of these were outside and some
remained inside the church. But all alike rejected, amongst other things, the
use of wine; and to their fanaticism on the subject we can reasonably attri-
bute the disuse of wine in these cases at the eucharist. All the apocryphal
‘Acts’ which furnish the evidence for these peculiar eucharists also teach the
‘Encratite’ view of sexual intercourse. It also seems quite unscientific to
attribute a weight to the tradition represented by these relatively late docu-
ments comparable (let alone superior) to that of the statements of 1 Cor.,
Mark and Matt., which are at all events first century evidence. There is
no other matter on which their evidence on the history of the apostolic age
has secured similar respect from serious scholars. In any case, they shew
themselves in some points (e.g. in the ‘four-action shape’ of their ‘bread-
and-water eucharists’) dependent on the developed ecclesiastical tradition.

(2) What of the ‘shorter text’ of Luke xxii? This exists in several diff-
erent forms. That which is best attested, the oldest form of the ‘Western

1 This is the theory put forward with learning and ingenuity by Lietzmann (op
cit. pp. 249 sgq.) and with more naiveté by Dr. Hunkin, The Evangelical Doctrine, etc.
bp. 19 549.

2 This omits both the words °. . . which is given for you. Do this,’ etc. over the
bread in v. 19, and all mention of the cup of blessing after the meal, together with
any trace of a ‘Blood-Covenant’ saying by our Lord in any connection, i.e. the
whole of Luke xxii. vv. 195 and 20 in the Authorised Version.

3 Actsii. 42,46. - .

4 Collected by Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 240 sg. Dr. Hunkin altogether omits this—
the only solidly established part of the evidence.

5 The earliest is either in the Leucian Acts of John, or perhaps that of the original
version of the Acts of Judas Thomas. The Acts of Paul and Thecla (c. 165 A.D.) offer
the earliest evidence for ‘bread-and-water eucharists’ held by people certainly inside
the catholic church, and Cyprian Ep. 67 about the latest.
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century, as did also the ‘longer text’. The ‘Western text’ reads very oddly,
thus: (192) ‘And He took bread and gave thanks and brake it, and gave

unto them saying, This is My Body. (21) But behold
betrayeth Me is with Me on the table.’ Various attem

21. But it looks as though all the ancient alternative

text’ are secondary, despite the attempts made to defj

e hand of him that

p?; seem to have been
made both in ancient times (e.g., by e; b; Syr. Sin.; Sy
modern scholars to amend the impossibly harsh traj

. Cur.) and by some
bsition from 192 to
orms of the ‘shorter
nd some of them by

various contemporary scholars.

We can, I think, dismiss the attempt to explain away the ‘shorter text’
in all its forms as a deliberately manufactured version made in very early
times to support the Encratite practice of wineless eucharists. Such a muti-
lation would hardly have omitted the words ‘which is given for you. Do
this for the re-calling of Me’ over the bread, unless it was made with.
excessive carelessness.

It seems sufficient at this point (in view of what we shall say later) to
point out that whether this be what S. Luke wrote gr not, it cannot as it
stands be a complete account of what happened at the supper. From the
first the eucharist was always a corporate, not a private observance. These
‘bread eucharists® themselves are everywhere I‘epl'ca.ruted as essentially a
rite of the christian society and not for the christian individual. But our
Lord could not have been understood to be giving such a corporate meaning
to the bread-breaking alone without associating the| breaking of bread in
some way with the cup of blessing at the end of the medl, since it was the use
of the cup of blessing alone which distinguished the chabidrah meal from an
ordinary meal, and not the breaking of bread, which|happened every time
any pious jew ate, even alone. It cannot be entirely accidental that it is S.
Luke alone, the only gentile writer among the New Testament authorities,
who ignores the special importance and place of the cup of blessing at a
chabirah meal from the jewish point of view.!

(3) What, finally, of the clinching point, the use of the term ‘breaking of
bread’ alone to describe the whole rite of the eucharist in the Jerusalem
church? Does that by its mere form exclude the use of the supposedly
‘Pauline’ cup? The argument from silence could hardly appear more
fragile. But in any case Acts xx. 11 describes S. Papl’s celebration of the
eucharist at Troas, in what purport to be the words of an eye-witness. And

* This does not account for the existence of the ‘shorter text’. I hesitate to put
forward a personal view on a matter in which I have no real competence. But it does
look as though the ‘shorter text’ in its “Western’ form were that from which all the
other extant variants devcloped as attempts to amend it. Yet I cannot persuade my-
self that it represents exactly what the author originally| wrote, Rather, we have
to do with a textual corruption almost at the fountain-head, which means that the
problem is insoluble with our present materials. This is 4 very unsatisfactory con-
clusion. Nevertheless, if we do not know certainly whatlan author wrote, we can
hardlyhope to discern what he meant.
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there we read that ‘going back upstairs he broke bread (klasas arton) and
ate’. The same phrase in the same book cannot by its mere wording exclude
the use of the chalice at Jerusalem and #nclude it in the practice of S. Paul.!

These pre-Pauline eucharists at Jerusalem inevitably figure rather
largely in ‘liberal’ speculation, but—apart from what S. Paul himself has to
tell us about them—exactly how much do we know about them? From
Acts ii. 42 and 46, read in the light of Acts xx. 7 and 11,? we can be sure of
two things: (1) that some sort of eucharist was held corporately in the
Jerusalem church from the earliest days; (2) that it was held in private
houses. As to the form of the rite Acts supplies no tittle of information.
We can speculate about that, if we wish, on the basis of the ‘Petrine’ or
‘deutero-Petrine’ tradition underlying Mark xiv. (which is clearly verballﬁ
independent of 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25). But as regards the form of the rite, Mark
xiv. will yield only something entirely similar to the ‘Pauline’ rite of 1 Cor.
xi. That is the sum total of our knowledge concerning the earliest eucharist -
at Jerusalem—apart from what S. Paul has to say about it, which proves on
analysis to be quite considerable.

The most important thing which S. Paul says is that he believes that his
‘tradition’ about the last supper in 1 Cor. xi. comes ultimately ‘from the
Lord’. He must therefore, in the nature of things, have supposed that at
some point it had passed through that primal group of Galilaean disciples
who formed the nucleus of the Jerusalem church, and who had been in any
case the only actual eye-witnesses of what occurred at the last supper. He
had himself had intermittent but direct contact with some of these men,
and was in a position to check for himself their acquaintance with the
story as he had received it. In view of the importance which he ascribes to
the eucharist in 1 Cor., it is hard to believe that he entirely neglected to do
so ; but that he did check it requires to be proved.

That he can merely have invented the whole story as he tells it in 1 Cor.
xi. is quite incredible. Apart from any question of his personal integrity—
which is not irrelevant—there was that opposition party ‘of Cephas’ in
Corinth itself,> ready and willing to raise an uproar about any such

11 am sorry if I appear here to be wasting ink upon rather childish arguments.
But they are those set forward by Lietzmann in his in some ways very valuable
study (pp. 238 sg.) which is by way of becoming quite a standard work among
English writers. Having used it with admiration and profit for the last thirteen
years, and drawn attention in print more than once to its importance, I may be
allowed to suggest that acceptance of it cannot be uncritical. In almost every chap-
ter, particularly towards the end, there are conclusions which are quite staggering
in their arbitrariness when they dre checked by the alleged evidence, which is nct
always adequately cited.

2 The phrase to ‘break bread’ is fairly common in jewish sources in the general
sense of to ‘have a meal’. It is only when read in the light of the occasion at Troas
(xx. 7) which is clearly liturgical, that ii. 42 and 46 can be held certainly to include
the eucharist. =

3 Even if S. Peter had not recently been at Corinth in person. The visit seems

required by the situation there, and is actually attested by the earliest document we
possess from the Corinthian church, the letter of Denys of Corinth to Soter of
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deliberate misstatement, which would ruin the whole effect of the epistle.
Nordoes itreally save the apostle’s credit to suppose that he had hypnotised
himself into believing that a story emanating from his own imagination
was factual history, and that ‘I received by tradition (parelabon) from the
Lord that which I also handed on as tradition (paredoka) to you’ really
means ‘I had by revelation from the Lord’ in trance or vision ‘that which I
handed on to you as historical tradition.”* He certainly did put confidence
as a rule in his own mystical experiences, but he himself would not have
men to be at the mercy of such gifts.? Such a theory does not in fact tally
with the apostle’s usage of words. He uses precisely the same phrase in this
epistle of a whole series of historical statements about our Lord which does
unquestionably proceed from the original apostles and the Jerusalem
church. ‘When I first taught you I handed on to you as tradition (pare-
doka) what I had received as tradition (parelabor) how that Christ died for
our sins . . . and that He was seen by Cephas, next by the twelve, Then He
was seen by above 500 brethren at one time. .. then He was seen by
James, next by all the apostles.’® In the face of such evidence the ‘Vision
theory’ really should not have been put forward as a piece of scientific
scholarship; these are the resorts of a ‘criticism’ in difficulties. As Harnack
once remarked, the words of S. Paul in 1 Cor. xi. 24 ‘are too strong’ for
those who would deprive them of their meaning.

The responsibility for the historical truth of the ‘Pauline’ tradition of

the last supper, rests therefore—or was intended by S. Paul to rest—not
on S. Paul but on the Jerusalem church, and ultimately on Peter and those
others at Jerusalem who were the only persons who had been present at
the supper itself. If one considers carefully the contents of the supposedly
‘Petrine’ tradition in Mark xiv. (which is verbally independent of 1 Cor.
xi.) S. Paul’s reliance on this derivation seems justified. 1 Cor. expresses
that tradition in a more primitive form, roughly at the stage when § Paul
first learned it—within ten years at the most of the last supper itself, per-
haps within five. The account in Mark xiv. expresses the same tradition in
the form which it had reached when Mark was written, ten years or more
later than 1 Cor. and thirty years at least after the last supper. As one would
expect, the earlier account is the more directly factual, more concerned
simply with ‘what happened’. The later one is still accurate in essentials,
but compared with that in 1 Cor. xi. it has ‘worn smoother’ in the course
of time, and become to some extent ‘ecclesiasticised’ in its interest,
Rome (c. A.D. 160). The greatest hellenistic historian of our time, Eduard Meyer,
has gone so far as to say “‘How the fact that Peter visited Corinth has ever come to be
ﬂpcsiioncd passes my comprehension’ (Ursprung und Anfinge des Christentums,
“1"4'?'11[1)5.3 is the theory put forward (rather less baldly) by P. Gardner, The Religious
Expertence of S. Paul, pp. 110 sq.

2 Cf. 1 Cor. xiv.

31 Cor. xv. 3-6; ¢f. S. Paul’s usage rbid. xv. 1 Gal. i. 9; Phil. iv. 9; 1 Thess,
ii. 13;1v. I, 2;2 Thess. iii. 6.
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If the tradition of 1 Cor. can be traced back to Jerusalem, as I think can
be proved in a moment, the fact has this much importance, that we can
dismiss without further ado the whole theory, now somewhat old-fashioned,
of any influence of hellenistic pagan mysteries upon the origins of the
eucharist. James the Just and his fellows had no secret leanings towards
Mithraism! But in any case no hellenistic influence of any kind would have
produced a rite so exactly and so unostentatiously conforming to the
rabbinical rules of the chabirah supper as the ‘tradition’ of 1 Cor. xi. 24,
25 actually does. When it is examined in this light one primary characteris-
tic becomes undeniably clear. Even if it is not true, at all events it was
invented by a jew to be believed by jews, and not by gentiles at Antioch or
Ephesus or Corinth. I do not propose to elaborate on this, which is really
a matter for New Testament scholars and not for a liturgist. But I will
mark two points:

(1) The way in which the words in connection with the cup are intro-
duced: ©... for the re-calling of Me. Likewise also the cup, after supper,
saying . . .. There is here no mention of ‘taking’ or ‘blessing’, or that they
drank, or of what cup ‘the cup’ may be. I submit that only in circles per-
fectly familiar with chabdrah customs could things be taken for granted in
quite this allusive fashion—with ‘likewise’ standing for ‘He took and gave
thanks’; with the emphasis on ‘after supper’, which sufficiently identifies
‘the’ cup as the “cup of blessing’—but only for those who know that this
final cup is the distinctive thing about a chabsirah meal; with no statement
of the contents of the cup and no mention of the Thanksgiving said over
it, because these things go without saying—but only for a jew.

(2) The double instruction to ‘Do this for the re-calling of Me’ is at
first sight remarkable, and seems a curious wasting of words in so elliptic
an account. The historical truth of the tradition that our Lord said it even
once would be challenged by probably the majority of scholarly protes-
tants, and is doubted by many Anglican writers who in principle would be
disposed to allow that our Lord probably did say something like “This is
My Body’, and “This cup is the New Covenant in My Blood’, in connec-
tion with the bread and the cup at the last supper. For instance, Bishop
Rawlinson seems very representative of that type of Anglican scholarship
which used to be called ‘liberal catholic’ when he writes: “The reiterated
words “Do this in remembrance of Me”, “Do this as often as ye drink it
in remembrance of Me” . .. were perhaps not spoken by Jesus—it is at
least conceivable that they may have come to be added in the course of
liturgical practice by way of explicit authorisation for the continual obser-
vance of the rite. . . . When all has been said which along these lines may
rightly be said, the solid core of the tradition (the elements, for example,
which are common to Mark xiv. and to S. Paul) persists as an unshakable
narrative of fact, a story quite uninventable. The Lord Jesus, on the eve of
the Crucifixion, actually did take bread, blessed it by the giving of thanks,
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and said “This is my body”, and proceeded, taking a cup, to say “This is
my blood of the Covenant”, or “This is the Covenant in my blood.” *

It is clear from this that Dr. Rawlinson is further towards the tradi-
tionalist side than Dr. Hunkin (whose N.T. criticism| is almost entirely
negative) in seeking to defend the substantial truth of the institution of
the eucharist by our Lord Himself. Yet it is scarcely surprising that this
line of argument has failed to make much impression/ on the consensus

of scholarship in Germany, or even in this country
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spuriousness of the reiterated instructions how to ‘d;Tthis’ in 1 Cor. xi.
concedes, then the substantial genuineness of the adjacent words “This is
My Body’ and “This cup is the New Covenant in My Blood’ is not going
to be put beyond question by bringing in a Jater attestation of the same
tradition by Mark xiv. If one appeals to historical cri
arbiter of religious assent or disbelief—as the ‘liberal catholics’ very
courageously tried to do—then to historical methods (in their rigour one
must go. The genuine liberal is justified in rejecting
selective treatment of the evidence as insufficiently
historical methods, and biased by the motive of saving the essentials of the
traditional theology of the sacrament from the wreck of its traditional
justification. From his point of view the liberal catholic’s head may be in
the right place, but his catholic heart has failed him at the critical moment.
When the time comes for a just appreciation of the liberal catholic
achievement® it now seems likely that the decisive cause of the breakdown

* Mysterium Christi, p. 240. Cf. for other examples of at least acceptance of the
same line of treatment, Sir W. Spens in Essays Catholic and Critical (ed. E. G.
Selwyn, 1st ed. 1926), 3rd ed. 1938, p. 427, anq (I suspecy) Dr. N. P, Williams’
essay in the same volume, pp. 399 sg. Dr. Williams admitst ‘We may concede at
once that the main weight of this hypothesis [sc. that our Lord Himself instituted
the eucharist with the intention of founding a permanent rite] must rest upon the
command which He is believed to have given, “This do in temembrance of Me”.’
But he devotes the greater part of his essay to what is in effect|an attempt to establish
an alternative basis for the *hypothesis’. It does not seem unfair to conclude that
he also regards the words ‘Do this etc.” as sufficiently doubtful to be no longer
an entirely sufficient warrant in themselves for the rite. Plénty of other examples
are available of this tendency to ‘drop’ the words ‘Do this’ ias indefensible. It had
become virtually the accepted fashion among Anglican theologians after 1920.

* I would venture in passing to suggest to my own theologital contemporaries and
juniors that if the time has already come for the verdict as to|the fact, we are not yet
in a position to pass sentence, but have still to consider the [circumstarices in miti-
gation. Some of the published judgments seem very harsh,|even when one makes
allowance for the exasperating impenitence of some of those concerned. Our pre-
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of its attempted synthesis between tradition and criticism will be found all
along the line to lie less in its theology (which was usually trying to be
orthedox) than in its history. Here it accepted without criticism certain
assumptions common to the whole nineteenth century philosophy of
history, which have now been discarded as untenable by secular historians.!

So here, the historical problem was actually both less complicated and
more urgent than the ‘liberal catholics’ allowed. Once it is recognised that
the reiterated instructions to ‘do this’ could not have been intended by our
Lord (if He gave them) or understood by S. Paul or any other first century
jew to be simply commands to repeat the breaking of bread and the bles-
sing of a cup at a common meal (because the disciples would go on doing
these things in any case) but must have reference to the new meaning these
normal jewish actions were henceforward to bear for them—once this is
recognised, the words ‘do this’ become indissolubly linked with the words
“This is My Body’ and “This cup is the New Covenant in My Blood’. The
alleged motive for any ‘spiritually-inspired’ addition of the words ‘do this
etc.’ alone to an otherwise sound tradition (‘by way of explicit authorisation
for the continual observance of the rite’) disappears, and we are confronted
with the alternatives (a) of deliberate invention of the whole ‘tradition’ of
1 Cor. xi. 24, 25, or (b) of genuine reminiscence.

From the point of view of strictly historical method, the crucial test of
this tradition lies in the occurrence of the words ‘Do this for the remem-~
brance of Me’ faice over, in v. 24 in connection with the bread as well as in
. 2§ in connection with the cup. For consider! As soon as the eucharist
has become an established rite, even as soon as it is known to consist of a
special meaning connected with the bread and wine, the words ‘do this etc.’
in connection with the bread at once become unnecessary. But at the last
supper the apostles could not know at all what was coming. When the
bread was broken at the beginning of the meal the words in connection
with the cup were still an hour or more in the future—‘after supper’. The
two things were by no means closely connected in jewish custom; as we
have seen, the one took place at all meals, the other only on special occasions.
If our Lord wished to connect the breaking of bread at the beginning of
the meal and the cup of blessing at the end of it—both together to the
exclusion of all that came in between—in a new meaning connected with
His own death, then at the last supper and on that occasion only, it was
necessary to say so at the breaking of the bread as well as in connection with the
cup.
decessors really were facing a much more difficult situation than some of our ‘neo-
Barthians’ and ‘neo-traditionalists’ seem to recognise.

* It was weakened also by a frequent technical inadequacy in its application to
particular problems of the ordinary historico-critical methods, arising from the
fact that most of the writers concerned were trained as philosophers or theologians
rather than as historians. It was, for instance, his complete mastery of historical

technique which distinguished the work and conclusions of a scholar like the late
C. H. Turner from those of the ‘liberal catholic’ school.
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Once the new special connection between these
made in the minds of the disciples, even on the first oc
supper on which they held their chabidrah meal together, the words ‘Do
this for the re-calling of Me’, in connection with the bread at all events,
became entirely unnecessary. As soon as it was certain that the chabiirah
was going to continue to meet regularly—say soon after Pentecost—these
words really became unnecessary in both cases. Even| the longer text of
Luke xxii. (the only authority other than 1 Cor. xi. to/ insert them at all)
does so only with the cup, and there they appear to haye been inserted in
deliberate imitation of 1 Cor. xi. 25. The gospels of Matt. and Mark, put
together more than a generation after the event, during which time the

sion after the last

eucharist has been continuously the very centre of the
chabiirah, quite naturally omit them altogether. Their
supper are not intended as mere reports of what occus
they are designed to furnish the historical explanation

established ‘ecclesiastical’ rite of the eucharist with whi
familiar.! They can and do take it for granted that the
thing which has continued, and in details they refleg
practice. Thus the Syrian Gospel of Matt. (alone) has

the partaking of the eucharist is ‘for the remission of si
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prayers. So Mark has altered “This cup is the New Covs
to ‘This is My Blood of the New Covenant’ to secure
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“This is My Body’. The original form of the saying jn 1 Cor. xi. 25 is

inspired directly by the original circumstances of th
where the bread is separated from the cup by the whole

chabilrah supper,
tervening supper,

making a close parallelism unnecessary. There the cup of blessing and the
Thanksgiving just said over it for the ‘Old Covenant’|are the immediate
objects of the apostles’® attention at the moment of our Lord’s speaking.
Hence, “This cup is the New Covenant in My Blood.’| The later Marcan
form bespeaks long and close association of the bread nd cup together in
christian understandmg and practice, by its very assimilation of “This is
My Blood’ to “This is My Body’. The tradition as to what happened at the
supper is still correct in essentials in both gospels, but it has been partially
‘ecclesiasticised’ in its interest; it has an explanatory as well as a strictly
historical purpose.

But in this Matt. and Mark differ from the ‘tradition’ which lies behind
1 Cor. xi. 24, 25. However S. Paul may be using it in his epistle, that was

and Mark in K, L.

! There seems to be rea! justice so far as concerns Matt,
Schmidt’s remark (op. cit. col. 9) that ‘We have before us in th

e accounts of the last

supper a piece of tradition which in the general setting of comparative religion one

can call an “aetiological cult-narrative’ which serves the pu
cult action customary in the society, or else a “cult- legend
‘which?’) Though S. Paul in 1 Cor. xi. is using his ‘traditi
aetiological way, its substance in itself is something else, a narra

rpose of explaining a
*?, (The question is
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originally put together with no other motive than of recording exactly
what our Lord did and said at that supper, regardless of its ‘point’ for any
later situation. It is pure recollection, or it would never have retained those
words ‘Do this for the re-calling of Me’ over the broken bread, absolutely
necessary at that point on that one occasion, and absolutely superfluous on any
other.

Nevertheless, the historian is entitled to press the theologian a little
further yet. Those superfluous words ‘Do this for the re-calling of Me’ are
in the text of 1 Cor. xi. 24 for one of two possible reasons: either because
they are true, they were actually spoken; or else because someone—a jew
familiar with chabdrah practice—has deliberately (and quite brilliantly)
thought himself back into the circumstances which could only have
occurred on that one occasion. The hypothesis of accidental elaboration in
good faith is certainly excluded. But what of deliberate invention?

Ancient inventors of legends were not as a rule so ingenious. But in any
case the theory that at Jerusalem, in the society of Peter and those other
ten witnesses who had been present at the supper, an entire fabrication
could gain credence and be foisted off on S. Paul without their connivance
seems altogether too fantastic to be discussed. And if all those who
actually were present at the supper were party to a conspiracy to deceive,
then there never was any means of convicting them of falsehood, either for
S. Paul or for the modern student.

Those christians, however, who may feel bound to defend this hypothe-
sis ought first to address themselves to three questions, which so far as I
know (and I think I have read all the relevant literature) they have never
hitherto faced seriously in all that they have written either in England or
abroad. (1) How did these orthodox jewish-christians first come to associate
their absolutely normal chabdrah supper so specially with the idea of a
death, an idea which is utterly remote from all connection with the cha-
bitrah meal in judaism? (2) If their chabdrah meeting was exactly like that
of dozens of other chabiiréth, and had originally no special connection with
the last supper of Jesus, why did it first come to be called ‘the Lord’s
supper’, and in what sense did they first come to suppose that it was
specially ‘His’? (3) How did these exceptionally pious jews first come to hit
on the idea of drinking human blood (even in type or figure}—to a jew
the last conceivable religious outrage—as the sign of a ‘New Covenant’
with a God, Who, with whatever new understanding of His character and
purpose, was still unhesitatingly identified with the Jehovah of the Old
Testament?! Indeed, could any authority less than known and certain

1 In saying that liberal speculation *has not seriously faced’ these questions, Ido
not mean that they have not recognised their existence, but that they have not as yet
produced any answers worthy of the name. Dr. Hunkin, for instance, expend§ a
series of fifteen—no lessl—accumulated ‘conjectures’ in surmounting the third
(0p. cit. pp. 18-20). The decisive point is passed thus; ‘It was an easy step to take the
wine as representing the Lord’s blood; not indeed a step that would have been
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words of our Lord Himself have ever established such
of the persisting inhibitions exemplified in Acts x. 14; xi.
The Jerusalem church displayed many of the conser
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The Meaning of the Last Supper

The ‘liberal’ investigation of the New Testament |conducted during
the last two generations with such immense thoroughness and ingenuity
usually found itself arriving at the disconcerting conclusion that on every
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about the various contemporary revolts against the wh
in theology. These are directed not so much against its
being superseded rather than discarded, as against its| basic assumptions
and the conclusions to which they inevitably led; for it is now plain that
despite all the deference to critical methods which liberal scholars sincerely
endeavoured to pay, their conclusions were as often digtated by their pre-
suppositions as by their actual handling of the evidence.

So in this case. The liberal thesis about the origins of the christian eu-
charist was that it had little or no direct connection with the last supper of
Jesus, Who if He did then perform any symbolic action and utter any sym-
bolic words in connection with bread (and a cup also, which is even more

natural to a Jew, but a step not difficult to imagine in a cosmopolitan community
like the Christian community at Antioch’ (p. 19). So it was|as easy as that! Bur.
unfortunately there subsist certain difficulties in that case, requiring further ‘con-
‘ectures’ which are not made by Dr. Hunkin, but which I wjll venture to supply.
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strongly doubted) could not have had in mind anything more than the
immediate occasion. At the most, all He did was to give a vivid forewarning
to the reluctant minds of His disciples in the form of an acted parable of
the certainty of His own immedistely impending death. “The main inten-
tion in the mind of our Lord was a twofold intention; first to encourage in
His disciples the hope of the coming of the Kingdom; and second to bring
home to them the fact that His own death was, in the mysterious purpose
of God, necessary before the Kingdom could come.’* He was giving no
instruction for the future. It is argued that He mistakenly hoped that His
own death would forthwith precipitate the end of time itself and of all this
imperfect world-order in an apocalyptic convulsion which should inaugu-
rate the world to come. How could He, then, have been legislating for a
future religious society stretching across continents He had scarcely heard
of for centuries which He hoped would never be? All else, all that we mean
by the eucharist, is the result of accident, of mistakes made in all good
faith, and of the ‘mystical experience’ of those who had known and loved
Him only at second hand, all remoulded by the more sinister influences of
Mediterranean folk-religion. The eucharist, the perpetual rite of the New
Covenant, the supposed source of the holiness of saints and of the fortitude
of martyrs, the comfort of penitents, the encouragement of sinners, for
which tens of thousands of men have died and by which hundreds of
millions have lived for twenty centuries from the arctic circle to the equator
—this is the creation not of Jesus at the last supper, but of anonymous
half-heathen converts to the primitive church in the twenty years or so
between the last supper and the writing of 1 Corinthians.

This is a theory which has its historical difficulties, but which goes some
way towards relieving a certain awkwardness about the existence of the
material rite of the eucharist and its historical place in the very centre
of the christian religion. This had already been felt in more ways than
one among the Reformed Churches, for centuries before the nineteenth
century liberal movement in theology arose to give it explicit avowal and
to provide relief. After all, the Quakers have a certain appeal to logic on
their side against other protestants. If one holds that the essence of the
christian religion is ‘justification by faith alone’, material rites like baptism
and the eucharist, even though their retention in some form is more or less
enforced by reverence for scripture, by tradition and by the needs of human
nature, are apt in time to degenerate into embarrassments to the theory,
and ‘optional appendages’ to the practice, of a subjective ethical piety. But
in its actual expression the difficulty of the liberal theologians is not so
much protestant as nineteenth century secularist. When Eduard Meyer
wrote that “The thought that the congregation . . . enters into a mystical
or magical communion with its Lord through the receiving of bread and
wine . .. can never have been uttered by Jesus Himself>,2? this atheist

1 Hunkin, op. cit. p. 18. 2 Ursprung und Anfinge des Christentums, i. 179.
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ready to fight to the death against the Judaising of Christianity, he was
willing to take the first step, and a long one, towards the Paganising of it.’®
The alleged parallels between primitive christian and contemporary

pagan sacramentalism have in fact reduced themselves to unimpressive
proportions under recent investigation. But Meyer as an historian, in the
sentence quoted above, might also have reflected that there could have
been no absolute historical impossibility that Jesus the jew ever uttered
such a thought, if only because many contemporary| jews of a certain
spiritual intelligence—including the incurably rabbini¢ Saul of Tarsus—
thoroughly believed that He had. We have seen that the historical evidence,
critically treated, in no way compels the belief that He did not utter it. On
the contrary, it establishes what I would venture to call the certainty that

the story that He did so did not originally proceed from
at all. Whether it be true or false, it comes as it stands
above all an entirely unselfconsciously and traditionally

a hellenistic source
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which can hardly be other than the early Jerusalem church, with its nucleus
of Galilaean disciples who had actually been present at the supper.

1 On the ‘emphatically and radically non-dualistic’ charact
‘even to excess’, and the ‘rudimentary and germinal sacraments
existed but flourished as an essential part of the jewish religio
Rabbinism’, ¢f. the very valuatle first lecture of F. Gavin, The
the Christian Sacraments, London, 1928. .

2 F.g. Gore, in denying the existence of a jewish sacrar
Spirit and the Church, p. 92) is merely echoing Bousset, Die
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3'W. R. Inge, Outspoken Essays (1st Series), p. 228,
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Considered in itself this evidence also indicates—what is not surprising—
that the ordinary canons of historical criticism hold good in this case. As a
rule (failing the direct attestation of eye-witnesses, which is almost always
lacking to the classical historian) the earliest and most directly transmitted
account of an incident in ancient history will be found to furnish the best
information. The tradition repeated by S. Paul in 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25 is
‘fresher’, more factual, more authentic than the later, more ‘ecclesias-
ticised’, accounts in Matt. and Mark, which have passed through a longer
and more complicated process of oral transmission before they came to be
written down. If S. Paul’s evidence on what Jesus said and did at the last
supper is ‘second-hand’, that of the gospels is likely to be ‘third-’ or ‘fourth-
hand’ by comparison. S. Paul’s evidence on the last supper is in fact just
about as strong as ancient historical evidence for anything at all is ever
likely to be, stronger indeed than that for almost any other single saying of
our Lord considered in isolation.

Nevertheless though the ‘liberal’ theory when it is critically examined
may be pronounced in its essentials mistaken and even perverse, it holds a
valuable element of truth. The last supper and what our Lord said and did
at it must be set upon a much wider background, if we are to understand
not only what it meant but what it effected. To this end I venture to set
out a rather lengthy extract from the conclusions of a book which I per-
sonally have found the most illuminating single product of New Testament
criticism in any language which has appeared in our time.

‘Nowhere in the N.T. are the writers imposing an interpretation upon a
history. The history contains the purpose, and is indeed controlled by it.
That is to say, the historian is dealing in the end with an historical figure
fully conscious ofa task which had to be done, and fully conscious also that
the only future which mattered for men and women depended upon the
completion of his task. The future order which it was the purpose of Jesus
to bring into being, depended upon what he said and did, and finally upon
his death. This conscious purpose gave a clear unity to his words and
actions, so that the actions interpret the words, and the words the actions.
The same purpose which caused the whole material in the tradition
[which lies behind the composition of our present written gospels] to
move inexorably towards the crucifixion, forced the theologians [S. Paul,
S. John, Hebrews] to concentrate upon his death in their endeavour to
expose the meaning of his life. . . . The purpose of Jesus was to work out
in a single human life complete obedience to the will of God—to the
uttermost, that is, to death. ... The whole tradition agrees in depicting
his obedience to the will of God as entirely unique, isolated and creative;
he consciously wrought out in flesh and blood the obedience demanded by
the O.T. scriptures and foretold by the prophets. His obedience springs
from no mere attempt to range Himself amongst the prophets of Israel, or
amongst the righteous men of old, or amongst the best of his contem-

D.S.L.
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poraries, but from the consciousness that, according to the will of God, the
whole weight of the law and the prophets had come to rest upon him,
and upon him only. . . . But the obedience of Jesus was also a conscious
conflict. It was a contest with the prince of evil for the freedom and salva-
tion of men and women. Upon the outcome of this |contest depended
human freedom from sin. . . . The whole N.T. rings with a sense of free-
dom from sin. But this freedom rests neither upon a spiritual experience
nor upon a myth, but upon a particular history which li¢s in the immediate
past, and to which the original disciples had borne witness . .. Jesus
Himself did not think of His life and death as a human achievement at all.
Language descriptive of human heroism is entirely fareign to the N.T.
The event of the life and death of Jesus was not thought of as a human
act, but as an act of God wrought out in human flesh and blood, which is a
very different matter. The event was conceived of as a descending act of

God, not as the ascending career of a man who was
sphere of religion. . . . Primitive christianity came into
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But this interpretation is only implied in the first three gospels, and
plainly stated for the first time in the apostolic writings. He saw His own
office as Messiah and foresaw His own death as its direct consequence.
But during the ministry the bare fact of His Messiahship is treated as a
deadly secret; its mode of achievement, by His own death, was spoken of
only towards the end and with great reserve. Sacrificial language of indis-
putable plainness about that death is attributed to Him only at the last
supper. At the supper and even after the supper the apostles did not yet
understand. But at the supper He had taken means that they would under-
stand in time. And the place of understanding would be at the table of the
eucharist, which He then fore-ordained.

For the last supper was not strictly a eucharist, but its prophecy and
promise, its last rehearsal. It was only the last of many meetings of His
old chabirah held in the same form; it was stili outside the Kingdom of
God, which He Himself had not yet entered until after the next day’s final
taking of it by violence.! But at this meeting the old accustomed rite is
authoritatively given, not a new institution, but a new meaning; a meaning
it cannot bear on this occasion, but will hereafter. There could be no ‘re-
calling’ before God of an obedience still lacking complete fulfilment; no
Body sacramentally given or Blood of the New Covenant, until Calvary
was an accomplished fact and the Covenant-Victim slain; no ‘coming again
to receive them unto Himself” until He had ‘gone away’ in humiliation ‘to
prepare a place for them’; no entering into the Kingdom of God and ‘the
world to come’, until the ‘prince of this world’ had found that he ‘had
nothing in Him’, even when His life was sifted to the uttermost by death.

But though our Lord at the supper gives the present rite an entirely
future meaning, His whole mind and attention is riveted neither on the
present nor on the future, but on something altogether beyond time, which
yet ‘comes’ into time—the Kingdom of God, the state of affairs where men
effectively acknowledge that God is their King.? Kingship to that oriental
mind meant oriental despotism—as -David or Solomon or Herod were
kings, absolute unfettered masters of men’s lives, limited only by their own
natures and characters and purposes, and not by any rights that others
might have against them. The goodness of God is the only law and con-
stitution of God’s. Kingship, and because that goodness is absolute the
Kingship is absolute too. Jesus lived and died in unflinching and conscious
obedience to that despotic rule of goodness,—as the ‘slave’ of God, the
pais theou, or as we translate it, the ‘servant’ of Isaiah lii.-liii. As such He
knew the goodness of that Kingly rule; into that slavery He will initiate
His own, for that is what the coming of the Kingdom of God among men
means. In that Kingdom He will drink new wine with them, and eat with

1 Luke xxii. 16, 18.
® This is always of ‘the age to come’ in this world; for in no individual is it ever
complete while he is in this world, except only in Him. :
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them of the eternally fulfilled passover of a deliverance from worse than
Egyptian bondage.!

But the only way to the final coming of that Kingdom is by His own
hideous death to-morrow, and they have understood little or nothing of
that way.? They have only blindly loved Him. His death would prove to
uncomprehending love only the final shattering of the hope of that King-
dom’s ever coming. Even the amazing fact of His resurrection, seen simply
as the reversal of Good Friday, could provide no interpretation of what had
happened, no prevailing summons to them to take up their crosses and
follow Him into the same unreserved surrender to the Kingship of God.
Above all, it could provide no earthly fellowship within that Kingdom
with Himself beyond death. ‘Having loved His own that were in the
world, He loved them unto the end.” And so at the last chab#trak meeting
there is the fore-ordaining of the eucharist, which proyided the certainty
that in the future they would come to understand and enter into—not His
death only—though that gives the clue—but His life dlso, His Messianic
function and office, His Person and the Kingdom of God itself—learn by
experiencing these things, by ‘tasting of the powers of| the age to come.”
And the means are to be two brief and enigmatic sentences attached by
Him-—quite unforgettably—to the only two things they are quite sure in
the future to do again fogether. By attaching these sayings exclusively to the
corporate rite of the chabdirah and not to any individual observance or to
the personal possession of any particular spirjtual gift,|He had effectively
secured that this understanding, when they reached it, should be corporate
—the faith of a church and not the speculation of individuals.

But at the last supper itself all this is still in the futyre; it is the sowing
of the seed of the eucharist, not its first reaping. At the supper His cka-
biirah could not understand the new meaning He intended them in the
future to attach to the old rite of the bread and the cup, for that which it
interpreted was not yet accomplished. It was the giving of a triple pledge;
to Himself, that what He had to do to-morrow He would accomplish; to
them, that ‘T appoint unto you a kingdom, as My Father hath appointed
unto Me; that ye may eat and drink at My table in My Kingdom’;* to His
Father, that the cup for all its bitterness should be to the dregs. To
our Lord’s whole life the last supper has the relation of an offertory to a
liturgy, whose preceding synaxis consists in the scriptures of the Old
Testament and the sermon of His life and ministry; whose consecration is
on Calvary and oblation in the resurrection and ascension; and whose
communion is the perpetual ‘coming’ with power to His own. They did
not yet understand, but with Him, by Him, at the eucharist that uncom-
prehending chabitrah would become the primitive jevjish church, which
proclaimed from the first, not His survival of death but ‘Let all the house

1 Luke xxii. 16, 18. % John xiv. 5. Heb. vi. §.
4 Luke xxii. 29, 30. .
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of Israel know assuredly that God hath made that Jesus Whom ye have
crucified, both Lord and Christ”* That is an interpretation of Calvary
which they could not have learned from the resurrection alone, but only
from the meaning attached to Calvary at the last supper seen in the light
of the resurrection. The last supper is not a eucharist, for the eucharist is
intended to be the response of the redeemed to the redeemer, the human
obedience to a Divine command, the human entrance into understanding
of a Divine instruction—‘as oft as ye shall drink it.” The primitive church
and not its Lord first celebrated the eucharist, in the necessity of the case.
But the primitive church did not create the eucharist. It would be less
untrue to say that the eucharist created that primitive church which
preached the paradox of ‘Messiak crucified, the power of God and the
wisdom of God.”®

There is more—much more—than this in what happened at the last
supper, but at least there is this, Without opening the general question of
our Lord’s foreknowledge, on which pre-suppositions vary, we may say
that it is not at all a question of whether our Lord could be legislating for a
vast future religious society, but of whether He could and did intend to
initiate that present religious society, His chabirah of which He was the
acknowledged founder and leader, into His own understanding of His own
office, and especially of His own death which explained the rest. The whole
record of His ministry is there to prove that He did so intend. They had
not grasped it, but He could and did provide that they should do so in the
future. The Messianic, redeeming, sacrificial significance which the whole
primitive jewish church unhesitatingly saw, first in His death, and then
in His Person and whole action towards God, is the proof that this meaning
was grasped by-that church primarily through the eucharist, which arose
directly out of what He had said and done at the last supper. There, and
there alone, He had explicitly atfached that particular meaning to His own
death and office. As the bishop of Derby has brilliantly discerned: “The
doctrine of sacrifice (and of atonement) was not...read info the last
supper; it was read out of it.’® And it was meant to be.

How long the primitive chutch continued to celebrate its eucharist at
‘the Lord’s supper’, with a complete chabiirah meal between the breaking
of bread and blessing of the cup on the model of the last supper, is not
certainly known. But it is possible that the length of that period has been
over-estimated by modern students, who usually place the separation of
the eucharist from the meal round about A.D. 100 or even later.

1 Acts ii. 36. 3 1 Cor. i, 23.

3 Mysterium Christi, 1930, p. 241. Dr. Rawlinson believes that ‘it is just possible’
that S. Paul may have been the first christian to see ‘what our Lord meant by the
last supper’ (p. 240). But this understanding of the death of Jesus as the atoning
sacrifice of the Messiah surely goes much further back into the primitive christian
tradition than S. Paul. Gf. C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Davelop-
ment, passim; Hoskyns and Davey, 0p. cit. pp. 103 s¢., etc.
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At the end of the second century we find two separate i titutions, already
traditionally called ‘the eucharist’ and ‘the agape’ or ‘Lord’s supper’,
existing side by side in the same churches, celebrated under different cir-
cumstances, by different rules, for different purposes, at different times of
the day. It is evident that though they are clearly distinguished, both are
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The agape is simply what remains of the chabirah meal when the eucharist
has been extracted. This appears when we examine their forms.

The Primitive Eucharist

We have seen that the universal ‘four-action shape’ of the liturgical

eucharist consists essentially of four parts: offertory, p
communion.

(1) The offertory. Each communicant brings for hi
littde bread and wine, and also very frequently, othe
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supper out of the contributions in kind by its members,
of the bread and wine another meaning was given to
church before the end of the first century.

though in the case
he offering by the

- (2) The prayer. When the eucharist was extracted from the chabirah
supper, the disappearance of the intervening meal brought the breaking of
bread at its beginning and the Thanksgiving over the ¢ p of blessing at its
end into conjunction. The traditional brief jewish brea -blessing in itself
bad no special connection with the chabiirah meeting, but was simply the
ordinary grace before all meals, with reference to the su per that followed.
It consequently went along with the supper, and re-appears at the agape,
not at the eucharist. The long Thanksgiving at the end of the meal was
always regarded as and called in jewish practice ‘The B essing’ for all that
had preceded it. It was also specifically the blessing for the ‘cup of bles-
sing’ itself (which did not receive the ordinary wine-bles! ing). Accordingly
it now becomes ‘The Blessing’ or ‘The Prayer’ of the eucharist, said over
the bread and wine together. -

! Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., v., vi., xxviii.

* Cf. the place of the blessing of chrism etc. on Maundy Thi
of grapes and so forth in the Leonine Sacramentary, and othe
the practice.

ursday, the blessings
T surviving traces of
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That this was so can be seen from its special name, “The Eucharist’ (-ic
Prayer), hé eucharistia, “The Thanksgiving’, which is simply the direct
translation into Greek of its ordinary rabbinic name, berakah. To ‘bless’ a
thing and to ‘give thanks’ to God for a thing over it were synonymous in
jewish thought, because in jewish practice one only blessed a thing by
giving thanks to God for it before using it. There were thus available two
Greek words to translate the one Hebrew word berakah: eulogia=a
‘blessing’, or eucharistia=a ‘thanksgiving’; according to whether one put
the chief emphasis on the idea of the thing for which one thanked God, or
of God to Whom one gave thanks for the thing. Accordingly we find these
two Greek words used apparently indifferently in the N.T. as translations
of this same Hebrew verb. Thus Mark (xiv. 22, 23) in successive verses
says that our Lord ‘blessed’ (eulogésas) the bread and ‘gave thanks’ over
(eucharistésas) the wine, where a jew would have used the word berakk in
both cases.!

S. Paul tends to use eucharistein rather than eulogein, even in cases where
not ‘the eucharist’ but ordinary ‘grace before mezls’ is certainly intended,
¢.g. of meat bought in the market;? though he uses eulogein especially of the
eucharist itself.? Outside the gospels and S. Paul eucharistein does not
appear in the N.T. Evidently terminology took a generation to settle down.
The word “eucharist’ came in the end to be applied technically (a) to the
christian sacramental prayer, then (b) to the whole action or rite of which
that prayer furnished the formal verbal expression, and (c) finally to the
elements over which the prayer was uttered and on which the rite centred.
This seems to be due not to the language of scripture, which supplied no
decided rule, but to the accident that the usual form in which the jewish
word berakah was taken over into Greek christian usage was eucharistia
when the change from the ‘seven-’ to the ‘four-action shape’ of the liturgy
was made in the first century. (But for this we in England to-day might
have spoken habitually of ‘Celebrations of the Holy Eulogy’, instead of the
‘Holy Eucharist’.) The inference is that the terminology was not framed
by S. Paul.

“In making the exceedingly important change in the structure of the rite
which resulted from leaving out the supper, the church scrupulously re-
tained everywhere the old jewish invitation of the chabirah president to
his companions to say ‘the Thanksgiving’—‘Let us give thanks unto the
Lord our God’. This is phrased in that particular form which was restric-
ted by the rabbis to occasions when ‘one hundred persons are present’,

1 But it is at least an interesting point that the bread-blessing translated literally
into Greek would begin ewlogétos ho kyrios, whereas the opening words of the
Thanksgiving in Greek would be eucharistésomen toi kyrioi. There may be a lingering
tradition of the actual formulae used by our Lord behind the apparently casual
choice of words in Mark xiv. 22, 23.

3 1 Cor. x. 30. © 31 Cor. x. 16.

4 Berakoth, M., vii. 5 (p. 62).
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immediately after it had been blessed. So in the liturgical ‘four-action’
shape of the rite, it is broken at once after the blessing (by the eucharistia,
along with the wine) for communion which follows immediately, But
though there is nothing in the record of the last supper to suggest that our
Lord made any point of the broken bread representing His own Body
‘broken’ on the cross (and in fact the fourth gospel makes a strong point of
the fact that His Body was not broken)! the symbolism was bound to
suggest itself to somebody. The reading ‘This is My Body which is broken
(klomenon) for you’ in 1 Cor. xi. 24, adopted by the A.V. alongside the
other (more strongly attested) ancient interpolation ‘given for you’, is the
proof that this symbolism of the fraction as representing the passion was
explicitly adopted in some quarters in the second century.

(4) The communion. It appears to have been the universal tradition in
the pre-Nicene church that all should receive communion standing. This
was the posture in which the cup of blessing was received at the chabirah
meal, though the broken bread was received sitting or reclining at table.
Presumably the change in posture for receiving the bread was made when
the meal was separated from the eucharist. The jews stood for the recita-
tion of the berakah and to receive the cup of blessing, and this affected the
bread, too, when its distribution came to be placed between the end of the
berakah and the handing of the cup.

Communion ended the rite, just as the handing of the cup was the last
of those points in the chabiirah meeting to which our Lord had attached
a special meaning. The psalm which ended the chabirah meal therefore
reappears at the agape, not at the eucharist. There was thus no ‘thanks-
. giving’ at the end of the primitive eucharist. The bderakah was itself a
“Thanksgiving’ and this was the meaning of eucharistia also. The idea of a
corporate ‘thanksgiving for the Thanksgiving’ could only come to appear
reasonable after the church had lost all contact with the jewish origins of
the rite. Even then the tradition was for centuries too strong to beset aside
that the derakah or eucharistia was the only prayer in the rite, which must
express in words its whole meaning—from the offertory to the communion.
It is only in the fourth century that a corporate thanksgiving after com-
munion begins to make its appearance in eucharistic rites in Syria and
Egypt; and even then in the great historic rites it always remains a very
brief and formal little section, appended, as it were, to the eucharistic
action, which really ends at its climax, the communion. A single sentence
of dismissal, probably said by the deacon, appears to have been the only
thing that followed the communion in the pre-Nicene church. Here again
the influence of its origin appears to have marked the Shape of the Liturgy
permanently throughout christendom, down to the sixteenth century.

Such was the structure of the pre-Nicene eucharist in its ‘four-action
shape’, the bare elements of those parts of the ckabdrah rite to which our

1 John xix. 36.
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Lord had given a new christian meaning, extracted from their setting in a
supper. Without anticipating the discussion of the date when this ‘four-
action shape’ was reached we can at least say that the separation of the
eucharist from the meal must have been made at a date when the jewish
origins of the rite were still completely understood, and by men to whom
they were very dear, or they would hardly have preserved the traces of
them so reverently,

The Lord’s Supper or Agape

. We have said that the “Lord’s supper’ or agape in the second century
presents us with a religious meal retaining all the features of a chabirah
supper from which the christian eucharist had been removed. The Wes-
tern rules for its celebration in the second century ar¢ best known to us
from the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus; Tertullian also informs us
concerning some details of the African observance.

Hippolytus introduces the subject by insisting on the obligation upon
all of fasting frequently, especially the presbyters, virgins and widows.
But ‘the bishop cannot fast except when all the laity fast. For there will
be times when some one wishes to offer (a meal) to the church, and he
cannot be denied. :

‘(a) And (the bishop) having broken the bread must on all occasions
taste of it, and eat with such of the faithful as are present. And they shall
take from the hand of the bishop one fragment (klasma) of a loaf before
each takes his own bread, for this is the “blessed bread” (eulogion). But it
is not the eucharist, as is the Body of the Lord.

‘(6) And before they drink let each of those who are present take a cup
and give thanks (eucharistein) and drink; and so let the baptised take their
meal.

‘(c) But to the catechumens let exorcised bread be given, and they shall
each for themselves offer a cup. A catechumen shall not sit at table at the
Lord’s supper.

‘(d) And throughout the meal let him who eats remember (i.e., pray for)
him who invited him, for to this end he (i.e. the host) petitioned that they
might come under his roof . . .

‘(e) If you are all assembled and offered something to be taken away,
accept it from the giver (and depart) and eat thy portion alone.

‘(f) But if (you are invited) all to eat together, eat sufficiently, but so
that there may remain something over that your host may send it to whom-
soever he wills as the superfluity of the saints, and he {to whom it is sent)
may rejoice with what is left over.

‘(g) And let the guests when they eat partake in silence without arguing.
But (let them hearken to) any exhortation the bishop may make, and if
any one ask ¢him) any question let an answer be given him. And when the
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bishop has given the explanation, let every one quietly offering praise
remain silent till he [?the bishop] be asked again.

‘(h) And if the faithful should be present at a Lord’s supper without the
bishop but with a presbyter or deacon present, let them similarly partake
in orderly fashion. But let all be careful to receive the blessed bread from
the hand of the presbyter or deacon. Likewise a catechumen shall receive
(from him) the exorcised bread. If laymen {only) are present without a
cleric, let them eat with understanding For a layman cannot make the
blessed bread. But let each having gwen thanks (eucharistésas) for himself
eat in the Name of the Lord.

‘(@) If at any time any one wishes to invite the widows, let him feed
them and send them away before sunset, even though they are advanced
in years. But if he cannot {entertain them at his house) because of the
circumstances, let him give them food and wine and send them away, and

they shall partake of it at home as they please.”
-~ All this is exceedingly interesting by reason of its obvious jewish deri-
vation.

(@) The bishop still ‘says grace’ in the customary jewish fashion, and this
is still the start of the christian chabiérah meal. (b) It is curious to find the
old rabbinic exception in the case of wine (viz., that all blessings were said
by the president alone on behalf of all present, except only in the case of
wine) still observed at Rome c¢. A.D. 215 after more than a century of gen-
tile christianity. (¢) The old -jewish rules against table-fellowship ‘with
men uncircumcised’? have been transferred by the church to any form of
table-fellowship ‘with men unconfirmed’. (Circumcision and confirmation
are both termed the ‘seal of the covenant’, under the Old and New Coven-
ants respectively, in the New Testament.) This is the origin of the rule
that only the confirmed, not the baptised, may be communicants. The
catechumens, however, though they are not yet of the Body of Christ, are
adherents of the church, and not excluded from its charity. Though they
may not receive of the bread broken in fellowship, they receive what better
befits their condition, not yet freed from the power of sin and the devil,
exorcised bread; and they bless each their own cup of wine for themselves,
as gentiles drinking in the presence of a jewish chabiirah were permitted to
do by jewish custom.® They stand apart from the church’s table, but they
can receive the hospitality of its christian host.

There is no “Thanksgiving’ said at the end of this meal over a ‘cup of
blessing’, because this item of the chabiirah rite has been transferred to the
eucharist, where it has become the ‘consecration prayer’. However, the
Lord’s supper in Hippolytus is in this more logical—and probably more

1 Ap. Trad., xxv.; xxvi. 1-13; xxvii. The text of “this passage is in some uncertainty,
and I am dissatisfied with details of the restoration in my ed. pp. 45 sq. I offer the
above as an improvement, from a fresh study of the oriental versions. In all essential

points this seems more or less secure.
% Acts xi. 3. ‘ 3 Berakoth, Tos., v. 21 (p. 73).
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primitive—than that of some other churches. For in Tertullian! we hear
of prayer at the end of the meal, and also in the East. The absence of the
cup of blessing is in itself sufficient to indicate that this is not a ‘fossil
eucharist’ of any ‘primitive’ type, as Lietzmann supposes. From this point
of view the individual blessing of wine cups by each participant is no sub-
stitute for the eucharistic chalice. The ‘Thanksgiving’ over ‘the cup of
blessing’ had always in jewish custom been said by the president alone for
all the rest, a usage which descended directly to the recitation of the
eucharistic prayer by the bishop-celebrant. The blessing of a separate cup
by each participant for himself reproduces the jewish practice with regard
to ordinary cups of wine drunk in the course of the chabilrah meal.

.~ But though this Lord’s supper or agape thus represents exactly what
remained of the chabiirah meal when the primitive eucharist had been
extracted from it, it is nevertheless in one respect a changed institution. It
is no longer a communal supper of the church which all christians can
attend in their own right, but a private party to which [the guests can come

" only by the invitation of their host, whose bounty they are expected to
repay by their prayers, as the jewish guest had been expected to do.?
Indeed, on occasion the ‘Lord’s supper’ is now a|dignified name for
what is not much more than a distribution of charjtable doles (¢f. e, 1,
above). On the other hand its origin in the common|meal of the church
seems to be indicated by the fact that the lay host cannot as such ‘say
grace’ for his guests, a function naturally reserved to the clerics at a church
meal, but which at a private though still definitely religious meal of laity
only one would expect to be transferred to the host. Here, on the contrary,
in the absence of any cleric at all, each guest is to ‘eucharistise’ his meal for
himself (¢f. ). Doubtless the presence of some of the clergy, if not of the
bishop himself (which is taken as normal) was abont as usual at these
religious meals in the second century as their attendance at the parochial
‘Christmas parties’ of pre-war days was with us; and the cleric present
naturally ‘said grace’. But the fact that a layman cannot say grace for others
suggests that originally this Lord’s supper was a definitely ‘ecclesiastical’
occasion at which the clergy were indispensable, |as the only people
entitled to act for the church corporately. Eastern evidence does not
necessarily hold good for Roman origins; but Ignatiys of Antioch, almost
exactly a century before Hippolytus, had written, “Without the bishop it is
not lawful . . . to hold an agape.”

In HJppolytus, therefore, the meaning of the Lord’s supper has some-
what decayed by its getting, as it were, into private hands, instead of being
a communal meal. Doubtless the exceptional size of the Roman church
from the early second century, when its members, already many hundreds

1 Cf. infra.

2 Berakoth, To: . Vii. 2 (p. 75). ‘What does a good guest say? Remember the house-
holder for good.’

3 Smyrn., viii. 2.
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strong, could not in practice assemble for a common meal, had led to this
change. But it retains the marks of its origin in the indispensable part
assigned to the clergy, the jewish bread- and wine-blessings performed
strictly according to ancient jewish rules, and the religious—not to say
rather lugubrious—behaviour expected of all concerned.

Tertullian’s information as to the rite in Africa is much less detailed.
‘We do not sit down to supper before we have tasted something of prayer
to God. We eat as much as hunger requires; we drink as much as befits
temperance. We take our fill as men who are mindful that they must worship
God even by night; we talk, as men that know their Lord is listening.
After water for rinsing the hands and lamps have been brought in, each is
called forth into the midst to sing to God as his knowledge of the scriptures
or his own invention enables him, which is a test of how much he has
drunk. Prayer equally marks the end of the banquet.”* The ‘foretaste’ of
prayer appears to be a cryptic reference to the distribution of blessed
bread. The bringing in of the bason and lamps were a chabirah cusiom,
but they were also common customs at the evening meal all round the
Mediterranean. The singing of psalms after dinner, like the concluding
prayer, may be chabiirah survivals, but they are natural in any case. Wine
was drunk, but we hear nothing of a common cup. This, however, is
mentioned as an element in the African agape by Cyprian.®

In the East we hear rather more about the Lord’s supper, or the
‘church’s supper’ as it is sometimes called, than we do in the West, and
there the institution lasted longer as a normal observance. Doubtless the
small country churches found it much casier to keep up the custom of
meeting for a common meal than the larger town churches, and in the
East christianity generally spread out to the countrysides much earlier
than in the West, where until the fourth century it remained almost
exclusively an urban religion.

The fullest information about the Eastern form of the agape is found in
the present text of some versions of the Apostolic Tradition, into which it
has been interpolated from some oriental source.

(a) “When the evening is come, the bishop being present, the deacon
shall bring in a lamp. The bishop standing in the midst of the faithful before
he blesses it (eucharistein) shall say: “The Lord be with you all”’. And the
people also shall say: “With thy spirit”. And the bishop also shall say:
“Let us give thanks unto the Lord”; and the people shall say: “It is meet
and right. Greatness and exaltation with glory are due unto Him.” And he
shall not say: “Lift up your hearts” because that shall be said {only) at the
oblation. And he prays thus, saying:

¢ “\e give thanks unto Thee, O God, through Thy Son Jesus Christ
our Lord, because Thou hast enlightened us by revealing the incorruptible
light.

1 Apologeticus 39. 2 Ep., Lxiii, 16.
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¢ “We therefore having finished the length of a day and having come to
the beginning of the night, and having been satisfied with the light of the
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d they shall all say

Whom to Thee with Him (be) glory and might and
Holy Ghost now and ever and world without end.” An
[14 Amen.” .

(6) ‘And having risen after supper, the children and virgins shall sing
psalms by the light of the lamp.

(¢) “And afterwards the deacon holding the mingled
(or of the meal) shall say the psalm from those in which
lujah.” [After that the presbyter has commanded, *
those psalms.”] And afterwards the bishop having off
proper for the cup, he shall say the psalm “Hallelujah!
as he recites the psalms shall say “Hallelujah”, whi
praise Him Who is God most high: glorified and p
founded all the world by His (Jiz. one) Word.”

(d) ‘And likewise when the psalm is completed, he shall give thanks over
the (bread), and give of the fragments to the faithful. (And they shall take
from the hand of the bishop one fragment of a loaf before each takes his
own bread.)?
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fifth century Greek text of the Apostolic Tradition which was the remote
original of the present Ethiopic version, and also into the very good MS.
of Hippolytus which lay before the compiler of the Testament of our Lord
(c. AD. 400). It was found also in the text which was used to form the
Canons of Hippolytus (c. A.D. 600?), and perhaps was known to the compiler
of Apostolic Constitutions BKk. viii. (c. A.D. 375). To have affected so widely
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of the text, we may well be thankful that it is still as intelligible as it is, for
" itis of the greatest interest.

The lighting and blessing of a lamp for the evening meal had a place of
its own in jewish domestic piety, where it signalised the beginning and end
of the Sabbath on Friday and Saturday evenings. It had also a special
connection with certain festival observances. In every strict jewish home
for more than two thousand years the lighting of the sabbath lamp has
been and is still one of the privileges of jewish mothers; and to this day the
lights of the Habdalah and Hannukah as well as the Sabbath retain their
place in jewish observance, The ordinary jewish blessing to be said at the
lamp-lighting was ‘Blessed art Thou, O Lord our God, eternal King, Who
createst the lamps of fire’,! and the question of whether the word ‘lamps’
here should be singular or plural was debated between the schools of
Shammai and Hillel, ¢. 10 B.C. The bringing in and blessing of the lamp
played a part in the chkabiirak supper, and the exact point at which this
should be done formed another subject of discussion between these two
rabbinic schools;? but it appears that they were agreed that it should come
after the meal was concluded in any case. Here it comes before.

As is well known, the jewish practice survived into christian worship in
the ceremony of the Lucernarium, the blessing of the evening lamp with a
thanksgiving to God for the day, which was still found all over christendom
from Mesopotamia to Spain in the fourth century, and survives to this day
in the East and at Milan and Toledo. One of the most famous and lovely
of early christian hymns, Phos hilaron (best known to us in Keble’s mag-
nificent translation, ‘Hail gladdening light of His pure glory poured’,
A. & M. 18) was written to be sung at this little christian ceremony, whose
survival in the blessing of the paschal candle we have already noted.?

When we look back at (z) we find that it is only an early form of the
Lucernarium. The deacon, as ‘the servant of the church’, brings in the
lighted lamp, which the bishop (in this form of the rite) is to bless. (In
some places the deacon did so.) The blessing is done with a form obviously
modelled on the ordinary christian ‘eucharistic’ prayer, retaining the old
jewish notion that one blessed persons and things by giving thanks to God
for them over them. The first sentence, though it is not in any way ver-
bally derived from the jewish lamp-blessing, may be described as in sub-
stance a christian remodelling of it. The remainder of the prayer is a
thanksgiving for the past day, beautiful in its simpli¢ity and directness,
which ends with that ‘seal’ of the Name of God without which in jewish
and early christian teaching no eucharistia or berakah could be valid.

() raises the question of the order in which the proceedings are here
described. It is most usefully discussed a little later.

(¢) The Ethiopic translator has evidently got into a certain amount of

1 Berakoth, M., viii. 6 (p. 70). * Ibid. viii. § (p. 68).
3Cf.p.23.
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lamp. The christian order almost reverses this. But if the single sentence
(b) were omitted, or regarded as placed out of order to explain the purpose
for which the lamp is provided, there would be no mention of the meal
until after the bread-breaking, and we should have an ordinary jewish
chabiirah meal on a festal occasion (only without the ‘cup of blessing’ or
the accompanying Thanksgiving) but with the lamp-blessing at the
beginning instead of at the end. The Ethiopic editor evidently thought
the meal ought to come after the bread-breaking, since he has gone on to
repeat Hippolytus® genuine directions about this at the end of this inter-
polated passage from his special Eastern source. The point is not of great
importance, though the close connection between the jewish and chris-
tian customs is shewn by the fact that some scholars have thought
that the christian account might conceivably be corrected by the jewish
rules.

I do not myself believe that this is necessary. It may equally well be
that we have to do with a deliberate christian rearrangement, due to the
removal of the ‘cup of blessing’ and the accompanying Thanksgiving (the
climax of the jewish rite), by their transference to the eucharist. The
christian chabiirah meal has been given a new climax by the transference
of the kiddiish-cup and ‘grace before meals’ to the place of the cup of
blessing and ‘grace after meals’. The lamp-blessing, ‘left in the air’ by the
transference to the eucharist of the Thanksgiving, with which in jewish
custom it was closely connected, has been given a new ‘Thanksgiving’ of
its own, afid has changed places with the kiddish-cup to supply an opening
devotion. Be this as it may, and it seems an obvious and complete explana-
tion of the facts, all the elements of this christian Lord’s supper, whatever
their right order, are individually derived from the chabdrah rite on festal
occasions. The kallel and the kiddish-cup are not derived from the last
supper itself, but are an independent survival of jewish festal customs into
gentile christian practice. They witness to the joyful spirit in which the
apostolic church kept its Lord’s supper,' and perhaps to the fact that
when it had been separated from the eucharist it was customarily re-
served for festivals, perhaps Sunday evenings. Otherwise the tradition
of incorporating kallel and kiddish into the agape would hardly have
arisen.

From our immediate point of view the two important points to be borne
in mind are (1) That the Eastern form of the agape or Lord’s supper, un-
like the Roman, certainly included a common cup, whose blessing preceded
that of the bread; (2) That this cup derives not from the cup of blessing
(the eucharistic chalice) but from the kiddish-cup, which marked festal
occasions and was not used at the last supper. The pointed omission of the
‘cup of blessing’ (never confused in jewish practice with that of the kid-
diisk) and the Thanksgiving—the invariable sign of a chabiirak meeting—

1 Acts ii. 46.
D.S.L.
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from the supper of the christian chabdrah after the separation of supper
and eucharist, points to the deliberate intention of jewish apostolic
church to differentiate the Lord’s supper from the rite of the ‘New
Covenant’, ordained by our Lord at the last supper.|The later gentile

church would not be likely to make these careful jewish
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Jesus Thy Son; to Thee be the glory for ever. (3) Thou, Master Almighty,
hast created all things for Thy Name’s sake and hast given food and drink
unto men for enjoyment, that they might give thanks unto Thee (eucharis-
tésds n): but on us Thou didst graciously bestow spiritual food and drink
and eternal life through Thy Son. (4) Before all things we give thanks
unto Thee for that Thou art mighty; Thine is the glory for ever. (5)
Remember, O Lord, Thy church, to deliver it from all evil and perfect
itin Thy love, and gather it from the four winds, which|has been sanctified
unto Thy Kingdom, which Thou didst make ready for [it; for Thine is the
power and the glory for ever.”
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What are we to make of this? A generation ago in Germany it was taken
for granted by most protestant scholars! that these prayers and rubrics
concerned not the eucharist proper but the agape. Since then there has
been a change of opinion, shared by Roman Catholic scholars including
Duchesne and Batiffol, which English scholarship has followed without
much independent criticism, affected chiefly, one suspects, by Lietzmann’s
theory of eucharistic origins. It is now commonly held that we have here
a specimen of a jewish rite in the actual process of being turned from a
non-sacramental meal into a eucharist in the later sense. I confess that the
older view seems to me much the more probable. The author of the
Didache knew the liturgical eucharist as well as the agape, and describes it
under quite different terms in chapter xiv. thus:

1. ‘Every Lord’s day of the Lord (sic) having come together break bread
and give thanks (eucharistésate), first confessing your sins, that your sacri-
fice may be pure. (2) Every one that hath his dispute with his companion
shall not come together with you, until they be reconciled, that your sacri-
fice be not defiled. (3) For this is that sacrifice which was spoken of by
the Lord, “In every place and season offer unto Me a pure sacrifice; for I
am a great king, saith the Lord, and My Name is wonderful among the
Gentiles.”2 (xv. 1) Choose for yourselves therefore bishops and deacons. ..’

This is the eucharist as the second century church generally understood
it, celebrated by the liturgical ministry of bishops and deacons, with its
preliminary arbitration on quarrels that the church may be one. It is held
on Sunday, and the word twice used here for ‘come together’ is that some-
times employed for the special liturgical ‘coming together’ by other first
and second century authors. Three times over the writer insists that this
eucharist is a ‘sacrifice’, and he quotes a text of Malachi which is employed
by Justin Martyr (Dialogue, 116) at Rome c. A.D. 150 with reference quite
certainly to what we mean by the eucharist.

When we look back to the alleged ‘eucharist’ of ix. and x. none of this
seems to be in the writer’s mind at all. On the contrary, this appears quite
clearly to be the agape when it is compared with what we know from other
sources about that rite in the East. There is a cup, but it precedes the
bread, as in the Eastern agape rite we had previously considered. And the
blessings for both, though they are in no way verbally derived from the
jewish wine- and bread-blessings (except that both christian and jewish
wine-blessings contain the word ‘vine’, which is not very surprising) are
at least framed upon the same model, in that they are brief ‘blessings of
God’ and not of the wine and bread themselves. The Thanksgiving after
the meal is a little closer to the jewish Thanksgiving though even here no
direct point of contact can be made./But there is at least the sequence of

1 Cf. e.g. F. Kattenbusch, Realencyklrpiidie far prot. Theol. (1903) xii. 671 sq.;
P. Drews, Z.N.T.W., 1904, pp. 74 sq. There were even then notable exceptions,

including Harnack, but this was the general position.
3 Malachii. 11, 14.
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the three ideas: (a) thanksgiving for earthly food; (&) thanksgiving for the
‘spiritual food and drink’ (of the eucharist proper) which is of the essence
of the New Covenant; (¢) prayer for the church. These recall the three
jewish paragraphs of (a) thanksgiving for earthly food; () thanksgiving
for the Old Covenant, with its essence in the Law and Circumcision; (c)
prayer for jewry. But there is in this rite no cup of blessing accompanying
the Thanksgiving, which is precisely the distinction between eucharist and
agape. And when the substance of the prayers—beautiful in themselves—
is considered, is it possible to see in them anything whatever but grace
before and after meals?* The Didache knows and quotes the gospel of Matt,
It is surely incredible that the author could have ignored the close connec-
tion of the eucharist proper with the passion established in Matt. xxvi.

What, then, are we to make of the word eucharistia, etc., so repeatedly
used of this cup and bread? It seems to me to prove exactly nothing. We
have already seen that in early christian usage eulogein and eucharistein are
used indifferently to translate the single Hebrew verb berakh, and these
prayers are undoubtedly what a jew would have called berakoth, for all
their christian content. S. Paul uses eulogein of consecrating the eucharist
proper, and eucharistein of blessing meat bought in the public market. By
the time of Hippolytus terminology is settling down; the “blessed bread’ of
the Lord’s supper is eulogion, clearly distinguished from ‘the Lord’s Body’
of the eucharist. But even he is not quite consistent. When there is no
cleric present at a Lord’s supper to ‘eulogise’ the bread, the laity are each
to ‘eucharistise’ the food for themselves.? Earlier terminology had shewn the
same continual lack of precision. Justin speaks of the christians worship-
ping God ‘with a formula of prayer and thanksgiving (eucharistia) for all
our food’ (Ap. I. 13), almost verbally the phrase which he employs for the
consecration of the liturgical eucharist (Ap. 1. 66). The bishop in the
Ethiopic agape-rite above ‘cucharistises’ a lamp; ‘eucharistic’ prayers for
the consecration of chrism, bishops, virgins and all sorts of things and
persons are to be found in the Roman Pontifical to this day. The mere
word eucharistia in an early christian document does not at all establish
that the subject concerned is ‘the eucharist’ in our sense.

Finally, there is the prohibition (ix. 5): ‘Let no one eat or drink of your
eucharist but those baptised in the Name of the Lord.” We have already
seen from Hippolytus that the catechumens (and other pagans a fortior:)
might not have ‘table-fellowship® with the church at the agape any more
than at the eucharist. And here, as a matter of fact, the Didache gives an

t K. Volker, Mysterium und Agape, pp. 135 sq. strains the sense almost to breaking
point to find a spiritual or quasi-sacramental meaning in them. I confess I remain
completely sceptical when I look at the text. They get no nearer to being ‘sacra-
mental’ than does the bishop’s lamp-blessing in the Ethiopic rite of the agape above:
‘We give thanks unto Thee, O God, through Thy Son Jesus Christ our Lord,
because Thou hast enlightened us by revealing the incorruptible light’,

2 Ap. Trad., xxvi. 13 (¢f. above, p. 83 h).
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~ almost open indication that its author has in mind something other than
the eucharist proper. He writes of his blessed cup and bread, ‘For concern-
ing this also the Lord said, “Give not that which is holy unto the dogs™’
(Matt. vii. 6). The ‘blessed bread’ of the agape is holy, though not
eucharistic.

We conclude, then, that Didache ix. and x. are entirely in line with what
we know of the Eastern agape in pre-Nicene times, as-Didache xiv. is en-
tirely representative of second century ideas about the liturgical eucharist,
The book was written as a guide for the laity, not for the clergy, and
elsewhere gives detailed regulations only on things which the laity may do
for themselves, These little agape prayers may be taken as the exact Eastern
equivalents of Hippolytus® general direction to the laity when met without
a cleric at the Lord’s supper to ‘eucharistise’ the food each one for himself,
and then ‘eat in the Name of the Lord’. Prophets, as specially inspired
persons, even though laymen, are not bound to use the set forms; just as
the bishop, in virtue of his prophetic charisma, is not bound to follow a set
form in the eucharistic prayer proper.

This is the agape or Lord’s supper as celebrated privately by a party of
christian friends. But in the third century in the East it could still be a
corporate and official observance of the whole church. In a Syrian work
written c. A.D. 250, the Didascalia Apostolorum, the author, speaking of the
reception to be accorded to christian strangers visiting another church,
lays it down that “If it be a bishop, let him sit with the bishop; and let him
accord him the honour of his rank, even as himself. And do thou, O
bishop, invite him to discourse to thy people; for the exhortation and
admonition of strangers is very profitable, especially as it is written:
“There is no prophet that is acceptable in his own place.” And when you
offer the oblation, let him speak. But if he is wise and gives the honour
[i.e. of celebrating the eucharist] to thee, at least let him speak over the
cup’.! Here we have evidence of the feeling that the bishop is the only
proper prophetic teacher and priest of his own church, who ought not in
any circumstances to be replaced at the eucharist by anyone else, however
distinguished, when he is present. It witnesses also to the bishop’s ‘dis-
course’ or exhortation at the agape, of which Hippolytus speaks. And it
mentions the use of a cup in the East as an important element in that rite,
just as in the Ethiopic order (c) and in the Didache (ix. 2).

The last text of any importance or interest on the Lord’s supper or
agape which we need consider comes from an Egyptian rule for virgins
leading an ascetic life in their own homes, in the days before the religious
life for women in convents had been fully organised. It is traditionally
ascribed to S. Athanasius, an attribution which has been both questioned
and defended by modern scholars without decisive reasons on either side.
But it appears to be Egyptian and of the early fourth century. It runs thus:

1 Did. Ap., ii. 58. Ed. R. H. Connolly, 1929, . 122,
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‘After None take thy food having given thanks to God over thy table
with these words:

¢ “Blessed be God, Who hath mercy upon us and nourisheth us from our
youth up; Who giveth food unto all flesh. Fill our hearts with joy and glad-
ness that at all times having a sufficiency in all things, we may superabound
unto every good work, in Christ Jesus our Lord, with Whom unto Thee is
due glory, power, honour and worship, with the Holy|Spirit unto ages of
ages. Amen.”

‘And when thou sittest down to table and comest|to the breaking of
bread, sign thyself thrice with the sign of the cross, and say thus “euch-
aristising”: “We give thanks (eucharistoumen) unto Thee, our Father, for
Thy boly resurrection (sic). For through Thy servant|Jesus Christ Thou
hast made it kn>wn unto us. And as this bread which is|upon this table was
scattered and being gathered together even became one; so let Thy church
be gathered together from the ends of the earth intg ‘Thy kingdom, for
Thine is the power and the glory, world without end. Amen.”

“This prayer at the breaking of bread before thou eatest thou shouldst
say. And when thou settest it down upon the table and art about to sit
down, say the “Our Father” right through. The aforesaid prayer, “Blessed
be Thou, O God”, we say when we have eaten and [rise from the table.
But if there are two or three virgins with thee, they|shall “eucharistise™
over the bread that is set forth and offer the prayer with thee. But if there
be found a woman catechumen at the table, let her not pray with the
faithful, nor do thou in any case sit to eat thy bread| with her. Nor shalt
thou sit at table to eat with careless and frivolous women without necessity.
For thou art holy unto the Lord and thy food and drink has been hallowed
(hégiasmenon). For by the prayers and the holy words it is hallowed
(hagiazetai)*

The eucharistia ‘Blessed be God’ (which despite the misleading opening
rubric turns out to be for the end of the meal) apgears to be remotely

derived from the first paragraph of the old jewish derqkak after meals. The
breaking of bread is simply the old jewish grace before meals, with a
prayer similar to that found in Didache ix. There is, however, no obvious
trace of a use of the Didache elsewhere in this work and the text of this
prayer differs verbally a good deal from that of the Didacke. It is possible
that we have here an independent use of a traditional prayer for the
agape rather than a direct literary quotation, tho the Didache was
certainly in circulation in fourth century Egypt. The rule against cate-
chumens praying or eating with the faithful is stilljin full force for the
agape as for the eucharist. There is no cup at all, for the virgins are vowed
to an ascetic life and avoid the use of wine. There is no distribution of the
‘broken bread, for the virgins each ‘cucharistise’ and offer the prayer to-

1 dub, Athanésius, de Virginitate, 12, 13. (Certain featusz of the Greek suggest a
translation from Coptic.)
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gether, just as the laity, met at the Lord’s supper without a cleric, are bidden
to do by Hippolytus a century before. What is interesting is to find the
whole technical terminology of the liturgical eucharist, ‘eucharistising’,
‘hallowing’, ‘We give thanks unto Thee. ..}, ‘breaking the bread’, ‘the
bread set forth’ (prokeimenon—the regular word for the liturgical oblation)
—still unhesitatingly applied to this obviously purely domestic meal of
women alone, in the fourth century when there can be no question of any
confusion of ideas between agape and eucharist. It is a warning not to
build theories on the ‘eucharistic’ terminology applied to the agape in
earlier documents.

We are now in a position to come to our conclusions about the Lord’s
supper or agape, and its relation to the eucharist. There is no evidence
whatever that these are really parallel developments of the same thing, a
‘Jerusalem type’ of non-sacramental fellowship meal, and a ‘Pauline type’
of eucharistic oblation, as Lietzmann and others have supposed. Both
derive from the chabdrah supper. But the eucharist consists of those two
elements in the chabdrah customs to which our Lord Himself at the last
supper had attached a new meaning for the future with reference to His
own death. These have been carefully extracted from their setting, and
continued in use apart from the rest of the chabirak meal for obvious
reasons. The Lord’s supper or agape consists precisely of what was left of
the chabiirak meal when the eucharist had been removed. In fact we may
say that while the eucharist was derived directly from the last supper and
from nothing else, the agape derived really from the previous meetings of
our Lord’s chabiirah before the last supper, though the separation between
them was not made in practice before a generation had passed. And just as
the berakah at the end of the supper, the only prayer of the jewish rite
which was transferred to the new christian rite, furnished it with its new
name by direct translation into Greek as eucharistia, so what was left of
the supper seems to have furnished the Greek name of the Lord’s
supper. Dr. Oesterley seems justified in his suggestion ‘that the name
Agape was intended as a Greek equivalent to the neo-Hebrew Chabiirah
.. . which means “fellowship’’, almost “love”.’t

The permanent mark of the separation of the two rites was the complete
absence of the “cup of blessing’ and the accompanying berakah from all
known forms of the Lord’s supper or agape. In this the christian continua-
tion of the chabiirah supper differed notably from its jewish parent, where
these two things were the central point and formal characteristic of a
chabiirah meeting. The transference of just those two clements in the sup-
per ritual to which our Lord had assigned a new meaning connected with
His own death to a new and separate rite is in itself a strong indication of
the way in which the liturgical eucharist was regarded by those who first
made the separation. This is especially striking when we consider the

1 Yewish Background of the Christian Sacraments, p. 204.
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significance of the phrase ‘the New Covenant in My Blood’ in connection
with the second paragraph of the berakah about the Old Covenant, which
was rewritten in terms of the new christian meaning to form the christian
eucharistic prayer. In the circamstances, the disappearance of these two
all-important items from the christian chabiirah meal would be a quite
sufficient differentiation between the two somewhat similar rites of the
agape and the eucharist for jewish christians, but probably not for gentile
converts from paganism. This, as well as the care amz:gclicacy with which

the separation was made, needs to be taken into account in considering by
whom and when the ‘four-action shape’ of the eucharist was organised, a
point which remains to be discussed.

The Separation of the Eucharist from the Agape

At first sight S. Paul’s evidence in 1 Cor. xi. appears to be decisive that
the eucharist and agape were still combined in a single observance when
that epistle was written. But upon closer inspection this interpretation,
though still, I think, the most probable, becomes |less certain than is
generally supposed. The difficulty is partly due to the difficulty of deciding
how far S. Paul’s use of quasi-technical terms is already in line with that
which became normal in the second century; and partly to the tantalisingly
obscure way in which he refers to the actual practices at Corinth to which
he is objecting, which he and his correspondents d take for granted,
but which are by no means easy for us to make out.

S. Paul has just been rebuking the Corinthian pgculiarity of allowing
-women to pray unveiled and concluded that ‘we have no such custom, nor
have the churches of God’, as a decisive reason against it (2. 16). “With this
watchword’ he continues ‘I praise you not that you hold your liturgical
assemblies not for the better but for the worse.’ His |converts, to whom he
had taught the rite of the New Covenant, have evidently made some change
in their method of celebrating it, which they thought to be animprovement,
but to which he takes serious objection. But, ‘First, when you hold your
assembly in the ecclesia, I hear there are quarrels among you, and I partly
believe it’ (v. 18). Having dealt with this, he comes to the main point.
“Therefore when you assemble as the ecclesia it is|not to eat the Lord’s
supper, for each one greedily starts on his own supper at the meal, and one
goes hungry and another gets tipsy’. Having regard to the fact that the
‘Lord’s supper’ in the second century means the| agape apart from the
eucharist proper, and that the first phrase can perfectly well mean ‘When
you assemble as the ecclesia it is not possible to eat the Lord’s supper’, it
would be legitimate to understand this as meaning that the ecclesia is not
the right sort of occasion at all for celebrating t::a;gape, but only for the

eucharist; 7.e. the two rites have already been separated and the innovation
of the Corinthians consisted precisely in combining them again. Such an
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interpretation would be strengthened by the following verse ‘Have you
not houses to eat and drink in?’ (i.e., the home is the right place for the
agape). ‘Or do you despise the ecclesia’ (i.e., the liturgical assembly) ‘and
put to shame them that have nothing? What shall I say? Shall I praise you
for this? I praise you not’ (. 22). Then follows (23-5) the ‘tradition’ con-
cerning the last supper, followed by the application (26): “Whenever you
eat this bread or drink this cup, ye do solemnly proclaim the Lord’s death
till He come. Whoever shall eat this bread or drink the cup of the Lord
unworthily, shall be guilty of the Body and Blood of the Lord. Let a man
therefore test himself and so eat of the bread and drink of the cup; for
he that eateth and drinketh unworthily eateth and drinketh judgment
unto himself, not discerning the Lord’s Body.” There follow the proofs
of this in the Corinthians’ own experience of the result of unworthy
communions. He concludes: ‘Wherefore, my brethren, when ye come
together to eat, wait for one another; and if anyone is hungry, let him eat
athome.’

The difficulty is that S. Paul uses indiscriminately the same words ‘eat’
and ‘drink’ for partaking of the sacramental species and for the satisfying
of hunger at a full meal. It would be equally reasonable to interpret this
last sentence as meaning either “Wherefore, my brethren, when ye come
together to eat (this bread and drink this cup) wait for one another, and
if anyone is hungry let him eat (a proper meal) at home’; or, ‘when ye come
together to eat (the combined eucharist and agape) wait for one another;
and if anyone is hungry (and cannot wait) let him eat (a preliminary meal)
at home.’ I do not see how on the basis of the text as it stands, considered
simply in itself, either interpretation can be shewn decisively to be
wrong.!

But there are wider considerations to be taken into account. Whatever
may have been, the precise innovations which the Corinthians were so
proud of,? it is plain that the secular and social aspects of the communal
supper had largely obscured for them its religious and sacramental ele-
ments. Among the jews, with their long tradition of the ckabirak meal as
a definitely religious occasion, introduced and closed by observances of
piety, with every separate kind of food, every cup of wine, and every con-
venience (such as the lamp and the hand-washing) solemnly hallowed with
its own benediction, such a meal could preserve both its aspects of social

! The same ambiguity attaches to the account of the celebration of the eucharist
by S. Paul at Troas, Acts xx. 7 sq._

2 Dr. Cirlot (op. cit. pp. 27 sq.) suggests that they had reintroduced the hors
d’ceuvres and wine before the bread-breaking at the beginning of the meal, on
Palestinian precedent, which S. Paul had discarded as unnecessary in gentile
churches; and that some Corinthians had taken advantage of this ‘preliminary
snack’ to satisfy hunger after a hard day’s work by bringing their own hors d’ceuvres
on a very lavish scale. The body of the meal, on both jewish and gentile precedent,
would be communally provided, and the difficulties of ‘one going hungry and
another getting tipsy’ in this part of the meal would be less likely to arise,
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fellowship and Covenant-rite in some sort of balance. But gentile churches
had no such previous training in their background. Even the meetings of
the nearest gentile equivalents, the hellenistic /etairiail or ‘clubs’, though
they had usually a religious association, were by no means always occasions
of what we (or a jew) would call ‘piety’. The religious aspect of the matter
was, as a rule, not much more than a pretext for merry-making; and the
kind of devotion called out by the unethical deities—with certain impor-
tant exceptions—to whose cult these pagan banquets gave a social recog-
nition was not as a rule likely to commend itself either to the jewish or the
christian sense of religion. If S. Paul had introduced at Corinth the
eucharist still combined with the agape, it is easy enough to see how his
unsteady new gentile converts could come to lay the emphasis on the more
human aspect of the observance, to the neglect of the special meaning
attached to the bread-breaking at the beginning and the cup at the end. It
is much more difficult to see how if they were from the first familiar with
the eucharist as a Covenant-rite already isolated from the supper they
could so quickly forget its solemn meaning, even if they had had the idea of
reviving the jewish chabiirah practice by combining| the sacramental rite
and the supper once more. On these grounds, rather than because of any
absolute irreconcilability with the text of 1 Cor. xi., we must reject all the
forms of the theory that at the time of the writing of that epistle the
eucharist was no longer associated with the agape in a single obser-
vance.!

The matter seems to be rather different when we come to examine the
later accounts of the last supper in Matt. and Mark. S. Paul is uncon-
sciously relating what he has to say about the specifically eucharistic bread
and wine to their place in the supper, e.g. ‘After supper He took the cup’,
and so forth. Matt. and Mark, though they note that the historical insti-
tution of the rite took place at a supper, are no longer concerned to do
this. They concentrate on the two things which later liturgical practice
isolated from the supper in the eucharist, and neglect all else. They do not
even state where and when in the meal they came, or whether together or
at an interval. No one would gather from either account that anything
occurred in between. They are writing primarily for gentile readers, to
whom the details of jewish custom would be unfamiliar and perhaps not
particularly interesting. But they are also writing for christian readers, and
it rather looks as though the interrelation of eucharist and supper to one
another was no longer familiar or interesting to christians. There is, too, the
further point that both have changed “This cup is the New Covenant in
My Blood’ to ‘This is My Blood of the New Covenant’, apparently to
secure a closer parallel to ‘“This is My Body’; which suggests that the two
‘words’ are in much closer connection than when they came at opposite

! In different ways this has been defended by scholars of very different allegiances, N
e.g. Mgr. Batiffol and K. Volker. i



EUCHARIST AND LORD’S SUPPER 99

ends of the supper. Neither argument is decisive, indeed, either separately
would seem rather trivial. But they both point in the same direction.

The next point is the introduction of the word ‘agape’ as a technical
term for the christian common meal (whether with or without the euch-
arist). This occurs in the New Testament only at Jude 12 (and perhaps also
in 2 Pet. ii. 13 if apatass be not the true reading) where certain heretics are
denounced as ‘blemishes feasting with you in your agapar.’ There is here no
apparent reference to the eucharist, but only to a christian ‘feast’. The new
term had presumably been introduced to describe a new observance, the
supper apart from the eucharist. But this is found only here, among the
later strata of the New Testament, in the second christian generation.

In the next generation the new word has become a technical term used
by distinction from ‘the eucharist’ to describe the observance, now be-
coming traditional, of the supper altogether apart from the liturgical
eucharist. Writing to the Smyrnaeans, Ignatius (c. A.D. 115) warns them:
‘Without the bishop let no one do any of the things which pertain to the
ecclesia. Let that be accounted a valid eucharist which is under the bishop
(as president) or one to whom he shall have committed (it). Wheresoever
the bishop may be found, there let the whole body be, as wherever Jesus
Christ may be, there is the catholic church. It is not allowed without the
bishop either to baptise or to hold an agape.” Ignatius is not laying down
a new principle, but insisting on the liturgical basis of the bishop’s
authority in his church. Without the exercise of his ‘special liturgy’—
either personally or by deputy—there cannot be a valid eucharist, for the
‘Body of Christ’, the church, is not organically complete without him, and
therefore cannot ‘offer’ itself or fulfil itself in the eucharist. Anyone can
baptise or hold an agape ‘without the bishop’; there is no question of
‘validity’ in such a case, but ‘it is not allowed’ to do so, for unity’s sake and
for discipline. These are things which ‘pertain to the ecclesia’ and the
whole life and unity of the ecclesia centre in the bishop as the representa-
tive of the Father and the special organ of the Spirit. ‘Apart from the
bishop’ and the lesser liturgical ministers ‘it is not even called an ecclesia’
(.e. a liturgical assembly), as Ignatius says elsewhere. The agape here is an
observance as well known as baptism or the eucharist, and independent of
either.? The new Greek term, agape, has established itself as the translation
of chabiirah, just as in Ignatius excharistia is the accepted technical transla-
ton of berakah. The eucharistia is the berakah apart from the chabiirah
supper, and the agape is the chabdirah supper without the berakah.

We need not pursue the question further. Justin, the next christian
author, describes the eucharist but does not mention the agape. Yet it

1 Smyrn., viii.

2 Lightfoot in his note (ad loc.) takes the view that eucharist and agape were still
combined. But he produces no instance of agape used to denote both supper and

eucharist combined, and none such exists, On the contrary, they are here distin-
guished.
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must have continued uninterruptedly throughout the|second century if
only as a private observance—at Rome as well as elsewhere—for so much
jewish custom in connection with it to have been handed down by tradition
to the days of Hippolytus and other later writers. In the form of charitable
‘treats’ for the poorer christians it lasted into the century in most
churches, and in association with old pagan customs of funeral feasts it is
not wholly extinct to this day in the East,! and in Abyssinia, while its more
indirect survival in the pain bénit of French churches (which are a survival
of unconsecrated offertory breads) is well known.

The word agape by the end of the second cen had acquired for
Tertullian in the West just as much as for Clement of Alexandria in the
East the purely christian technical sense of a religious supper apart from
the eucharist, just as clearly as the word eucharistia had acquired for them
both the equally technical sense of the rite of the|New Covenant, the
bread and cup pronounced to be the Lord’s Body and Blood, celebrated
apart from a supper. If we can fix with any precision the period in which
these two words were first accepted among christians generally as convey-
ing their particular technical meanings, which do not by any means suggest
themselves from ordinary Greek usage, then we shall have established the
date of the separation of eucharist and agape. The two technical terms
would not have existed without the need for distinguishing the two things.
“The Lord’s supper’ would have sufficed to describe|them in combination,
as it had for S. Paul.

In Ignatius (c. A.D. I15) the word eucharistia has everywhere without
doubt its technical meaning of a rite. This strengthens the conclusion that
when he tells the Smyrnaeans that neither ‘eucharist’ nor ‘agape’ is to be
celebrated apart from the bishop, he means two different rites, and that
‘agape’ no less than ‘eucharist’ is here a technical term, as it also appears
to be in Jude 12. The abrupt use of the word without explanation in both
documents argues a general familiarity with it, and since the term implies
the thing, the agape apart from the eucharist must have been familiar, in
Syria and Asia Minor at all events, by A.D. 100. Ifjwe may take it that the
two rites had not been separated when S. Paul wrate 1 Cor. xi. (c. A.D. 54)
—he never uses either eucharistia or agapé as terms for a rite—we have
thus a period of about fifty years in which we must place both the separation
of the two rites and the establishment of that ‘four-action shape’ of the
eucharistic liturgy which was universal in the s¢cond century and ever
after.

The direct evidence will not allow us to press the question any closer,
but in estimating the probabilities there are certain points to be weighed.

1 For a late collection of prayers for the agape in [this form used among the
Nestorians ¢f. Dom M. Wolff, Ostsyrische Tisch- und Abendmahlsgebete, Oriens
Christianus, 111, ii. 1 (1927), pp. 70 sq. For the better kn traces of the agape in the

Eastern Churches see Tischgebete und Abendmahlsgebetg in der Altchristlichen und in
der Griechischen Kirche, E. v. der Goltz, Leipzig, 1905 (T.U. xxix. ii).
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(1) The conditions which dictated the separation were much more likely
to arise in gentile churches with their pagan background than among jewish
christians. We have seen that they arose very quickly at Corinth, despite
the fact that S. Paul had personally instructed the original converts there
on the meaning of the eucharist, and had exercised supervision over that
church afterwards. What of gentile churches which had no such advan-
tages—those, say, founded by converts of his converts? Christianity spread
with extraordinary swiftness among gentiles in the years A.D. 40-60. The
need for such a reform might become pressing and general in quite a short
time. (2) The separation, whenever it was made, was made with great
delicacy and considerable knowledge of jewish customs, by men who
cherished the jewish past. One has only to consider such things as the
retention of the host’s invitation to offer the berakak and the guests’ assent
before the eucharistic prayer; or the retention of the bread-breaking at the
agape despite its duplication of that at the eucharist, because this was the
invariable jewish grace before meals; while the ‘cup of blessing’, the in-
variable jewish accompaniment of the berakal at a chabirah meal, was
not retained at the agape because the latter was not in the same sense ‘the’
chabiirah rite for the christians, and the berakah itself had been transferred
to the eucharist. These things speak for themselves. They were done by
jews, and accepted by all at a time when the gentile churches still looked to
jewish leaders in their new faith. That stage did not last long after A.D. 70
so far as we can see. (3) There is the further consideration of the universal
and unquestioning acceptance of the ‘four-action shape’ in the second
century, when most things were being questioned by the scattered churches,
without oecumenical leaders, without generally accepted christian scrip-
tures and with only undeveloped standards of orthodoxy of any kind.
There was then no tradition whatever of a ‘seven-action shape’—such as
the N.T. documents, already in circulation and reverenced though not yet
canonised, proclaimed as original. (4) There are the further indications,
very slight in themselves, that when Matt. and Mark were written (A.D.
65-80) the exact relation of the eucharist to a meal was only of academic
interest to christians.

It is impossible to do more than indicate the probabilities—perhaps only
the possibilities—of the case. But these do point back to the apostolic age
itself as the period of the formation of the ‘four-action shape’ of the liturgy
—after the writing of 1 Cor. but before the writing of the first of our gos-
pels. And if we must look for a place whence the new separate rite of the
‘eucharist’, and the new name for it, spread over all the christian churches—
this is much more hazardous—there is Rome, the church of Peter the
apostle of the circumcision and of Paul the apostle of the gentiles, in the
capital and centre of the world, which ‘taught others’, as Ignatius said, and
had ‘the presidency of charity’. With a strong jewish minority in a Greek-
speaking church, the need for Greek equivalents to berakah and chabiira
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as technical terms would be felt there as soon as anywhere, much sooner
than in purely gentile or purely jewish churches. This is not much more
than speculation. But what is fact is that the Roman Clement is the first
christian writer to describe (1. 40) the liturgical gatheting of the christian
church for its ‘oblations’, not at a supper table but in what later became
the traditional arrangement of the ecclesia, with the words ‘Let each of you,
brethren, in his own order make eucharist (eucharisteifo) to God.’




CHAPTER V

THE CLASSICAL SHAPE OF THE LITURGY:
, (II) THE EUCHARIST

IN this chapter we shall study what may be called the skeleton of that
‘four-action shape’ of the eucharist whose first century origins we have
just investigated. We shall examine this here, so far as may be, simply in
its sequence rather than in its meaning. We have seen that the liturgical
eucharist, as it emerged from its association with a meal in the ‘Lord’s
supper’, consisted always of four essential acts, all of which were derived
from the jewish customs of the chabirah supper: (1) The offertory, the
‘taking’ of bread and wine, which in its original form in the four-action
shape was probably derived from the bringing of contributions in kind for
the chabilrah meal. (2) The prayer, with its preliminary dialogue of invita-
tion, derived directly from the berakah or thanksgiving which closed the
chabiirah meal. (3) The fraction, or breaking of the bread, derived from
the jewish grace before all meals. (4) The communion, derived from the
distribution of the broken bread at the beginning and the cup of blessing
at the end of the supper of every jewish chabfirah. The liturgical eucharist
consisted simply of those particular things in the ordinary chabitrak cus-
toms to which our Lord at the last supper had attached a new meaning for
the future. These had been detached from the rest of the chabdrah ritual
and perpetuated independently. To these the primitive church added a
preliminary greeting and kiss, and a single final phrase of dismissal. This
is the whole of the pre-Nicene eucharist.

The Pre-Nicene Eucharist

The proceedings began, like those of the synaxis, with a greeting
exchanged between the president and the ecclesia. And just as the greeting
at the synaxis, “The Lord be with you’, had reference to the first item of
the liturgy, the lesson from the Law, so the greeting at the eucharist
referred directly to the first thing at the eucharist, the kiss of peace. At the
eucharist the holy church is alone with God and not mingled with the
world (represented by the enquirers and the unconfirmed catechumens
present at the synaxis). And so the invariable formula at the beginning of
the eucharist is not ‘The Lord be with you’ but ‘Peace be unto you’, the
greeting of the Lord to His own.! By the fourth century, if not before, this
had been elaborated a little in most churches on this particular occasion, to
“The peace of God be with you all’ (in Syria), or ‘The peace of the Lord
be always with you’ (in the West). The church answered, as always, ‘And

1 John xx. x9.
103
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with thy spirit’. And again, because at the eucharist the holy church is
separated ‘out of the world’,! the wish can be fulfilled. The peace of Christ
is ‘not as the world giveth’, but from within. And so the|persecuted church
manifested its peace within itself by the exchange of the kiss of peace
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1 John xvii. 6. t Hippolytus, Ap. Trad.,xviii. 4.

3 E.g. Optatus of Milevis, adv. Donatistas, vi. 2 (Africa c. A.D. 3

60). A
¢ Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catecheses v. (ed. Mingana, p} 86), Asia Minor c.
AD, 410 (cf. p. 282).
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The bishop and presbyters then laid their hands in silence upon the
oblations. There followed the brief dialogue of invitation, followed by the
bishop’s eucharistic prayer, which always ended with a solemn dozology,
to which the people answered ‘Amen.’

The bishop then broke some of the Bread and made his own communion,
while the deacons broke the remainder of the Bread upon the table,and the
‘concelebrant’ presbyters around him broke Bread which had been held
before them on little glass dishes or linen cloths by deacons during the
recitation of the prayer by the bishop. (It may be that even in pre-Nicene
times the bishop invited the church to communion with the words ‘Holy
things for the holy’, but again this custom is first certainly attested by
Cyril of Jerusalem in the fourth century, though there may be an allusion
to it by Hippolytus at Rome in the early third century.!)

There followed the communion, first of the clergy, seemingly behind
the altar, and then of all the people before it. Nobody knelt to receive
communion, and to the words of administration each replied ‘Amen.’

After the communion followed the cleansing of the vessels, and then a
deacon dismissed the ecclesia with a brief formula indicating that the
assembly was closed,—‘Depart in peace’ or ‘Go, it is the dismissal’ (Ize
missa est), or some such phrase.

The faithful took home with them portions of the consecrated Bread
from which to make their communions at home on mornings when the
liturgy was not celebrated. The deacons—after the third century their
assistants, the acolytes—carried portions of the Bread to all who could not
be at the Sunday ecclesia. Other deacons (in later times acolytes) carried
portions of the Bread consecrated at the bishop’s eucharist to be placed in
the chalice at each of the lesser eucharists celebrated under the presi-
dency of presbyters elsewhere in the city. This was done in token of their
communion with him, and as a symbol that the bishop remained the high
priest and liturgical minister of his whole church, whether actually present
with him at the eucharist or not.

Such was the pre-Nicene rite. It remains to consider it in detail.

1. The Greeting and Kiss of Peace

Like that which opens the synaxis, the greeting is not in itself much
more than an intimation that the proceedings are now formally beginning,
though since the ecclesia is emphatically a religious assembly, this takes a
religious form, connected with the kiss of peace which it introduces.

The greatest pains were taken to see that this latter did not degenerate
into a formality. We have noted, e.g., the insistence of the Didacke on the
necessity of reconciling any fellow-christians who might be at variance
with each other before they could attend the eucharist together, or ‘your
‘hi‘nOr} the Pascha, iii., rebuking those who ‘do not come with holiness to the holy

gs’s
D.S.L.
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sacrifice is defiled’.! The unity of the church as the Body of Christ, which
ever since S. Paul’s day had been understood to be of the essence of the
sacrament?, can be violated by personal disputes among its members as
well as by a formal ecclesiastical schism, whose token as well as reality lies
in the holding of a separate eucharist apart from the catholic communion.
It was the duty of the bishop and presbyters to mediate in all such disputes
between members of their own church, and regular sessions were held for
this purpose by what was virtually a christian sankedrin of elders (presby-
ters) under the christian high-priest (the bishop). The Syrian Didascalia of
the Apostles orders them to ‘Let your judgments be held on the second day
of the week, that if perchance any one should contest the sentence of your
words, you may have space until the sabbath to compase the matter, and
may make peace between them on the Sunday.’s There fis no little pastoral
shrewdness in the extensive suggestions this document makes about the
conducting of such ‘courts christian’, by the application of some of which
our own ecclesiastical courts might be a good deal improved.

Besides adjusting disputes between parties the bishop and presbyters
had to judge accusations against individuals, for the penalty of grave or
notorious sin was excommunication. The senior deacon formally acted as
accuser in such cases, a function which still survives among the various
duties of Anglican archdeacons.

By the terms of the gospel itself every christian was by
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make peace between them.? By the fourth century this question had become
stereotyped into the warning by the deacon, ‘Let none keep rancour against
any! Let none (give the kiss) in hypocrisy!” which survived in some of the
Eastern rites for centuries, even after the actual giving of the kiss had been
abandoned. In connection with the offertory and the kiss of peace which
preceded it, more than one of the fathers cites Matt. v, 23, ‘If thou art
offering thy gift unto the altar and there rememberest that thy brother
hath aught against thee . . .2 Whatever its original application in the gospel,
the liturgical offertory was the only christian observance to which it could
be literally applied.

The kiss of peace as a sign of respect or friendship was as ancient among
the jews as Isaac’s blessing of Jacob and the latter’s reconciliation with
Esau. The church inherited it from judaism in her ceremonial in more
than one connection. Thus it was given to a newly consecrated bishop at his
enthronement, not only by his clergy but by every confirmed member of
his new church, before he offered the eucharist with them for the first
time as their high-priest.3 The bishop himself gave the kiss to each new
christian whom he admitted to the order of laity by confirmation, imme-
diately after signing him on the forehead with the chrism which conveyed
the gift of the Spirit.® Here again the kiss is the symbol of that ‘fellowship
of the Holy Ghost’, of which the ‘communion’ of the church is only the
consequence and the outward sign. Until that moment the neophyte had
never been permitted to exchange the kiss of peace with any of the faithful,®
because he was not yet of the Body of Christ, and so had not yet received
the Spirit, and by consequence could neither give nor receive the peace of
« Christ.

In our Lord’s time among the jews the kiss was a courteous preliminary
to any ceremonious meal, whose omission could be a cause for remark.® As
such it may well have been in use at the Lord’s supper in the early days at
Jerusalem, if not at the last supper itself. S. Paul refers to it more than
once as a token of christian communion, but without direct reference to the
eucharist, though its use at the liturgy in his day can hardly be doubted.’”
In the second century and after, the kiss had its most frequent and signifi-
cant christian use as the immediate preparation for the eucharist, the

1 Ibid. p. 117.
2 Cf. Irenaeus, adv. Haer., iv. xviii. 1; Cyril of Jer., Cat. xxiii. 3, etc.
3 Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., iv. 1. ¢ Ibid. xxii. 3. 5 Ibid. =viii. 3.

¢ Luke vii. 45. .

7 Rom. xvi. 6; T Cor. xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xiii. 12; ¢f. 1 Pet. v. 14, Lietzmann (op. cit.
. 229) draws a striking picture. ‘We are at Corinth at a meeting of the congregation,
A letter from the Apostle is being read out and draws near its end. . . . And then
rings out the liturgical phrase, “Greet one another with the holy kiss. All the saints
kiss you also in Christian communion”—and the Corinthians kiss one another—
“The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the love of God and the fellowship of the
Holy Ghost be with you all!”—*“And with thy spirit” answers the church. The
letter is ended and the Lord’s supper begins.” (This over-strains the evidence a
good deal, but it probably represents something like the truth.)



THE SHAPE OF THE LITURGY
which for S. Paul

1

108

token of that ‘unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace’
is the very foundation of the fact that there is ‘One Body’

Justin is the first author who actually states that the kiss is the pre-
liminary to the offertory,? where we find the kiss placed also by Hippolytus
at Rome some sixty years later.? It was evidently a fixed jand settled part of
the liturgical tradition that it should come at this point of the rite at Rome
as elsewhere in pre-Nicene times. It illustrates the fragmentary and hap-
hazard nature of the evidence with which we have to deal that the kiss does
not happen to be mentioned again in Roman documents for almost
exactly two hundred years after Hippolytus; and that then we find its
position has been shifted in the local Roman rite from before the offertory
to before the communion, a position where it had an equT.l appropriateness,
but which was contrary to all primitive precedent.

It seems likely that in making this, the only change (as distinct from
insertions) in the primitive order of the liturgy which the Roman rite has

ever undergone, the Roman church was following an inn
in the African churches, where the kiss is attested as ¢
communion towards the end of the fourth century.* By
churches had also adopted the custom (? from Jerusale;
Lord’s prayer between the fraction and the communion
in the African liturgy as the practical fulfilment of the

ovation first made
‘oming before the
7 then the African
m) of reciting the
Coming as it did
clause “...as we

forgive them that trespass against us’, the kiss acquired 3

special fittingness

as a preliminary to communion. This was less obvious in|the contemporary
rite of Rome, where the use of the Lord’s prayer in the eucharistic liturgy
(at all events at this point) does not seem to have come in until the time of
S. Gregory I. (c. A.D. 595). When Rome thus tardily followed the rest of
christendom in adopting this custom, the Pater noster was inserted, not as
in Affica after the fraction, but as at Jerusalem, between the eucharistic
prayer and the fraction. The Roman kiss of peace was thus permanently
separated from that clause of the Lord’s prayer which had first attracted
the kiss to this end of the rite from its original position before the offertory.5

1 Eph. iv. 3 and 4. 2 4p. 1. 65. 3

¢ Augustine, Ep. lix. (al. cxlix.), ¢f. Sermon vi.

® In Africa ¢. A.D. 400 the order was eucharistic prayer, fraction, Lord’s prayer,
kiss, communion. At Rome it was eucharistic prayer (Lord’s prayer introduced by
S. Gregory), fraction, kiss, communion. It is one instance of ja variation brought
about by the independent adoption of the same customs by di
various times, of which we shall meet many instances. The o
sure when Africa first inserted the Lord’s prayer into the euc]
first certainly attested by S. Cyril at Jerusalem in A.D. 348. But certain phrases of
S. Cyprian’s have led many authors to take it for granted that|it was
after the eucharistic prayer at Carthage in the third century.
this is precisely what both Cyprian and Tertullian do not say, or even hint at, in
their very full treatises on the Lord’s prayer. Tertullian mentions the kiss in the
liturgy c. A.D. 210 as ‘the seal of prayer’ (de Orat. 18). But it is itpossible to be sure
whether by this he means of the Lord’s prayer (in or out of the|eucharist) or of the
intercessory prayers at the end of the synaxis (which immediately preceded the kiss
when synaxis and eucharist were celebrated together) or of the eucharistic prayer,

p. Trad., iv. 1.
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In any case Rome appears to have adopted this new position for the kiss
before the communion not very long before A.D. 416, when the matter is
brought to our knowledge by a letter from Pope Innocent I to his neigh-
bour, bishop Decentius of Gubbio, urging that other Italian churches near
Rome (which still retained the kiss in its original position before the
offertory) ought to conform to current Roman practice on this and other
points. The Pope gives the rather odd reason for placing the kiss in its new
position, after the fraction, that ‘by the kiss of peace the people affirm their
assent to all that has been done in the celebration of the mysteries.” Had he
said, as S. Augustine had done, that the kiss of charity is a good preparation
for communion it would have been more convincing.!

In the East also the primitive position of the kiss has been altered, though
not to the same position as at Rome; and the evidence suggests that the
Eastern change was made before it was made in the West. The kiss is
found affer the offertory, instead of before it, at Jerusalem in A.D. 348. But
at Antioch it still remained in its original position in the time of Chrysos-
tom? (c. A.D.385). The Jerusalem customs must have been spreading
northwards in Syria in Chrysostom’s time, however, for not only does the
Antiochene rite of the fifth century place the kiss after the offertory as at
Jerusalem, but in the (generally Antiochene) rite of Mopsuestia in southern
Asia Minor as described by its bishop Theodore (c. A.D. 410), the kiss there
also has been transferred to after the offertory?. (This is not the only Jeru-
salem custom which Mopsuestia had by then adopted.) At some point in
the fifth or sixth century the new Jerusalem fashions were adopted at Con-
stantinople, and from that royal church spread far and wide over the East,
Only the native churches of Egypt still keep the kiss in its original place
before the offertory.

In the West the Mozarabic rite in Spain adopted the Byzantine position
for the kiss along with a certain amount of other Byzantine practice,
probably in the sixth century, as a result of the temporary occupation of
Spain by Byzantine forces under Justinian. Before the ninth century Milan
In the vision of the contemporary martyr Saturus, told in his own words in the
Passion of Perpetua, etc. 12, the Kiss seems to be the end of a synaxis, not the pre-
liminary to communion. But in the nature of things such evidence cannot be con-
clusive. On the whole it seems more likely than not that in pre-Nicene times African
practice, like that of Rome, conformed to the universal use elsewhere and placed
the kiss before the offertory.

1 This letter has been strangely misunderstood by modern commentators who,
with their minds full of the competition of the Roman and ‘Gallican’ rites in the
seventh century—there is no evidénce that the latter existed as a recognised entity
in A.D. 416—attempt to persuade us that Pope Innocent is here defending antique
Roman customs against the encroachments of ‘Gallican’ novelties even in his own
province. I fear the Pope is doing nothing so respectable. On the contrary, he is
trying to force Roman innovations on old-fashioned country churches in Italy,
which had kept to the old ways once common to Rome and themselves,

3 de Compunctione, i. 3, and so in Ap. Const., viii. But Ap. Const., ii. places it after

the offertory, as at Jerusalem.
8 Theodore, Catecheses, v. (ed. Mingana, p. 92).



110

had followed Rome in placing the kiss itself before the
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14p. Trad., iv. 2.
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time, due to a resurgence of jewish influence.! There is no evidence for
such ‘judaising’ in the later second century, and in point of fact Hippolytus’
description of the offertory and the terms it uses takes us no further than
that of Justin at Rome sixty years before him. Justin says, “‘When we have
ended (the intercessions) we salute one another with a kiss. Then bread is
“offered” (prospheretai, perhaps better translated here ‘presented’) to the
president and a cup of water mingled with wine.’? Justin does not mention
the deacons by their title here, or the imposition of hands on the oblation,
but in so summary a description for pagan readers there is no particular
reason why he should. He does use the technical term prospheretas, and if
its sense is here ambiguous, he is certainly not unaware of its technical
meaning. In another work intended for christian readers he interprets the
words of Malachi i. 11—°In every place incense shall be offered unto My
Name and a pure offering’ as referring to the eucharist. He explains the
last words as “The sacrifices which are offered (prospheromendn) to God by
us gentiles, that is the bread of the eucharist and cup likewise of the
eucharist.’® Thus though he habitually prefers the term ‘sacrifice’ (¢thusia),
which he uses some half-a-dozen times over of the eucharist, to that of
prosphora, he is quite clear that there is a real ‘offering’ in the rite, specifi-
cally of the bread and wine; and he uses this technical word for the litur-
gical offertory.

Sixty years again before Justin in the last years of the first century A.D.
Clement had written from Rome that the ‘bishop’s office’ is to ‘offer the
gifts’ (prospherein ta dora).* Does this mean that what for Hippolytus a
century and a quarter later was the ‘liturgy’ of the deacon at the offertory
had been performed in Clement’s day by the bishop? Not at all. In Hippo-
Iytus’ prayer for the consecration of a bishop, the ‘liturgy’ of the bishop’s
‘high-priesthood’—(the office of the bishop is thus described by Clement
also)®>—is defined precisely as in Clement’s epistle, as being ‘to offer to
Thee the gifts (prospherein ta dira) of Thy holy church.’d But in Hippolytus’
prayer for the ordination of a deacon his functions are defined with equal
precision in relation to those of the bishop, as being ‘to bring up (ana-
pherein) that which is offered (prospherein) to Thee by Thine ordained
high-priest’.? The Greek terminology concerning the oblation (prosphora)
is throughout the pre-Nicene period quite clear, and does not (as a rule)
vary from one writer to another. The communicant ‘brings’ (prosenegkein)
the prosphora; the deacon ‘presents’ it or ‘brings it up’ (anapherein); the
bishop ‘offers’ (prospherein) it.® The prosphora itself is at all points ‘the

! G. P, Wetter, Altchristlicken Liturgien (t. ii. Das christliche Opfer. Gottingen,
1922-5) is the chief statement of this view. Lietzmann (op. cit. pp. 181 sqq.) takes a
somewhat similar line, but pp. 226 sq. appears to follow a rather different argument.
(It is almost incredible, but neither argument mentions J usnn or Clement.)
2 Ap. 1. 65. 3 Dialogue, 41. 1 Clem. 44.
& Ibid. 40. 8 Ap. Trad., iii. 4. 7 Ibzd ix. 11,
8 Gf. Canons x,zand3oftheCounalofAncyra,c AD. 314.
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gifts of Thy holy church’, but the ‘liturgies’ of each order in connection
with it are proper to each order and not interchangeable.! It is the special
eucharistic ‘liturgy’ of each order which distinguishes it and constitutes it

a separate ‘order’ in the organic Body of Christ, Thus
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within this general conception; but to the conception itself as thus stated
there is no exception whatever in any christian tradition in the second cen~
tury and no hint of an alternative understanding of the rite anywhere. This
is an important principle, which it is worth while to establish in detail.

To take the Eastern traditions first: For Ignatius, c. A.D. 115, the earliest
Syrian writer extant, the eucharistic assembly of the church is thusiasterion
‘the place of sacrifice’, and ‘he who is not within it is deprived of the
bread.” We have already noted the threefold application of the word
thusia, ‘sacrifice’, to the eucharist by the (probably) Syrian Didache (xiv.)
at a later point in the second century. If this be not Syrian, then it must be
regarded as the earliest evidence on the eucharist in Egypt. But if the
Didache is Syrian, then the earliest Egyptian writer on the eucharist whose
evidence has survived is Clement of Alexandria (¢. A.D. 208). He denounces
those Encratite heretics ‘who use bread and water for the oblation (pros-
phora) contrary to the rule of the church’.2 The early liturgical tradition of
Asia Minor and the apostolic churches there is quite unknown to us (one
of the most serious of all the many handicaps under which the study of
early liturgy has to be carried on). It seems probable, however, that we
get some inkling of this Asian tradition at second hand from S. Irenaeus
of Lyons c. A.D. 185, who had learnt his faith from Polycarp, bishop of
Smyrna forty years or so before Irenaeus wrote his book Against the
Heresies. He is most conveniently treated among Western writers. But if
he witnesses to it, the tradition of Asia differed nothing in essentials, though
perhaps something in interpretation, from that which we find elsewhere.
It is a confirmation of this agreement, though a regrettably late one, that
the first statement on the general conception of the eucharist from an Asian
author, by Firmilian, bishop of the unportant church of Caesarea in
Cappadocia in A.D. 256, speaks of an erratic prophetess in Cappadocia c.
A.D. 220 who had ‘pretended to consecrate bread and do the eucharist and
offer the sacrifice to the Lord’ with a novel but not unimpressive sort of
eucharistic prayer.?

In the West, we have already glanced at the Roman evidence of Clement,
Justin and Hippolytus, and the next witness there is Irenaeus in Gaul, with
his Eastern upbringing and Roman associations. He speaks of our Lord as
‘Instructing His disciples to offer to God the first-fruits of His own creation,
not as though He had need of them, but that they themselves might be
neither unfruitful nor ungrateful, He took that bread which cometh of the
(material) creation and gave thanks saying, This is My Body. And the cup
likewise, which is (taken) from created things, like ourselves, He acknow-
ledged for His own Blood, and taught the new oblation of the New Coven-
ant. Which the church learning by tradition from the apostles, throughout
all the world she offers to God, even to Him Who provides us with our own

1 Jenatius, Eph. v. 2. 8 Stromateis, 1. 19.
3 ap. Cyprian, Ep. 75, 10.
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food, the first-fruits of His own gifts in the New Covenant. . . . We ought
to make oblation to God and be found pleasing to God our creator in all
things, with a right belief and a faith unfeigned, a firm hope and a burning
charity, offering first-fruits of those things which are| His creatures. ...
We offer unto Him what is His own, thus fittingly proclaiming the com-
munion and unity of flesh and spirit. For as the bread (which comes) from
the earth receiving the invocation of God is no more common bread but
eucharist, composed of two realities, an earthly and a heavenly; so our
bodies receiving the eucharist are no more corruptible, having the hope of
eternal resurrection. . .. He wills that we offer our gift at the altar fre-
quently and without intermission. There is therefore an altar in heaven,
for thither are our prayers and oblations directed.’ L

Unmistakably, Irenaeus regards the eucharist as an ‘oblation’ offered to
God, but it is as well to note the particular sense in which he emphasises
its sacrificial character. Primarily it is for him a sacrifice of ‘first-fruits’,

acknowledging the Creator’s bounty in providing our
than as ‘re-calling’ the sacrifice of Calvary in the Paulin
that Irenacus has not the least hesitation in saying that
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‘the first-fruits of His own gifts.” This does not happen to be represented
in the New Testament in direct connection with the eucharist. But there
are in the New Testament passages like ‘Giving thanks {eucharistountes) at
all times for all things in the Name of our Lord Jesus
Father’,4 and ‘“Through Him, therefore, we present a sacrifice (anaphero-
men thusian) of praise continually to God’,5 which by their very language
would suggest such an understanding of the eucharist., The same idea is
expressed to this day in the Roman canon: ‘We offer to Thy glorious
majesty of Thine own gifts and bounties . . . the holy bread of eternal life

! Irenaeus, adv. Haer., iv. xvil, 4—xviii. 6.
2 Ibid. v. ii. 3. 3 Ibid. iv. v. 4.
4 Eph. v. 20. 8 Heb. xiii, 15.
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and the cup of perpetual salvation.” What is striking is that the same idea
almost in the same words is still found also at the same point of the
eucharistic prayer of the Liturgy of S. Basil, which probably comes
originally from Asia Minor.! Such a coincidence in the later liturgical
traditions of Rome and Asia Minor (which had little later contact with
each other) with the teaching of a second century father who had close
relations with both these regions can hardly be accidental. We must not
forget, either, that the jewish berakah, from which all eucharistic prayers
are ultimately derived, did zive thanks to God for His natural bounty in
its first paragraph, as well as for the blessings of the Covenant in its second.
In Africa, Tertullian soon after A.D. 200 is quite explicit that the eucharist
is a sacrificium? that the material of the sacrifice is the oblationes brought
by the people;® and that ‘the bread which He took and gave to His disciples
He made His own very Body by saying (dicendo) This is My Body.’®
But only once does Tertullian come near Irenaeus’ central thought of the
christian sacrifices as being taken from created things, when he reminds
Marcion (who regarded matter as the work of an imperfect ‘Creator’
different from the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ) that our
Lord ‘to this day has not repudiated the water of the Creator wherein He
cleanses His own; nor His oil, wherewith He anoints His own (in confirma-
tion); nor the mingling of honey and milk wherewith He feeds their infancy;
nor bread, whereby He makes His own very Body to be present. Even in
His own sacraments He has need of the beggarly elements of the Creator.’
Yet though the conception and the terms of sacrifice are applied by
Tertullian to the eucharist, we get no theory of the nature of that sacrifice
from him. It is only with Cyprian in the next generation (c. A.D. 255) that
the African doctrine is fully stated. For him, as for Tertullian, the matter
of the sacrifice is the oblations brought by the people. Thus he rebukes a
wealthy woman ‘who comest to the dominicum (Lord’s sacrifice) without a
sacrifice, who takest thy share (i.e., makes her communion) from the sacri-
fice offered by the poor.’® But for Cyprian the whole question of 40w the
eucharist is constituted a sacrifice is as clear-cut and completely settled as
it is for a post-Tridentine theologian: ‘Since we make mention of His
passion in all our sacrifices, for the passion is the Lord’s sacrifice which we
offer, we ought to do nothing else than what He did (at the last supper).”
There is no reason whatever to suppose that Cyprian was the inventor
of this way of defining the eucharistic sacrifice, or in any intentional way
its partisan. But he proved its most influential propagator. Cyprian is the
most attractive of all pre-Nicene authors, and so far as the West was con-
cerned always the most widely read in later times. His explanation of the
1 Brightman, L. E. W., p. 329, /. 6. 2 de Orat., 18.
8 de Corona, 4.
4 ady, Marcion., IV. 40. 5 Ibid. 1. 14.

8 de Op. et Eleemos. 15; cf. Epp. i. 2; xii. 2; xxxiii, 1, etc., etc,
* Bp. Ixiii, 17.
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sacrifice has a simplicity which recommended it to popular devotional
thought, and that sort of logical directness and unity which has always
appealed to Western theologians. It is not surprising|that what may for
convenience be called the ‘Cyprianic’ doctrine of the sacrifice came to
prevail in the West, almost to the exclusion of that line of thought which
is prominent in Irenaeus. The teaching of Cyril of Jerusalem led to a
similar development along the single ‘Cyprianic’ line jof thought in later
Eastern teaching about the eucharistic sacrifice, though the Easterns
hardly reached the same precision in their understanding of the matter as
the later Westerns.

It would be misleading, as I see the matter, rigidly to divide early
eucharistic teaching into an Eastern or ‘Irenaean
‘Cyprianic’ doctrine, or to suppose that Irenaeus
anything alien or novel into current Western teaching in his own day, in
his emphasis on the ‘sacrifice of first-fruits’. There is an older witness than
either Irenaeus or Cyprian to the original balance of Western eucharistic
doctrine—Justin, He speaks of the eucharist as the ‘pure sacrifice’ of
christians, ‘as well for the “re-calling” (before God, |anammnésis) of their
sustenance both in food and drink, wherein is made also the memorial
(memnétai) of the passion which the Son of God suffered for them.”
Irenaeus and Cyprian each develop one half of this double interpretation
of the eucharist, not in opposition to but in isolation from the other. But it
is an interesting fact that the earliest Western eucharistic prayer, that of
Hippolytus, a professed follower of Irenaeus, already makes the ‘Cyprianic’
doctrine the more prominent of the two aspects of the/matter a generation
before Cyprian wrote. Evidently Irenaeus is emphasising a side of tradition
which theologians generally were beginning in his day to leave out of
account. But there is the enduring witness of the Ro canon and of the
Liturgy of S. Basil that in the East and in the West |alike the ‘Irenaean’
doctrine did not wholly die out, though it passed out of current theological
teaching. The liturgical tradition, partly through its conservatism and
partly by its unspecialised appeal and practical interest for the rank and
file of christians, does as a rule succeed in remaining broader in its scope
than the tradition of theology. It preserves in combination different
ideas, some of which theological theory sometimes prefers to ignore for
the sake of securing neat and smooth explanations.

The detailed consideration of the doctrine of the eucharistic sacrifice in
the various early local traditions has led us away fromjour immediate sub-
ject, the offertory in practice, as an integral part of the eucharistic action.
But the establishment of the fact that this whole action was everywhere
regarded as in some sense the offering to God of the bread and wine is not

! Dialogue 117, Cf. Ap. 1. 13 and 67, There is a similarity of language (eph hois
prospherometha) in these two passages to that of Hippolytus Ap. Trad., iv. 11
(prospheromen . . . eph hois) with an important difference of meaning.
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at all irrelevant to the interpretation of its initial movement, the offertory,
by which that meaning was directly expressed in the rite.

Irenaeus applied to the liturgical offertory the words of our Lord about
the widow’s mite—‘That poor widow the church casts in all her life (panta
ton bion, Luke xxi. 4) into the treasury of God.™ Thus he stated epigram-
matically the essential meaning of this part of the rite. Each communicant
from the bishop to the newly confirmed gave himself under the forms of
bread and wine to God, as God gives Himself to them under the same
forms. In the united oblations of all ber members the Body of Christ, the
church, gave herself to become the Body of Christ, the sacrament, in order
that receiving again the symbol of herself now transformed and hallowed,
she might be truly that which by nature she is, the Body of Christ, and
each of her members members of Christ. In this self-giving the order of
laity no less than that of the deacons or the high-priestly celebrant had its
own indispensable function in the vital act of the Body. The layman
brought the sacrifice of himself, of which he is the priest. The deacon, the
‘servant’ of the whole body, ‘presented’ all together in the Person of
Christ, as Ignatius reminds us. The high-priest, the bishop, ‘offered’ all
together, for he alone can speak for the whole Body. In Christ, as His
Body, the church is ‘accepted’ by God ‘in the Beloved’. Its sacrifice of
itself is taken up into His sacrifice of Himself.? On this way of regarding
the matter the bishop can no more fulfil the layman’s function for him
(he fulfils it on his own behalf by adding one prosphora for himself to
the people’s offerings on the altar) than the layman can fulfil that of the
bishop.

The whole rite was a true corporate offering by the church in its hier-
archic completeness of the church in its organic unity, so much so that the
penalty of mortal sin for members of every order was that they were for-
bidden to ‘offer’, each according to the liturgy of his own order. The sinful
layman was ‘forbidden to offer’,® just as the unfrocked deacon was for-
bidden to ‘present’,® and the deposed bishop was forbidden to celebrate
(prospherein) where we should have said ‘forbidden to receive communion.”
The primitive layman’s communion, no less than that of the bishop, is the
consummation of his ‘liturgy’ in the offering of the christian sacrifice.

The offertory in the original view of the rite is therefore something
much more than a ceremonial action, the placing of bread and wine upon
the altar by the clergy as an inevitable preparation for communion. It is as
the later liturgies continued to call it—even when it had lost all outward
signs of its primitive meaning—the ‘rational worship’ by free reasonable

1 Adwy. Haer., IV. xviii. 2. 2 Eph. i. 6.

3 Cyprian, Ep. xvi. 14.

¢ Gf. Council of Ancyra, Gan. 2. Suspended deacons are ‘to cease from all their
holy liturgy, that of presenting (anapherein) the bread or the cup, or proclaiming’
(sc. the ‘biddings’ in church). Gf. Can. 5, repentant but suspended laymen may be
present at the eucharist ¢ without a prosphora’, and therefore without communicating.
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creatures of their Creator, a self-sacrificial act by which each christian
comes to his being as a member of Christ in the ‘re-calling’ before God of
the self-sacrificial offering of Christ on Calvary. “Ther¢ you are upon the
table’, says S. Augustine to the newly confirmed communicants at the
Easter liturgy, ‘there you are in the chalice.”

In the primitive rite this self-offering was expressed by action in the
offertory, simply by the silent setting of the churchis offerings by the
church’s servants (the deacons) upon the altar, which in the early sym-
bolism was itself thought of as representing Christ.2 The recital of an
offertory prayer by the celebrant, accompanying and in some sort expres-
sing the meaning of this action of the church (and in much later thought
usurping its importance in the rite), does not appear tq have been thought
of anywhere much before the end of the fourth century.® It is of a piece
with the usual conservatism of the Roman rite that even after such a
prayer had been introduced at Rome, it should have been whispered—as
it is to-day—not said aloud, in deference to the tradition that the real
offering was the act of the people through the deacons, from which nothing
should distract attention.? The celebrant’s part at the most was to ‘com-
mend’ the oblation made by the church to God, not|{to make it himself,
Our Lord’s ‘taking’ of bread and wine at the last supper was done without
comment; and it is this action of His, done by the whole church, His Body,
which the liturgy perpetuates in the offertory.

The offertory is not, of course, the eucharistic oblation itself, any more
than the last supper was itself the sacrifice of Christt:lft is directed to that

oblation as its pledge and starting-point, just as the last supper looks
forward to the offering on Calvary. The offering of themselves by the
members of Christ could not be acceptable to God unless taken up into
the offering of Himself by Christ in consecration and communion.
Nevertheless, though this distinction can readily be made in theory, it
is one which is easier to see than to express by the actual prayers of the
liturgy. The primitive rites had nothing correspo dmg to an offertory
prayer at the moment of the offertory, but the meaning of the offertory

! Augustine, Serm. 229.
2 Heb xiii. 105 Ignatius, Magnesians, vii; Optatus of Milevis, contra Donatistas,

s The earliest reference to such a prayer which I have poted is in the letter of
Pope Innocent I to Decentius (A.D. 416) where ‘the prayer which commends the
oblations to God’ seems to refer to somethmg on the line of the offertory secretae
of the later sacramentaries, where such a ‘commendation’ is their normal tenor.
(It was not necessarily a variable prayer in A.D. 416.) Cf. p. 500 sgq.

4 Cf. for the East, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Cat. V. (e cit. pp. 87 sq.). ‘These
things (sc. the offertory by the deacons) take place while all are silent . . . every one
must look at the bringing up and spreading forth of such a great and “wonderful
object with a quiet and reverential fear, and a silent noiselgss prayer. . . . When we
see the oblation on the table. .. great silence falls on those present’ “Theodore’s
gea of the offertory has certain novel developments, but [this much is traditional.

».283,
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was nevertheless formally expressed in words in ‘tke’ prayer, the eucharistic
prayer itself, “We offer to Thee’ says the earliest known formula of the
eucharistic prayer, that of the Western Hippolytus, ‘the bread and the
cup’. ‘We have offered the bread’ says the next earliest, that of the Eastern
Sarapion, looking back to the offertory action and interpreting it. Such
clauses of the eucharistic prayers, detached in this way from the action
they define, are apt to seem to our modern Anglican notions*—which have
been moulded by one particular mediaeval Western emphasis—quite out
of place in what we call the ‘prayer of consecration’, a phrase which really
states only one aspect of the matter. The ‘eucharistic’ prayer was originally
intended to embrace in its single statement the meaning of the whole rite,
from the offertory to the effects of receiving communion.

One may go further, I think, and say that a survey of the actual offertory
prayers which later came into use all over christendom suggests that an
opposite difficulty was found in framing such prayers, 2iz., to avoid using
phrases which are equally out of place by anticipating the effects of conse-
cration and communion at the offertory.? The offertory prayers which
ultimately depend on the Syrian liturgical tradition save themselves from
this mistake by turning their attention to the offerers rather than the
offering, though they betray their late date by identifying the ‘offerers’
with the clergy and especially the celebrant, rather than with the church
as a whole.® But the very remarkable, not to say disconcerting, notions
which were already being attached to the offertory by popular devotion in
the East by about A.D. 400,¢ are an indication of the difficulties which can
arise even when the liturgical tradition itself is discreet. The genuinely
Roman oﬁ'ettory prayers, the secretae, never became a public—an audible
—part of the rite. They are as a rule sober, if rather vague, ‘commenda-
tions’ of the people’s oﬁ'enngs to God, whose terms amply repay careful
examination.® If more attention had been paid to their careful theological
language in the middle ages, fourteenth-fifteenth century Latin teaching
would have been less open to objections, and sixteenth century protestant
reactions might have been less indefensibly sweeping,

But elsewhere, where the new notion of ‘offertory prayers’ was accepted
with less reserve, the results are not fortunate, Thus the invariable prayers
at the offertory of the host and chalice in the present Roman missal (which

11 do not mean specifically ‘Anglo-catholic.’

2 Certain liturgists, enthusiasts for the modern ‘liturgical movement’ (¢f. e.g.
Dom Vandeur, La Sainte Messe, notes sur la Liturgie, 1924) have gone so far as to
accept as right such an antlcnpanon at the offertory, to which they have given the
curious name of ‘le petit canon’. It need hardly be said that such exaggerations are
as destructive of the real interpretation of the eucharist as the previous neglect of
the meaning of the offertory against which such writers are in reaction. There have
been signs of a similar lack of balance in one or two Anglican writers, anxious to
emphasise the ‘sociological values’ of the offertory. These are there, and it is right
that they should be brought out; but not at the expense of the essential meaning of
the rite asa whole,

3 Cf.p. 495. L Cf. p. 284 5. 5 Cf. those on . 496.
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are tenth-eleventh century ‘Gallican’ intrusions into
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victim’ and ‘the cup of salvation’, precisely as the Ro:
them after consecration. Other Gallican offertory p
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prayer (whose language suggests a date towards the end of the fourth

century) runs thus: ‘Master Lord Jesus Christ . . . mak
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read may become
eed Thy precious
and healing and

salvation.” This is nothing less than a complete anticipation of the whole

eucharistic prayer at the offertory. The truth is that o
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1 Brightman, L. E, W,, p. 148; ¢f. p. 124.



THE CLASSICAL SHAPE: THE EUCHARIST 121

offerings may seem a mere question of convenience, something quite
trifling; and so in itself it is. But if any young liturgical student seeking a
useful subject for research should undertake to trace the actual process of
development of structural differences between the Eastern and Western
rites since the fourth century (and it needs more investigation than it has
received), he will find that they all hinge upon this different development
of the offertory in the two halves of christendom. And if he should go
further and seek to understand the much more sundering differences of
ethos between the two types of rite (and without that he will never under-
stand the religion of those who use them, or learn anything worth knowing
from either) he will find himself on point after point being led back by his
analysis to this trivial original difference between East and West in their
treatment of the people’s offerings, between receiving them in the sacristy
beforehand and receiving them at the chancel at the offertory. There is
this much to be said for the impossible ideal of rigid uniformity of rite,
that without it christians unconsciously grow to pray and so to believe
somewhat differently, and mutual charity becomes increasingly difficult.
There are differences of ideas about the liturgy (and so about the one euch-
arist) lying behind the contrast of the long and complicated Byzantine
prothesis with the mere laying of a host upon the paten by the Western
sacristan without prayer or ceremony of any sort whatever—just so that
it shall be there when the priest uncovers the vessels. We find on the one
hand the gorgeous Eastern ‘Great Entrance’ while the choir sings the
thrilling Cherubikon and the people prostrate in adoration, and on the
other the pouring of a little wine into the chalice by the Western priest at
the zltar with a muttered prayer while the choir sings a snippet of a psalm
and the people sit. There is a difference—to take another sort of instance—
between the reasons why the East came to substitute a ‘holy loaf” for the
domestic bread of the people’s offering as the actual matter of the sacra-
ment, and the West (centuries later) brought in the unleavened wafer, thin
and round and whitel. All these differences and a dozen others, which
are not simply of ecclesiastical practice and rite, but of commonly held
ideas about the eucharist, and above all of eucharistic devotion in the
minds and hearts of the ordinary churchgoing christians of the Eastern
and Western churches—all of them eventually find their roots in this little
difference between the collection of the offerings beforchand in the
sacristy in the East and the collection of them at the offertory in front of
the altar in the West. Which is the original practice, or were there always
two?

It is rather noticeable that neither Justin nor Hippolytus in their

1 Incidentally, will not someone produce a thesis or tractate or treatise on the
very illuminating development of this difference? All modern treatments of the
matter which I have seen carry us very little further in point of mere quantity of

information than Mabillon’s seventeenth century dissertation de Pane Eucharistico
in his Analecta Vetera, and in real understanding of the matter no further, if as far.

R D.S.L.



122 THE SHAPE OF THE LITUR

accounts of the Western offertory says anything which would suggest the

existence at Rome in the second and third centuries o
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of all the Western rites in the—let us say—fifth century. On the other
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nard Capelle and a number of other Benedictine scholars have argued of
late years that the whole subsequent Western practice originated as a local
Roman development in the fourth century, and that the Eastern practice
is the original one of the whole pre-Nicene church.

It may be so, but I confess that I am inclined to be sceptical. It is not at
all the case that we have positive evidence of a change of Roman practice
on this matter during the fourth century, but simply| that we have no
evidence at all anywhere from the pre-Nicene period as to how the lay-
man’s oblation came into the hands of the deacons, apart from the passage
of the Didascalia just cited. This does, I think, imply|the later Eastern
practice in pre-Nicene Syria. But that does not by any means imply that it
was then universal, even in the East. If there were then other customs at the
offertory in other churches, it would not be the only point on which early
Syrian peculiarities eventually spread widely, and even prevailed every-
where after the fourth century.
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1 Didascalia Apostolorum, ii. 57 (ed. cit. p. 120).

2 de Compunctione, i. 3.
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3 Expos. in Ps. cxviii, Prol. 2.

¢ Victor Vitensis, ii. 17,
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Caesarius of Arles as the normal custom in the early sixth century in S.E.
France, the first information from Gaul that we possess about the offertory.
But in view of this author’s habitual ‘Romanising’ his evidence might
be discounted by some. It is, however, specifically insisted on as the tradi-
tional custom in Gaul by the exceptionally representative Council of
Macon in A.p. §85.1 It is an indication of the nature of the evidence avail-
able that none of these authors mentions the intervention of the deacons in
the collection of the oblations in the West; and that all of them are earlier
than the first mention of the Western custom at Rome where it is supposed
to have originated. It is just such practical details which every one of the
faithful knew by practice that ancient authors naturally take for granted.

But there is more to be said yet. The supposed ‘Roman’ custom must at
one time have existed in Egypt. The deacon’s thrice-repeated command
to the people to bring up their offerings at the offertory still keeps its old
place in the Coptic rite,? though for many centuries now the actual offertory
has been made in Egypt at the Byzantine place, before the liturgy begins.
There is evidence, too, that the ‘Roman’ custom prevailed in the fourth
century in Asia Minor.? Looking at the matter closely, and despite the
lack of pre-Nicene evidence which handicaps both theories in the same
way, it seems unlikely that the later ‘Western’ rite of the offertory first
arose in the fourth century. It is too deep-rooted in the ideas of the pre-
Nicene fathers about the meaning of the people’s oblation for that (cf.
Irenaeus sup.). And it is too widespread in the East as well as the West at
too early a date to be a local Roman innovation. Rather it seems (though
the early evidence is too fragile for certainty either way) that there were in
the pre-Nicene church two different practices, not in the moment but in
the manner of the offertory, and that the Syrian practice differed from
that in other churches. That a Syrian peculiarity should later have come
to prevail all over the East is not unexampled. That the considerable
structural variations between the Eastern and Western rites should
have developed out of this trifling original difference in the treatment
of the people’s offerings may be surprising, but it is only an indication of
the fundamental importance of the offertory for the understanding of
any eucharistic rite.

1 Council of Macon, can. 4; Caesarius, Serm. 265 (ap. S. Augustine Spuria).
P.L.39,2238.

2 Brightman, L. E. W., . 164, 1. 8.

3 Cf. Brightman, L. E. W., p. 164, l. 8 for Egypt, and p. 525, /. 9 sg. for Asia
Minor, These pieces of evidence have been challenged by E. Bishop ap. Homilies of
Narsai. ed. Connolly, pp. 116 sq., it seems on insufficient grounds, though he is
right in his criticism of Brightman’s actual statements. But e.g. the story about
Valens’ offering in Gregory Naz. Orat., xliii. 52, even if it was not of bread and wine
but money, as Bishop contends, was offered at the offertory, after the sermon, not
before the liturgy began, and at the sanctuary rail, not in the sanctuary—which

points to the subsequent ‘Western’, not ‘Eastern’, practice having prevailed at
Caesarea of Cappadocia in the later fourth century.
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3. The Rinsing of the Hands

The rinsing of the celebrant’s hands before the eug
first mentioned by S. Cyril of Jerusalem in A.D. 348.
century this custom is found in all rites in connection
but the utilitarian origin which has been suggested for
soiling which might bave resulted from the handling off the various obla-
tions at the offertory—will not bear examination. The hands of the deacons
who had actually disposed the oblations were left unrinsed. It was the
hands of the bishops and presbyters, which had so far not come in contact
with the oblations at all, which were washed, while the deacons ministered
ewer, bason and towel. S. Cyril himself protests that the action is purely
‘symbolic’, in token of the innocence required of those who serve the
christian altar (Ps. xxvi. 6), and not utilitarian, ‘for we ¢id not come into
the ecclesia covered with dirt’.1

It seems such a natural little ceremony that one is rather surprised not
to find it mentioned before Cyril, and outside Syria not|before the end of
the century. But the ‘lay-out’ of the evidence suggests that it is just one
of those symbolic and imaginative elaborations of the rite which became
natural as soon as the eucharist took on something of the nature of a
‘public’ cultus during the fourth century, but for which the directness and
intensity of pre-Nicene concentration on the sacramental action in its
naked simplicity offered no encouragement. Of such developments the
Jerusalem church under S. Cyril was, as we shall see, very much a pioneer,
though the rest of christendom was soon quite ready to copy them.

If the lavabo be older than Cyril’s time, we can perhaps look for its
origin (if such a natural gesture need have a particular origin) to that
washing of the hands customary among the jews before ‘the Thanksgiving’
at the end of a meal, of which our Lord Himself made just such a symbolic
use.? This rinsing, according to the rabbis, was not so much of utilitarian
as of religious importance. The Israclite might not offer prayer without
ablution, as the priests of the Temple might not approach the altar to
‘liturgise’ without it.? The berakah in a sense offered the preceding meal to

God, and so might not be offered by one who was uncleansed. All these
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1 Cat. xxiii. 2. Ap. Const., viii. also insists on the purely symbolic meaning, and

places the lavabo before the oﬁ'ertory

2 John xiii. 2 Exod. XxX. 20.

4 prpolytus, Ap. Trad., xxxv. 1, 8, 10; Tertullian, de Oratione, 13. Both disap-

prove a little of the practice, but they record it.
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these ritual ablutions of the laity before entering for the liturgy.! Their
remote derivatives are to be seen in the holy-water stoups at the doors of
catholic churches to-day, which combine, however, the half-utilitarian
notion of the early christian ablutions before prayer with the similar but
wholly religious notion of ‘lustration’ or purification. The lavabo of the
celebrant before offering the eucharistic prayer, which is intended to
symbolise purity of heart rather than to procure it, to this day retains the
original christian empbhasis.

4. The Imposition of Hands on the Elements

Hippolytus® rubric that after the oblation has been set upon the altar
by the deacons the bishop ‘with all the presbyters laying his hand on the
oblation’ shall proceed to the eucharistic dialogue, is not, so far as I know,
paralleled elsewhere.? The practice bears a certain resemblance to that of
the Old Testament in the case of a sin-offering on behalf of ‘the whole
congregation (ecclesia) of Israel’. There ‘the congregation shall offer a
young bullock . . . and bring him before the tabernacle . . . and the elders
of the congregation shall lay their hands on the head of the bullock before
the Lord and the bullock shall be killed before the Lord’; after which the
‘anointed priest’ is to make propitiation with its blood ‘before the vail’
and at the altar.? But a more probable origin for this imposition of hands
on the oblation lies in the analogy of other such impositions of hands
described by Hippolytus: (i) by all the bishops present on a bishop-elect,
before that imposition by one bishop alone with the prayer which actually
consecrates the elect to the episcopate; (ii) by the bishop on the heads of
the candidates before baptism, with an exorcism; (iii) by the bishop on
the heads of the candidates before confirmation, with a prayer for their
worthiness to receive the gift of the Spirit about to be bestowed by
anointing with chrism.4 The gesture, which is a natural and universal
token of blessing, would appear to be employed in all these cases to signify
a preparation of persons to receive sacramental grace. There is nothing
similar accompanying blessings of things (a somewhat novel extension of
the idea of blessing c. A.D. 200) elsewhere in Hippolytus. Yet the eucharis-
tic oblation in some sort represented the persons of the offerers, and might
perhaps be treated in the same way. Or it may be outright simply a gesture
for the blessing of the oblations themselves, and so the fore-runner of those
signs of the cross over the oblations at this point which are found in all
later rites. Its mention is in any case a confirmation of the fact that the

1 Cf. e.g. Eusebius, Ecel. Hist., X. iv. 40 (c. A.D, 314). Western examples are found
at about the same time.

3 Ap, Trad., iv. 2. The somewhat similar custom in the Milanese offertory appears
to be of early mediaeval origin.

3 Levit, iv, 13 sq.

4 Ap, Trad., ii. 3; xx. 8; xxii. 1. GY. xix. 1 (on catechumens).
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second century church saw in the offertory a ritual dct with a religious
significance of its own, not merely a necessary preliminary to consecration
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and communion.

The presbyters clearly join in this as ‘concelebrants’ with the bishop.

Their office bad originally in itself no properly liturgi
trative functions, as is clear from a comparison of
ordination with those for the bishop and deacon. But
as liturgical presidents in the absence of the bishop,

i

but only adminis-
early prayers for

from their deputising
they had come in the

second century to acquire such functions in conjunction with him at the

eucharist when he was present.!

5. The Eucharistic Dialogue and Pray,

As we have seen, the jewish berakah was preceded by a dialogue between

the president and members of the chabiirah, from

eucharistic dialogue is clearly derived.? As reported
AD. 215 this is already (with one slight change) in e3
which it is still found in the Roman and Egyptian rites
the East it has been to some extent elaborated in later tij
tine rite the Pauline greeting “The grace of our Lord Jes
been substituted for “The Lord be with you’, as a king

hich the christian
by Hippolytus® ¢.

tactly that form in

. But in the rest of

mes. In the Byzan-

us Christ etc.’4 has

| of blessing of the

congregation. This is not mentioned by S. Cyril of Jerusalem, but variants

of a slightly different form are found in the Antiochene
and in that of Apostolic Constitutions, viii. The present

liturgy of S. Fames
Byzantine form is

found in the Antiochene writings of S. John Chrysostom c. A.D. 390, and

also in the East Syrian liturgy of SS. Addai & Mari. It
fore that the substitution of 2 Cor. xiii. 14 for ‘The
this point is a custom which originated at Antioch so
fourth century, and which spread thence to all countri
generally Syrian type of rite. It has never been adopted
tradition.

would seem there-

etime in the later
which followed a
outside the Syrian

Lird be with you’ at

The second ¥ and Ry ‘Lift up your hearts’, ‘We lift
Lord’ appear to be of purely christian origin; the ¥ is

them up unto the
more idiomatic in

Greek than in Latin, the Ry is more idiomatic in Latin than in Greek,
which may be a sign of where they were invented. But they are found in
all the Greek liturgies as well as the Latin ones, and are indeed first attested

in Greek, by Hippolytus. They are quite certainly p

1'This development was no doubt assisted by the fact th
from the jewish presbyters of the Sanhedrin the duty of joi
impasition of hands at the ordination of new presbyters (not, o!
cration of bishops). The presbyterate was, in both the jewish
corporate body, of which the ‘high-priest’ (jewish and chri

point of view only the president. They did not join in ordaining

the latter was the bishop’s lirurgical assistant, a sphere in v
originally had no share, )
2 Cf. pp. 7959, 3 Ap. Trad., iv. 3.

of the primaeval

t

.

they had inherited
ng in the episcopal
course, at the conse-
and christian view, a
tian) was from one
the deacon because
vhich the presbyters

4 2 Cor. xiii. 14.
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core of the liturgical eucharist; and their character is another slight indica-
tion that the first formation of the ‘four-action shape’ of this took place in
bilingual Rome, and spread thence all over christendom.

They were confined strictly to use at the sacramental eucharist, unlike
the other parts of the dialogue,* and the reason is not far to seek. They are
intended to remind the ecclesia that the real action of the eucharist takes
place beyond time in ‘the age to come’, where God ‘has made us sit together
in heavenly places in Christ Jesus, that in the age to come He might shew
the exceeding riches of His grace in His kindness towards us through
Christ Jesus.”? We shall discuss this more at length later. Here it is suffi-
cient to have noted their eschatological character. Once again, the later
Syrian rites have elaborated the primitive formula, while the Roman and
Egyptian ones have kept to the original simplicity. Cyril of Jerusalem
already has ‘Lift up your minds’ for ‘your hearts’; and S. Euthymius, who
wrote at Jerusalem about a century later, has ‘Lift up your minds and
hearts’, This has become the ordinary Syrian form. The reply is similarly
‘improved upon’ in some of the Syrian rites, e.g., We lift them ‘unto
Thee, O God of Abraham and of Isaac and of Israel, O glorious King’,
in the liturgy of SS. Addas and Mari.

The third ¥ and R; in Hippolytus, ‘Let us give thanks (/2. make
eucharist) unto the Lord’, ‘It is meet and right’, are clearly derived from
the invitation of the president of the chabirah before reciting the berakah
after supper and the ‘assent’ of his company. Hippolytus’ form is that laid
down by the rabbis ‘when there are ten in company’ at the chabirah. The
form of the Roman rite, *, . . unto the Lord our God’, which was followed
by Cranmer, is that which was prescribed among the jews when there were
an hundred present.? The survival of this ¥ and R at this point would
alone suffice to identify the christian eucharistic prayer with the jewish
berakah.

I do not wish to suggest that the Syrian rites alone have had the trick of
amplifying the primitive dialogue. Here for instance is the form it takes
in the Mozarabic rite:

The Priest. I will go unto the aitar of God.

People. Even unto the God of my joy and gladness.

The Deacon. Lend your ears unto the Lord.

People. We lend them unto the Lord.

The Priest. Lift up your hearts.

People, We lift them up unto the Lord.

The Priest. Let us give worthy thanks and praises unto our God and

Lord, the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost.

People. Itis meet and right.

It is difficult to see what is gained by such changes as these, beyond
elaboration for elaboration’s sake, It is worth noting that the Roman rite in

1 Gf. e.g. p. 85, 2 Eph. ii. 6, 7. 3 Berakoth, M., vii. 4and §
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the West and the Egyptian rite in the East still often coincide in such
details, though there has been little contact betweenjthe Egyptian and
Roman churches since the fifth century. This is because both have kept
close to the original universal tradition. The Syrian rite in the East and the
Gallican rites in the West tend to diverge not only from the Egyptian-
Roman tradition but from one another (despite certain superficial agree-
ments due to direct cultural and political contacts) because each has inde-
pendently elaborated upon the original universal ttadititjf.

As we shall be dealing with the eucharistic prayer separately in chapter
seven, all that need be said here is that though Hippqlytus’ words at iv.
2, ‘with all the presbyters’,! might possibly be construed to mean that the
presbyters are to say the prayer with the bishop as well as lay hands upon
the oblation with him, other passages in the Ap. Trad., especially the
careful safeguarding of the bishop’s right to phrase the eucharistic prayer
as he thinks best, and even perhaps to do so ex tempore,? seem to make it
clear that the bishop alone uttered the prayer. This was his ‘special liturgy’,
and had been since apostolic times. Just as the president of the chabirah
alone said the berakah while the members of his society stood around the
table in silence, so the christian president said the eucharistia while all the
members of his church stood grouped in silence around the altar. S. Paul
appears to witness to the absolute continuity of practice in this recitation
of the eucharistic blessing by one alone for the rest, when he deprecates
the celebrant’s uttering the eucharistia ‘in the Spirit’ (fle., in the babbling,
of the unintelligible ‘tongues’® under the stress of prophetic excitement),
‘Otherwise how shall he who occupies the position of a private person (i.e.
the layman) say Amen to thy eucharistia seeing he understands not what
thou sayest?... In the ecclesia I had rather speak fiye words with my
understanding that I might teach others also than ten thousand words in a
“tongue”o’a

6. The Amen

By an Anglican tradition which dates from the seventeenth century a
special importance attaches to the ‘Amen’ of the laity at the end of the
Prayer of Consecration, as being their share in the ‘consecration’ itself, the
verbal exercise of their ‘lay-priesthood’. Whatever the justification for this
notion, it was certainly not derived from Archbishpp Cranmer, who
deliberately omitted any direction for the laity to respond ‘Amen’ to this
prayer in 1552, in which he was followed by the Elizabethan and Jacobean
revisers. The response of the people was not reinsexfted officially until
1662, though it appears to have been said in practice by the people in
Charles I's time, with the encouragement of the ‘high|church’ divines of
the period.

1Gf. p. 110, 2 Ap. Trad., x. 3-5. x Cor. xiv. 16 sq.
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Without wishing to depreciate the patristic scholarship of the Carolines,
which was as a rule more extensive than deep, it must be pointed out that
whatever the value and importance in itself of the practice to which they
gave currency, the idea upon which they based it is by no means a safe
guide to the intention of the primitive church in attaching the importance
it did to the ‘Amen’ after the eucharistic prayer. The bishop’s ‘liturgy’ of
‘offering the gifts’ exercised through that prayer was the peculiar function
of his ‘order’. The primitive ideal of corporate worship was not the assimi-
lation of the office of the ‘order’ of laity to those of the other orders, but
the combination of all the radically distinct ‘liturgies’ of all the orders in a
single complete action of the organic Body of Christ. The primitive church
attached an equally great importance to the ‘Amen’ of the communicant
after the words of administration at communion, which the Carolines did
not attempt to restore in English practice, though they reappear in Laud’s
Scottish Book of 1637. It is obvious, I think, that these two ‘Amens’ cannot
have precisely that significance which the Anglican ‘high church’ tradition
attached to the ‘Amen’ after the consecration, as an ‘assent’ by the laity to
the prayer of the clergy. In all three cases ‘Amen’ was originally rather a
proclamation of faith by the laity for themselves than a mere assent. It was
in fact as much a part of the ‘eschatological setting’ of the eucharist as the
cry ‘Lift up your hearts’ before the prayer began.

The word ‘Amen’ is Hebrew and not Greek. It was left untranslated in
the liturgy after c. A.D. 100 because its full meaning proved to be in fact
untranslatable, though attempts seem to have been made in the first
century to press the Greek aléthinos (= ‘genuine’) into use as a substitute,!
The Hebrew root ’MN, from which ‘Amen’ is derived, meant originally
“fixed’, ‘settled’, ‘steadfast’, and so, ‘true’. “The Hebrew mind in its cer-
tainty of a transcendental God, fixed upon Him as the standard of truth.

... The inability of the Hebrew mind to think of the character or nature
of God apart from His actions in the world caused them to think of His
truth, not as static, but as active or potentially active. God must, God
would, manifest His truth to the world, for His nature demanded a vindi-
cation of itself. . . . So the truth of Jehovah came to be sighed for in exactly
the same way as His mercy and His righteousness. When they were
revealed, when He finally acted, the Messianic age would have dawned.”
It is entirely in accord with this that in the jewish translation of the Old
Testament into Greek, the Hebrew ‘Amen’ is almost always translated
by ‘Would that it might be so?’ (genoito).

We can now see what the most strongly eschatological book of the N.T.
means when it applies the word as a title to our Lord Himself, “These
things saith the Amen, the faithful and true witness, the source of the
creation of God.” In Him the truth, mercy and righteousness of God have

1E.g. Rev. iil.y 2 Hoskyns and Davey, op. cit., . 35.
* Rev. iii. 14.
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been revealed; in Him God #as acted; in Him the Messianic ‘age to come
has dawned. Or as S. Paul puts it, ‘In Him (Jesus) all the promises of God
are yea, and in Him is the Amen by us to the glory of] God.”? In Him is
vindicated the eternal faithfulness of God to His promises; in Him, too, is
the perfect human response to the everlasting living ‘Yea’ of God. In Him,
as members of His Body, we too know and accept and proclaim the ‘truth-
fulness’ of God, to His glory. That is the coming of the Kingdom of God
among men. The word was perpetually upon our Lord’s lips—‘Amen,
Amen, I say unto you . . .’—not less than sixty-three times in the gospels.
As a German scholar has brilliantly remarked, ‘In the ‘{Amen” before the
“I say unto you” of Jesus the whole of Christology is contained in a nut-
shell,’®

When, therefore, the christian church inherited the jewish custom of
responding ‘Amen’ to the ‘glorifying of the Name of God’ at the close of

King. As such it was the fitting conclusion to the last words of the christian
scriptures;? and an equally fitting response alike to the eucharistic prayer
and the words of administration, where that redemption and that father-
hood and kingship find their full actuality within time. As the conclusion
of the doxology which closed the eucharistic prayer with the proclamation
of the revealed majesty of One God in Three Persons, it prolonged and
endorsed the tremendous affirmation ‘unto all ages jof ages’ (or as we
customarily translate it “world without end’) with an echo of the timeless
worship of heaven.! On the whole it is not surprising that the second
generation of gentile christians despaired of translating a word of such
depth of meaning by the Greek aléthinos, with its purely negative conno-
tation of ‘what is not false’, and disdaining the now superseded future
reference of the Septuagmt genoito,—‘would that 1t ere so’—ended by
retaining the )ew1sh word in which our Lord had elf affirmed ‘Amen,
I say unto you’ the truth of God.

7. The Lord’s Prayer

The first positive evidence for the use of the Lord’s [prayer at the end of
the eucharistic prayer is found, once again, in S. Cyril of Jerusalem (a.p.
348). It is absent from the rite of Ap. Const. viii. and not mentioned in
Chrysostom’s writings at Antioch a generation later. It was therefore
12 Cor, i. 20.

* H. Schlier, Theologisches Worterbuch (ed. Kmel)I 341 (1932).
3 Rev. xxii, 21. ¢ Rev, xix, 4.
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not a general Syrian custom in Cyril’s time. At about the same period it
appears to be missing from the Egyptian rite as represented by Sarapion.
In the West it is mentioned by S. Ambrose in his de Sacramentis® vi. 24,
about A.D. 395 at Milan. At about the same time it is first mentioned in
Africa by S. Augustine, who early in the fifth century says that ‘almost the
whole world now concludes’ the eucharistic prayer with this.2 The excep-
tion he has in mind is probably Rome, where the innovation does not
seem to have been accepted until the time of S. Gregory I (c. A.D. 595).3 It
is to be noted that in the West the position of the prayer varied slightly, a
sure sign that it was accepted at different times by different churches. In
Africa it came between the fraction and the communion; at Rome, when
it was at length admitted, it was placed in the Jerusalem position, immedi-
ately after the eucharistic prayer itself, before the fraction. At Milan it
appears to have been placed within the eucharistic prayer itself, at its
close, but followed by the doxology of the eucharistic prayer and the
‘Amen’. It is to be noted that while at Jerusalem the bishop and people
recited the prayer together, in the West it appears to have been treated as
a part of the eucharistic prayer and therefore recited by the celebrant only,
the people responding with the last clause, or simply with ‘Amen’. Cer-
tainly this was the case in Africa in S. Augustine’s time,* as it was later at
Rome and in Spain. In France the Syrian custom of a general recitation was
adopted at some point before the end of the sixth century, but ‘it is practi-
cally certain that this was not the original custom anywhere in the West.”s

8. The Fraction

Oddly enough Justin does not mention the fraction, and our first de-
scription of it is from Hippolytus. In describing the first communion of
the newly confirmed he clearly states that the bishop ‘breaks the bread’.®
But in describing the ordinary Sunday eucharist he says: ‘On the first day
of the week the bishop, if it be possible, shall with his own hand deliver to
all the people, while the deacons break the bread.”” The explanation of this
apparent contradiction is to be found, it seems, in the description of the
rite of the Papal mass in the Ordo Romanus Primus of the seventh-elghth
century. There the Pope still breaks the Bread for his own communion and
that of the clergy around him but (to save time?) the deacons who are his
chief liturgical assistants break the Bread for the communion of the people

! That this work, the attribution of which to Ambrose has long been disputed, is
really his ¢f. Dom R. H. Connolly, Downside Review, Ixix. (Jan. 1941), pp. I sq.

% Augustine Ep. 59.

3 So I interpret S. Gregory, Ep. ix. 12, in conjunction with John the Deacon,
Vita Greg. ii. 20. But some have supposed that he only shifted the position of the
prayer at Rome from the African position after the fraction to before it,

4 Augustine, Serm. }51 8. ‘It is recited daily at the altar and the faithful hear it’.

s W. C. Bishop, The Mozarabic and Ambrosian Rites (Alcuin Club Tracts, xv.

1924) p. 40.
8 Ap. Trad., xxiii. §. ? Ibid. xxiv. 1.
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while he makes his own communion. It is also to be ngted that according
to Hippolytus the concelebrant presbyters are also to ‘break the Bread’
which has been held before them on patens by the deacons during the
bishop’s recitation of the prayer, and distribute this to the people. This
practice is also found surviving in the Papal mass 500 years later in the
Ordo Romanus Primus.

The original purpose of the fraction, both at the jewish ‘grace before
meals’ and at the last supper, was simply for distributjon. But symbolism
laid hold of this part of the rite even in the apostolic age. It is clear from
1 Cor. . 17 that in S. Paul’s time the fragments were all broken off a single
loaf before the eyes of the assembled communicants] This is the whole
point of his appeal for unity in the Corinthian church. This was still the
case in the time of Ignatius who writes of ‘breaking one bread’ (or ‘loaf”,
hena arton), again as the demonstration of the unity of|the church.! Before
the end of the second century, however, this symbolism had lost its point
and another was substituted for it, in some churches it least, that of the
‘breaking’ of the Body of Christ in the passion. ’

The separation of the eucharist from the supper did, of course, have the
effect of concentrating attention much more upon its character as a ‘re-
calling’ of the Lord’s death, though this was not a new idea of its purpose.
What led to the change of symbolism in the fraction was probably the
practical fact that the bread was no longer broken from a single loaf but
from several, rather than any change in the'theoretical understanding of
the rite. The increase in the numbers of communicants would have some-
thing to do with this, though the loaf could within limits be increased in
size. But the custom of taking the bread for the sacrament from the
people’s offerings probably had more effect. These were numerous but
small; when the eucharist was combined with a meal/most of them would
be eaten as common food, along with the other offerings in kind from
which the supper was provided. But when the meal was separated from
the liturgy, and yet the individual offerings of bread and wine were con-
tinued, the custom of consecrating more than one of the little loaves would
impose itself, though it was not necessarily accepted by every church at the
same time. But when it was, a fresh symbolism would be required, and
that of the ‘breaking’ in the passion was natural.

There is not, however, the slightest suggestion jof this in the N.T.
Matt. and Mark give as the only words over the Br ad “Take, eat, this is
My Body.’ John expressly denies that ‘a bone of Him’ was broken. What
S. Paul seems to have written in 1 Cor. xi. 24 was ‘This is My Body which
is for you’ (to hyper hymon). But the desire for a s i i
with the Bread parallel to that of the Blood ‘shed for many’® led to the

1 Tgnatius Eph. xx. 1.
2 Mark xiv. 24; Matt. xxvi. 28. Not represented in the earlier account in 1 Cor.

=i, 25.
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filling up of S. Paul’s phrase variously in different churches, as *..is
broken (klomenon) for you’, or . . . is given (didomenon) for you’, according
to whether the emphasis was placed on the fraction or the distribution in
local liturgies. The form ‘which is broken for you’ is already found in the
Roman tradition of the prayer according to Hippolytus c. A.D. 215, but is
not represented in Justin at Rome sixty years before. It is possible that the
original reading of Hippolytus’ text was ‘which will e broken for youw’,
phrased in the future as in the earliest extant Latin text of the Roman
eucharistic prayer.! This points to an early recognition of the fact that the
last supper was not a eucharist properly speaking, because Calvary was not
yet an accomplished fact.

Other churches adopted the form ‘which is given for you’ or, as in
Egypt, ‘which is broken and distributed (diadidomenon) for you’; and in
course of time liturgical practice thus had a reflex action on the MS
tradition of the text of 1 Cor. xi. So e.g., the unique reading of this verse in
the very important sixth century MS. of the N.T. Codex Claromontanus
(D) ... which is broken in pieces (thruptomenon) for you’, is otherwise
found only in a liturgical text, that of the eucharistic prayer in Ap. Const.,
viii.—proof positive of the way in which the liturgical traditions of local
churches reacted on the text of the scriptures. From our modern stand-
point one would rather have expected that the influence would be the other
way. But in fact no ancient liturgical institution narrative is known which is
simply a quotation from the scriptures. They all adapt and expand our
Lord’s words as reported in the N.T., sometimes very boldly. It was not
so much that any superior historical authority was supposed to lie behind
the continuous tradition of the recitation in the liturgy—that is a modern
way of looking at the matter which would hardly have suggested itself
then, There wés only a strong sense that the liturgical tradition which
had arisen before the scriptural narratives were canonised had its own
independence, and also its own control in the shape of custom.

Cranmer used this ancient liberty in compiling the institution narrative
of the rites of 1549 and 1552, which is a conflation from the various
scriptural accounts. He could not foresee that by including the non-
scriptural word ‘broken’ in the words of institution over the bread he
would give occasion to the revisers of 1662 to commit the blunder of trans-
ferring the fraction from its original and universal place before the com-
munion to a point in the middle of the eucharistic prayer. By this not only
is its proper purpose as a preparation for distribution (as at the last supper)
obscured by a non-scriptural symbolism, but its original character as one of
the great successive acts which have together made up the ‘four-action’
structure of the eucharist ever since sub-apostolic times (at the latest) has
been partially destroyed in our rite.

The fraction was always the point in the rite which offered most

1 8, Ambrose, de Sacramentss, iv. 5.



134 THE SHAPE OF THE LITUR
opportunity for symbolic development. After the fou

GY
irth century varlous

complicated arrangements of the broken Bread upon the altar were evolved

in the Eastern and Gallican churches, some of which
superstition.! A more innocent and meaningful custom
was that of placing a fragment of the broken Bread in

were not free from
which arose earlier,
the chalice, ‘to show

that they are not separable, that they are one in power and that they vouch-
safe the same grace to those who receive them’, as Thepdore of Mopsuestia
explains in the first account of this practice which has come down to us.?
But it is certainly older in some form than Theodoreis time (c. A.D. 400).
It seems to me likely (but not demonstrable) that its thistorical origin lay
in the custom of the fermentum. This is the name given to that fragment of
the consecrated Bread brought from the bishop’s eucharist to that of the
presbyter celebrating the sacrament at a lesser ecclesia|elsewhere, in token
of the bishop’s eucharistic presidency of his whole church. It seems that
the fermentum was placed in the chalice by the presPyter at this point.
The custom of the fermentum, which goes back at least to the early years
of the second century, died out comparatively early in the East, probably
in the fourth century; though it lasted on at Rome to the eighth or ninth
century. It seems possible that when the Bread from the bishop’s eucharist
ceased to be brought to the Eastern presbyter to be placed in his chalice, a
fragment from the Bread consecrated by the presbyter himself may have
been substituted, in unthinking continuance of the old|custom; and then a

new symbolic meaning (in itself valuable) was afterwar
form, as so often happened in liturgical history.

It was also at this point that in later times the s
reserved from the eucharist consecrated at the last mas
brought to the altar at the offertory® to symbolise th
of the sacrifice offered in the eucharist, was placed

found for its new

tum, a fragment
in that church, and
e perpetual identity
in the chalice and

consumed. But this is a later custom which is not heard of before the

sixth century.4

Having broken the Bread the bishop, in the fourth
held it aloft and invited the church to communicate w;
things unto the holy.’ It is not quite easy to represent
this in English. The Greek Aagios and the Latin sanctus

1 Cf. the specimens collected by Scudamore, Dict. of C
Smith), I. 687 sq., s.v. Fraction.

century and after,
th the words ‘Holy
the full meaning of
mean not so much

istian Antiquities (ed.

2 Cat. vi. (ed. cit. p. 106). The whole passage is-interesting as shewing that the
rather elaborate form of the ceremony now found in the|Eastern rites with a

‘signing of the Bread with the Blood’ as well as the placing
chalice was already fully devel)ped at Mopsuestia, though nd
yril of Jerusalem does not m

dore so much as mentions it.
all, so that we cannot say that this pamcular elaboration o
but it has that sort of style. Certainly it appears to be of Syrian

8 So in Gaul. At Rome it was brought to the altar at the int

not seem to be known in the East.

¢ The first mention of it seems to be Gregory of Tours, de

(¢c. AD. 580).
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author before Theo-
ention the fraction at
ginated at Jerusalem,
origin.

roit. The custom does

Gloria Martyrum, 86




THE CLASSICAL SHAPE: THE EUCHARIST 135

what is i itself ‘good” (which is the connotation of the English ‘holy’) as
what ‘belongs to God.” It is, for instance, in this sense that S. Paul speaks
of and to his Corinthian converts as ‘chosen saints’ (kagios) in spite of their
disorders and quarrels. Perhaps the bishop’s invitation can be most ade-
quately rendered as ‘The things of God for the people of God’. This
places the whole emphasis where the early church placed it, on their
membership of the Body of Christ and His redemption of them, and not
on any sanctity of their own.

The words of this invitation are first recorded by Cyril of Jerusalem,!
to which he says that the people replied ‘(There is) One holy, our Lord
Jesus Christ.” The same formula of response, insisting very beautifully on
the uniqueness of our Lord as the source of all human goodness, is found
in the liturgies of S. James, S. Basil, Ap. Const. viii., S. John Chrysostom,
SS. Addai & Mari, and the Armenian liturgy; it is also quoted by S.
Gregory of Nyssa and S. Cyril of Alexandria as used in their day. But an
alternative form of response quoted by Theodore of Mopsuestia,? ‘One
Holy Father, one Holy Son, one Holy Ghost’ has found its way at some
point into the Egyptian liturgies of S. Mark and S. Cyril.

This verbal invitation and its response do not seem to be attested at all
in the West during the fourth and fifth centuries and never became general
there, This suggests that the seeming reference to them in Hippolytus On
the Pascha iii. is due to an accidental similarity of phrase and not to con-
temporary use of them in the third century Roman rite.? Like so many
other details which are picturesque and touching in the developed litur-
gies, this is probably an innovation of the fourth century church of Jeru-
salem which was soon copied so widely as to appear a general tradition,

9. The Communion

This is the climax and completion of the rite for all pre-Nicene writers.
Justin in his description says little about its details save (twice over) that
communion was given by the deacons with no mention of the bishop and
presbyters.* However this may be (and it strikes me as authentic early
practice) Hippolytus insists more than once that the bishop shall if possible
give the bread to all the communicants ‘with his own hand’, assisted by the
presbyters. The presbyters also are to minister the chalice, ‘or if there are
not enough of them the deacons’. This may mark a rise in the liturgical
importance of presbyters during the sixty years since Justin, due chiefly to
the need for multiplying celebrants. But it may equally possibly be only a
little mark of a special jealousy which Hippolytus the presbyter felt for the

1 Cat. xxiii. 19, 2 Cat. vi. (ed. cit. p. 110).

*1 am glad of this opportunity of withdrawing my remarks on this point in The
Parish Communion, p. 102, n. 4.

¢ Ap. 1, 65, 67.
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liturgical privileges of the order of deacons which comes out more than

once in the Apostolic Tradition.
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‘And the presbyters—but if they are not enough the deacons also—shall
hold the cups and stand by in good order and with reverence, first he that
holds the water, second he who holds the milk, third he who holds the
wine, And they who partake shall taste of each cup thrice, he who gives it
saying: “In God the Father Almighty”, and he who receives shall say:
“Amen.” “And in the Lord Jesus Christ”, and he shall say: “Amen,”
“And in the Holy Spirit {which is) in the Holy Church”; and he shall say
({3 Amen.i’ 1

There are several points here. First, as to practice: We know from other
evidence that communion was received standing, and that the clergy
received before the laity. It seems that the ministers stood before the altar
and that the communicants moved from one to another of them, instead of
the ministers passing along a row of communicants as with us. The same
practice is implied by S. Cyril of Jerusalem in the fourth century.?

Secondly, there are the words of administration. Those modern theorists
who are fond of repeating that the so-called words of institution at the last
supper are really words of administration find no support in the practice
of the primitive church. On the contrary, that church in this the earliest
full account of the eucharist places the words of institution as the central
thing in the eucharistic prayer. For the words of administration it uses
formulae which rather pointedly avoid the emphasis of the synoptic gospels
on the Body and Blood of Jesus as such, in order to take up the Johannine
allusion to ‘that Bread which cometh down from heaven and giveth life
unto the world . . . he that eateth of this Bread shall live for ever’. It is
another way of insisting that, as Ignatius of Antioch had put it a century
before, the eucharistic Bread is ‘the drug of immortality, the remedy that
we should not die’;® or as Irenaeus says ‘Our bodies receiving the eucharist
are no more corruptible, having the hope of eternal resurrection’. We
shall find this primitive insistence on ‘the Spirit that quickeneth’ in the
eucharist? carried on after the fourth century chiefly in the Eastern litur-
gies, but with this great difference—that, in the fourth century and
after, the Eastern theologians recognised in the ‘Spirit’ energising in the
eucharist only the Third Person of the Blessed Trinity; the pre-Nicene
centuries interpreted it with the New Testament rather of ‘the latter Adam
Who was made a quickening Spirit’,® the Second Person of the Trinity Who
gives Himself in the eucharist as on Calvary “for the life of the world’—
the ‘One Spirit into’ which, says S. Paul, ‘we have all been made to drink’.8

The threefold formula at each of the cups at the baptismal eucharist
was presumably used on other occasions at the partaking of the eucharistic
chalice alone. It forms the perfect climax of the rite, describing as it does
the mutual compenetration of God and the soul in holy communion.

1 Ap, Trad., xxiii. § sq. 2 Cat. xxiii. 22.
3 Ignatius, Eph., xx. 1. ¢ Irenaeus, adv. Haer., iv. 18, 5.
5 John vi. 63. ¢ 1 Cor. xv. 45. 7 John vi. 51. 8 1 Cor. xii. 13.

L D.S.L.
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This primitive recognition of what the communicant received in holy
communion as ‘Spirit’ did not in any way exclude a thoroughgoing recog-
nition of the fact that the consecrated Bread and Wine ‘is (est) the Flesh
and Blood of that Jesus Who was made Flesh’.! No words could well be
stronger, but they are echoed in their realism by every second century
writer on the eucharist. It was by receiving His Body and Blood that one
received the ‘Spirit’ of Christ. So Hippolytus concludes his eucharistic
prayer with the petition ‘that Thou wouldest grant to all Thy saints who
partake (of the Body and Blood in holy communion) . .|. that they may be
fulfilled with holy Spirit.’? Or, as he explains his theory of communion
more at length in another work: ‘They are guilty of impiety against the
Lord who give no care to prepare for the uniting of their bodies with His
Body which He gave for us, that being united to Him we might be united
to holy Spirit. For it was for this reason that the Word of God gave Him-
self wholly into a Body and was made Flesh, according to the phrase of the
gospel—that since we were not able to partake of Him as Word, we might

partake of Him as Body, fitting our flesh for His spiritual Flesh and our
spirit to His Spirit so far as we can, that we might be
nesses of Christ. ..and through the commingling wi
members might become members of the Body of Chri:
in sanctity.’®> Without entering on the very remarkable
in this passage, it is at least clear that Hippolytus’ gen
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familiar to us in the fourth century, perhaps in the third

and West alike the words of administration had acquired
of a Johannine form: “The Body of Christ’, “The Blood
of which the communicant still replied, ‘Amen.’ Doubtl
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1 Justin Ap. 1. 65.
2 On the Pascha, iii.
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reinterpretations of the archaic language of the liturgical tradition by novel
theological theories. But besides this transfer of meaning in terminology,
there was, it appears, a certain change of thought, more subtle to trace but
even more profound in its results, which had a great part in the matter,
The old eschatological understanding of the eucharist as the irruption
into time of the heavenly Christ, and of the eucharist as actualising an
eternal redemption in the earthly church as Body of Christ even in this
world, was replaced by a new insistence on the purely historical achieve-
ment of redemption within this world and time by Christ, at a particular
moment and by particular actions in the past. We shall discuss this difficult
matter more at length later. Here it is sufficient to have noted that such a
change in the general way of regarding the eucharist does mark the period
in which the words of administration underwent a change from a Johannine
to a synoptic form, and that the two facts appear to have some relation to
one another.

10. The Ablutions

The end of the communion marked the real end of the rite. But just as
the preparing of the table by the spreading of a cloth at the beginning was
done in the presence of the ecclesia, so the cleansing of the vessels at the
close took place publicly before the dismissal. Just so the tidying of the
room after the meal had been one of the prescribed customs at a chabéirah
supper in judaism.! No detail of the rite was too homely to be accounted
unfitting at the gathering of the household of God. Even after a formal
corporate thanksgiving had come to be appended as a devotional ‘extra’ to
the original rite of the eucharist in the fourth century, the ablution of the
vessels in most churches retained its original position before the thanks-
giving. In the Constantinopolitan rite they still remained in this position
in the ninth century, where they are mentioned in the Typicon of the
Patriarch Nicephorus.? Similarly in Egypt the canonical collection of
Ebnassalus (Safi’l Fada ’il ibn ‘Assal, thirteenth century) cites a consti-
tution of the monophysite patriarch of Alexandria, ‘Abdul Masitz (a.n.
1046—¢. 1075) which indicates that in his time the ablution of the vessels in
Egypt still took place after the communion and before the thanksgiving.
But in Syria as represented by the liturgy of Apostolic Constitutions, Bk.
viii., the custom had already come in before the end of the fourth century
of not consuming the sacrament at the communion, but removing it to the
sacristy (or the ‘table of preparation’) in the vessels before the thanks-
giving, and performing the ablutions there after the service was over.
After the tenth century this custom was generally followed in the East.
Presumably the original reason was connected with reservation; but this
removal of the elements to the sacristy for the thanksgiving does balance

1 Berakoth, viii. 3 (p. 67).
2 Mmmer;ta Fur. Eccl. Graec., ii. 341.
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the other Syrian peculiarity of keeping the elements in the sacristy until
they were actually wanted at the offertory.

The effect was the same in Syrian and non-Syrian rites alike; the sacra-
mental elements were not upon the altar except during the vital sacra-
mental action itself—from the offertory to the communion. Even when
a thanksgiving had been appended to it, the church instinctively marked
off the original apostolic core of the eucharist from|all the devotional
accretions which later ages have added to it in this simple but very effective
way.

It must have been at this point of the rite, before the ablutions, that the
faithful received some of the consecrated Bread to home with them
for their communions on weekdays, and the deacons and acolytes received
those portions which they were to convey to the absent and to the presby-
teral eucharists elsewhere. But reservation in general is a subject only
indirectly connected with the liturgy, and I have thrown what remarks I
have to offer about it into a separate additional note.t

Such was the pre-Nicene eucharist, a brief little rite which in practice,
even with quite a number of communicants, would|probably not take
much longer than a quarter of an hour or twenty minutes. Even of the
items we have considered here it seems to me more probable that two—
the lavabo and the Lord’s prayer—are fourth cen additions rather
than genuinely primitive constituents of the Shape of the Liturgy, though
the question is open to discussion. Yet its brevity and unimpressiveness
must not blind us to the fact that the celebration of the eucharist was
throughout the pre-Nicene period not only the very heart of the church’s
life and the staple of the individual christian’s devotion, but also the per-
petual object of a quite hysterical pagan suspicion, and from time to time
of formidable police measures by an efficient totalitarian state. It is impor-
tant from more than one point of view to understand clearly just how the
mere practice of its celebration was regarded both by christians and by
their opponents in this period. It will be convenient to study this in the
next chapter, before going on to consider the euchari:I:ic prayer and the
inward or theological meaning of the rite.

1 This has been published separately under the title of A Detection of Aumbries
(Dacre Press, London 1942) and is not here reproduced,




CHAPTER VI
THE PRE-NICENE BACKGROUND OF THE LITURGY

WE have said that despite its extreme structural simplicity there was
no ideal of squalor or poverty about the pre-Nicene celebration of
the eucharist. The list of church plate at Cirta and many other such indi-
cations are a sufficient guarantee of that. The baptistery attached to the
house-church at Dura-Europos (c. A.D.230) was painted from floor to
ceiling with pictures of scenes from the Old and New Testaments, and a
similar decoration of the assembly-room of the church had just been begun
when the building was destroyed. There could be a considerable degree of
splendour about the setting of the ecclesia in a great Roman patrician house,
and even where this was lacking attempts were evidently made to supply
some dignity. There was no puritan cult of bareness for its own sake.

There was, too, an element of ceremony in the celebration and a good
deal of moving about. The rite was viewed essentially as an action, and a
number of people cannot combine to take different parts in a corporate
action without some such element of ceremony, in the sense of organised
and concerted movement. It was a large part of the deacon’s ‘liturgy’ by
his ‘proclamations’ to direct and give the signal for these movements.
There was, too, an element of solemnity; the bishop’s prayer was probably
chanted as the jewish prayers had been chanted. The use of the informal
speaking voice for any part of the eucharist appears to be an innovation of
the Latin churches in the early middle ages; for the eucharistic prayer
itself it was not known before the Reformation. One cannot make much
of the use by pre-Nicene writers of dicere (to say) in connection with the
prayers. The ancients habitually used this word of a recitative, e.g. dicere
carmen (lit. =‘to say a song’). Probably the immemorial preface-chant of
the West! represents approximately the way in which the whole eucharistic
prayer was originally recited there. Very similar intonations are traditional
for the public prayers of the liturgy all over the East.

When all is said and done, the impression left by the early evidence
about the celebration of the eucharist is one not so much of simplicity as of
great directness, as became a deliberately ‘domestic’ act. There was no
elaborate or choral music at the eucharist as at the synaxis; no special vest-
ments or liturgical ornaments or symbolism, nothing whatever to arouse
the emotions or stir the senses or impress the mind—just a complete and
intense concentration upon the corporate performance of the eucharistic
action in its naked self, without devotional elaborations of any kind what-
ever.

1 In its ‘ferial’ not ‘festal’ form. The latter is known to be a later elaboration.
141
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It is very easy for us to romanticise the life and worship of the primitive
christians. What was conventional in the social setting pf their day has for
us the picturesqueness of the strange and remote; what was straightfor-
ward directness in their worship has for us the majesty of antiquity. It is a
useful thing occasionally to transpose it all into the conventions of our own
day and look at the result.

Suppose you were a grocer in Brondesbury, a tradesman in a small way
of business, as so many of the early Roman christians were. Week by week

Y

at half-past four or five o’clock on Sunday morning (an
day in pagan Rome) before most people were stirring,
through the silent streets, with something in your pock
what we should call a bun or a scone. At the end of yo
slip in through the mews at the back of one of the big

ordinary working-
you would set out
et looking very like
ur walk you would
houses near Hyde

Park, owned by a wealthy christian woman. There in her big drawing-

room, looking just as it did every day, you would find ]

he ‘church’ assem-

bling—socially a very mixed gathering indeed. A man
keenly as you went in, the deacon ‘observing those whi

would look at you
come in’,! but he

knows you and smiles and says something. Inside you mostly know one
another well, you exchange greetings and nod and smile; (people who are
jointly risking at the least penal servitude for life by what they are doing
generally make certain that they know their associates)! At the other end

of the drawing-room sitting in the best arm-chair is
gentleman by his clothes but nothing out of the ordin:

elderly man, a
—the bishop of

London. On either side of him is standing another man, perhaps talking

quietly to him. On chairs in a semicircle facing down
very obviously like what they are—a committee—sit

e room, looking
e presbyters, In

front of them is a small drawing-room table.

The eucharist is about to begin. The bishop stands and greets the
church. At once there is silence and order, and the church replies. Then
each man turns and grasps his neighbour strongly and warmly by both

hands. (I am trying to represent the ancient by a mode
kiss was anciently a much commoner salutation than it
land, but it implied more affection than does merely ‘s
us.) The two men by the bishop spread a white table-

convention. The
with us in Eng-
ing hands’ with
oth on the table,

and then stand in front of it, one holding a silver salver and the other a
two-handled silver loving-cup. One by one you all file up and put your
little scones on the salver and pour a little wine into the Joving-cup. Then
some of the scones are piled together before the bishop ion the cloth, and
he adds another for himself, while water is poured into the wine in the cup
and it is set before him. In silence he and the presbyters stand with their
hands outstretched over the offerings, and then follow the dialogue and the
chanted prayer lasting perhaps five minutes or rather less. You all answer
‘Amen’ and there follows a pause as the bishop breaks one of the scones
! Didascalia, ii. §7.
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and eats a piece. He stands a moment in prayer and then takes three sips
from the cup, while the two men beside him break the other scones into
pieces. To each of those around him he gives a small piece and three sips
from the cup. Then with the broken bread piled on the salver he comes
forward and stands before the table with one of the deacons in a lounge
suit standing beside him with the cup. One by one you file up again to
receive in your hands “The Bread of Heaven in Christ Jesus’, and pass on
to take three sips from the cup held by the deacon, ‘In God the Father
Almighty and in the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Holy Spirit in the holy
church’, to which you answer ‘Amen’; then you all file back again to
where you were standing before. There is a moment’s pause when all have
finished, and then most of you go up to the bishop again with a little silver
box like a snuff-box into which he places some fragments of the Bread. You
stow it in an inside pocket, reflecting perhaps that Tarcisius was lynched
six months ago for being caught with one of those little boxes upon him.
There is another pause while the vessels are cleansed, and then someone
says loudly ‘That’s all. Good morning, everybody.” And in twos and
threes you slip out again through the back door or the area door and go
home—twenty minutes after you came in. That is all there is to it, exter-
nally. It would be absolutely meaningless to an outsider, and quite un-
impressive.

But perhaps it did not all end quite so easily. You might very well never
walk back up Maida Vale again. Perhaps the bishop stopped to speak to
someone on the front-door steps as he went out, and was recognised by a
casual passer-by who set up a great shout of ‘Christian! Christian!’ And
before anyone quite realised what was happening a small jostling crowd
had collected from nowhere and someone had thrown a brick through one
of the windows; doors and windows were opening all down the street and
there was a hubbub of jeers and yells, till a policeman arrived majestically,
demanding ‘Wot’s all this ’ere?’ ‘It’s those —— christians again!’ shouts
someone, and the policeman gets out his notebook and looks severely at
the bishop standing with the two deacons just behind him at the foot of
the steps. ‘Wot’s all this about?’ And then in response to the accusing
shouts of the elbowing crowd there comes the deadly challenge from the
policeman, ‘Is that right that you’re a christian?” And the bishop admits
he is a christian. ‘There’s another of them’, says someone, pointing at one
of the deacons. ‘There’s a whole gang of them in there.” The deacons
briefly admit their faith, and the policeman looks doubtfully at the house.
It’s said that they always come quietly, but one never knows. He blows his
whistle, more police arrive, the house is entered, and soon afterwards
twenty-two people, including the bishop and his deacons and the little
grocer from Brondesbury, are marched off to the station.

The proceedings are by summary jurisdiction, as in the case of a raid on
a night-club with us, They are all charged together ‘with being christians’,
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i.e. members of an unlawful association. Each is asked|in turn whether he
pleads guilty or not guilty. If he answers ‘guilty’, his case is virtually deci-
ded. The magistrate is perfectly well aware of the christian rule of never
denying their religion. Someone’s courage fails at the dritical moment and
he falters ‘Not guilty.” Then there is a simple further test to be applied.

At the side of the court-room is hung a picture of th
kneel in front of that picture and say “Lord have me

cense or few drops of wine before the statue of the deif
was the routine test for christianity, involved no more 1
than such a ceremony as I have invented here.) Somg
through the prescribed test with white faces and falte;
to the picture to do so and his conscience suddenly ge
fear; he knocks the picture off the wall in a revulsion of]

king. ‘Just go and

rcy upon me”, will
you?’ says the magistrate. (The offering of the conven

tional pinch of in-

led emperor, which

eligious conviction
of the accused go
ring lips. One goes
ts the better of his
nervous anger. He

is hustled back to the dock and the picture is hung up

again. The magis-

trate, a reasonable man, again asks each of those who have pleaded guilty
whether they will even now go through the little ceremony. They all
refuse. There is no more to be done, no possible doubt as to the law on the
matter: non licet esse christianos; ‘christians may not exist}’ The legal penalty
is death, and there is no ground of appeal. As a rule|there is no delay.
Unless they were reserved for the arena, sentences on christians were
usually carried out on the same day. So in our modérn analogy fifteen
christians were hanged that afternoon at Wandsworth. On other occasions
the policy of the administration might have caused private instructions to
be issued to the magistrates that the law against christianity is not to be too
strictly enforced for the present; a sentence of the ‘cat’, penal servitude for
life and transportation would have been substituted for Ehe death-penalty.

Whether this was really much more merciful may be doubted. The imperial
lead-mines in Sardinia, for instance, which were the us
for Roman christians in such a case, must have been evey
Island than Botany Bay. Most of the prisoners died w
years,

We shall not begin to understand what the eucharist
until we have estimated this background of real danger
in a setting of absolutely normal daily life. It is true that organised and
official persecution by the state was by no means continuous, that there
were long periods when the central government was otherwise occupied,
and wide regions where the local authorities were inclined to turn a blind
eye to the existence of christians, provided these did not thrust themselves
upon their notice. But there were other periods and equally wide regions
where official persecution raged with violence for y together. For
two hundred years, from Nero to Valerian (roughly A.D./65-260), christian
worship was in itself a capital crime. For another fifty after that, the law
against christian assembly relaxed; but to be a christian|was, by an illogi-

al convict-station
n more like Devil’s
ithin two or three
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cality, still brought under the capital charge of lagsa maiestas. There is the
opinion of Ulpian the jurist and the actual contemporary court-record of
martyrdoms to prove that even in this period of peace in the latter half of
the third century martyrdom was still only a matter of whether you
happened to be accused. No one ever knew even in a period when the
government was quiescent when persecution might not break out in the
form of mob-violence, or what trivial cause might bring upon a man
the inescapable official challenge ‘Art thou a christian?’ Callistus trying
to recover a commercial debt from jewish debtors finds them making this
charge against him in the prefect’s court to avoid payment; and within an
hour or two he has been scourged and sentenced for life to the deadly Sar-
dinian mines.! Marinus, the soldier accused of christianity by a comrade
envious of his promotion to centurion, is dead three hours after the accusa-
tion has been lodged.? Both these typical stories are reported by contem-
poraries from periods which rank more or less as times of toleration. We
can and should distinguish between the intermittent hostility of the govern-
ment and the unorganised and unpredictable malignity of the mob or of
private informers. But when all has been said that is true in mitigation of
the severity of ancient persecutions, for two hundred and fifty years from
Nero to Constantine to be a christian was in itself a capital crime, always
liable to the severest penalty, even when the law was not enforced. It
remains a demonstrable historical fact from contemporary records that
during this period thousands of men and women were killed, tens of
thousands more suffered grievously in their fortunes and persons, and
hundreds of thousands had to put up with the opposition of their families
and the suspicion and ostracism of their neighbours for half-a-lifetime and
more. And the storm centre throughout the whole period was undoubtedly
the eucharist. '

When we regard what actually took place in the early eucharistic rite, the
fear and hatred it inspired over so long a time seem ridiculous. Yet it is an
uncanny fact that there is still scarcely any subject on which the imagina-
tion of those outside the faith is more apt to surrender to the unrestrained
nonsense of panic than that of what happens at the catholic eucharist. As a
trivial instance, I remember that my own grandmother, a devout Wesleyan,
believed to her dying day that at the Roman Catholic mass the priest let a
crab loose upon the altar, which it was his mysterious duty to prevent from
crawling sideways into the view of the congregation. (Hence the gestures
of the celebrant.) How she became possessed of this notion, or what she
supposed eventually happened to the crustacean I never discovered. But
she affirmed with the utmost sincerity that she had once with her own eyes
actually watched this horrible rite in progress; and there could be no doubt
of the deplorable effect that solitary visit to a Roman Catholic church had

2 Hippolytus, Philosophumena, ix. 11.
2 Eusebius, Eccl. Hist., VIL. xv, 1.
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had on her estimate of Roman Catholics in general,
soul of charity in all things else. To all suggestions that|the mass might be
intended as some sort of holy communion service she replied only with the
wise and gentle pity of the fully-informed for the ignorant.

told since the stone age—when, no doubt, they had their justification—
about all unpopular associations, received a fresh impu
standings of indiscreet christian talk of receiving ‘the Body and the Blood’.
The dark suspicions of orgies of promiscuous vice or eyen organised incest,
which the nasty side of men’s imaginations is always willing to credit about
mysterious private gatherings, were stimulated by talk of ‘the kiss’ and of
‘brothers’ and ‘sisters’. The point is that these charges against the chris-
tians were taken with the utmost seriousness by multitudes not only of the
cruel and foolish and ignorant but of normally h e and sensible men.
When the heathen slaves of a christian master broke down under the tor-
ture always employed in the Roman courts to ensure the truthfulness of a
slave’s evidence—such was the extraordinary reason seriously maintained
for the practice—and proceeded to ‘confess’ their knowledge of such goings
on among the christians, it may have added to the disgust with which the
decent pagan regarded all mention of the eucharist, } t hardly at all to the

strength of the general conviction that the holding of the ecclesia ought to
be stopped by the authorities at all costs. One has only to read, for instance,
the account by an eye-witness at Lyons in A.D. 177 of the pathetic occasion
in the persecution there when after just such a ‘confession’ by heathen
slaves the apostate christians were mobbed by the crowd as self-confessed
‘polluted wretches’ (miarous), to realise just what [associations the very
word ‘eucharist’ would have in the mind of any decent Lyonnais for the
next thirty years, or what sort of hysteria a rumour of the holding of
christian worship would be likely to work up in the city.

The imperial government was a great deal better informed than the
populace. It regarded the church as a potential political danger for pre-
cisely the same reasons as any other totalitarian government is bound to do
s0. At times it took vigorous measures to protect itself against this danger,
ity that whenever it did
which confronted it.
against the holding of
christian beliefs as against the expression of that belief in the worship of the
ecclesia. Those officials, for instance, who actually carried out the persecu-
tion under the emperor Decius (A.D. 250-251) must have been perfectly
well aware from their behaviour that of the thousands of christian apostates
who offered sacrifice under threat of instant dom, the vast majority
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remained sincerely convinced christians in belief, even though by the
failure of their courage at the moment of trial they now faced life-long
exclusion from christian communion. The persecutors were not concerned
to produce sincere believers in the deity either of the emperor or of the
Olympian gods, but to put an end to the illegal meetings of the christian
ecclesia. They could be content with the merest pretence of conformity
because they could rely on the discipline of the church itself to exclude
from the ecclesia all who had in any way compromised. The government’s
attack was pressed all the time upon worship, by striking especially at the
clergy with martyrdom or penal servitude, by the confiscation of all
property upon which christian worship was proved to have taken place,
and by a variety of other measures, all designed to make impossible the
holding of the ecclesia. But there was no parallel attempt by a counter-
propaganda to discredit christian beliefs or to defend pagan ones.

The church being what it was, the act of taking part in the common wor-
ship could be accepted by church and state alike as the effective test of
christianity. From the point of view of the state it was deliberate treason
(laesa maiestas). From the point of view of the church the corporate action
of the eucharist in the ecclesia was the supreme positive affirmation before
God of the christian life. There was no place on either view for that modern
‘christianity’ which owns no allegiance to the church and her worship. To
the state an academic belief which did not express itself in worship carried
no danger of christian allegiance. To the church belief which did not express
itself in worship would have seemed both pointless and fruitless. Christian
belief was the condition of admission to that worship, explicitly required
before baptism and confirmation, which alone admitted a man to pray
with the church, let alone communicate. On the other hand, for a confirmed
christian to allow himself to take any part whatever in non-christian wor-
ship was ‘apostasy’, a public declaration that he renounced that faith in
Christ as his redeemer which was his passport to worship. Down to A.D. 252
apostasy involved perpetual exclusion from the ecclesia in this world and
damnation in the next, unless perhaps the lapsed christian might hope to
move the mercy of God after death by a life-long penance outside the
corporate life of the church. The state was content to accept the logic of the
christian principle that religious belief can only be finally and adequately
expressed by worship. When the well-organised Decian persecution
encouraged apostasy by making compliance easy, and reaped an immense
harvest of lapses, it must have seemed that the church was about to be
strangled in her own inviolablé discipline.

The church met the crisis by a revolutionary change in that discipline,
which the government does not seem to have anticipated. In the teeth of
bitter opposition from the zealots everywhere, the bishops restored to
membership of the ecclesia all apostates who showed the sincerity of their
repentance by undergoing a period of penance. The lapsed flocked back in
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thousands, and the correspondence of S. Cyprian contains abundant evi-
dence with what eagerness they sought to resume their christian life, not as
believers—they had never ceased to be that—but as [worshippers. For the
christian as for the persecutor the liturgy formed the|very life not only of
the church corporately but of the individual soul. It|was a statesmanlike
move, probably the only one which could have enabled the church to sur-
vive the second wave of persecution which the baffled government at once
launched against the christian revival under Valerian (A.D. 254~9). The
state was eventually distracted by foreign war, and had to own itself unable
to stamp out the ecclesia. An edict of Gallienus conceded permission to
the christians freely ‘to use their ecclesiai®, the property in which was
restored to them (A.D. 260).

This was a virtual concession of freedom of worship, but it left the legal
position ambiguous. Christian worship was no longer in itself a crime, and
the church became a tolerated if not a legally recoguiﬂsed association, But
christianity was not a legal religion, and the individual christian could still
be charged with high treason.

For the next forty years the state simply turned its back upon the fact
that the church existed, though everyone was aware that ‘the christian
question’ would have to be faced one day. But the ﬂ:{-ty years of uneasy

toleration which ended the third century brought a considerable increase
in christian numbers, which together with the liberty of assembly now per-
mitted, began to force upon the church a more re; organisation of her
worship. We find special church buildings for this purpose beginning to be
erected in many towns and even in some quarters of Rome itself during this
period. In Asia Minor especially the church came to number quite a large
proportion of the population and could come more|into the open. At
Nicodmeia, the Eastern capital, where high officers of the court and even
members of the royal family were attracted to the church, the christian
bishop’s cathedral is said to have been the most imposing public building
in the city before the end of the third century.

Elsewhere, christians were usually an unpopular minerity, and worship
had to be conducted with more discretion. But everywhere (as we have
seen at Cirta) it was now an open secret where christian worship was held
and who the christian clergy were. When the last tempest of persecution
arose under Diocletian A.D. 303-13—the longest as well as the fiercest the
church ever had to face—it was again upon christian worship that it pressed
most fiercely. That worship was itself now much more open to attack by
reason of its new semi-public organisation. This time, t¢o, there was a real
attempt to refute christian teaching by intellectual propaganda, and a
systematic destruction of christian literature. The vi prevention of
corporate worship except in the most furtive fashion for nearly ten years

1 Cf. the text of the edict, ap. Eusebius, Eccl. Hist., VII. xiii. 1, which clearly
means houses, not ‘churches’ in our sense,
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and the gradual extinction of the clergy by martyrdom or apostasy did on
this occasion reduce the church to the direst extremities, in a way no pre-
vious persecution had ever done. The edicts of toleration put out in 313 by
the emperors Maximin and Maximian, and comprehensively ratified and
enforced by the new christian emperor Constantine in the following year,
came only just in time to save her from complete disorganisation. The
West was now finally free from organised persecution by the state, but the
Eastern provinces still had to endure it intermittently for another five years.

It will be seen that popular and official persecution of the church had
very different motives. The state feared the church; the populace disliked
the christians. The state wished to make apostates; the mob as a rule pre-
ferred martyrs. It is a constant feature of the genuine Acta of the martyrs
to find the magistrate arguing and pleading with the prisoner to deny his
faith and fulfil the formal test of sacrifice, even delaying and straining the
law sometimes to secure something which will pass for a denial, while the
mob how! for the prisoner’s death.

The Roman judicial standard was on the whole a high one. There is
evidence that many of the magistrates.did not enjoy the duty of enforcing
the law against christians, and recognised its futility and injustice. But
though the administration might often be disposed to avoid charging men
with christianity, the law placed a fatal weapon in the hands of both the
hostility of the mob and private enmity. Once the accusation of christianity
had been brought to his notice the magistrate was bound to take cognisance
of it. And once a man was put that fatal question ‘Art thou a christian?’
there was no other way but apostasy or sentence. The magistrate and the
martyr were alike helpless. It was always open to a magistrate more ener-
getic or fanatical than his fellows to set the law in motion himself within his
jurisdiction. But except when instructions were received from the central
administration to ‘tighten things up’, this appears to have been compara-
tively rare; and the general practice of changing the local magistrates
annually usually ensured a brief duration to such local official action.

It is plain from second and third century christian literature that the
great permanent danger to the christians came from the mob. As Tertullian
puts it, “They think the christians are at the bottom of every disaster to the
state and every misfortune of the people. If the Tiber floods the city or the
Nile fails to flood the fields, if there are portents in heaven or earthquakes
on earth, if famine comes or plague, they clamour instantly “Throw the
christians to the lion.” So many, to one lion?**

Thus the church could not meet the charges of cannibalism and incest,
which the man in the street honestly believed about the eucharist, in the
only way which might have been effective—though it did not convince my
grandmother—by holding the rite with absolute publicity. This was partly
at least because the state made the holding of christian worship in itself a

1 Tertullian, Apologeticus, xl.
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capital crime. In any case she would probably have been reluctant to do
this in a pagan world, because the eucharist expressed|in its very essence
and idea the ‘separateness’ of the holy church from ‘the world that lieth in
wickedness.”

There was thus left only the alternative of denying the charges as often
as possible in the course of propaganda, and enduring their consequences
when this failed—as it invariably did—to convince the public. Justin in the
famous ‘Open Letter to the Government’ which is
Apology tried the expedient of describing just what was|done at the eucha-
rist with a disarming frankness, which to a modern r¢ader must seem a
convincing (and rather skilful) demonstration of its entire harmlessness.
Yet it had no effect whatever on contemporary opinjon. In his second
manifesto of the same kind issued a year or two later, Justin himself
obviously despairs of achieving much by this method |of reasonableness,
and adopts a much more indignant and defiant tone.

Tertullian used instead the method of a biting irony
throughout the book that though he addresses the administration he is
really trying to counter the popular rumours about orgies at the eucharist,
which are having a very serious effect. He twits the officials with the fact
that they have never been able to discover the scantiest factual evidence
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for these charges—‘how many babies any particular pers
many times he has committed incest, who the cooks
boast for any governor, if he had actually caught a mar
hundred babies!’2 But his argument on these things is re
to the officials, who did not take these charges seriously
which did. ‘Suppose these things are true for the mome
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son has eaten, how

were. ... What a
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, but to the public
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your knife into an
ling. Perhaps that

is some other christian’s office. Well, any way, stand looking down on this

human being gasping in death almost before it has lived;
little soul escapes; catch its gurgling blood and soak yq
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wait while its new
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point out where

your mother is to lie and where your sister. Take care:

note, that when

the dogs (chained to the lampstand) plunge all in darkness you may make

no mistake. You will have done a sacrilege if you fail to
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these mysteries and this confirmation you shall live for all eternity. Tell
me, now, is eternity worth that? . . . Even if you thought so, I deny that
you would want it on those terms. Even if you did want it, I deny that you
could bring yourself to gain it thus, Why then can othefs, if you cannot?
Why can you not, if others can? We are different fron you in nature, I
suppose—dog-headed men or sciapods? We have a different sort of teeth,
ot feel a different lust? You believe men can do these thi

11 John v. 19.




THE PRE-NICENE BACKGROUND OF THE LITURGY 151

sumably you can do them. You are a man yourself, just like a christian.
If you know you could not bring yourself to do them, then do not believe
that others can. .. . I suppose when someone wants to be initiated in this
way he first goes to the high-priest of these mysteries, to find out what
preparations he must make. And he tells him, “Oh, you will need a baby, a
teeny baby, which does not understand death and will smile under your
knife; and bread in which to catch its squirting blood . . . and above all,
you must bring your mother and your sister,” What if they will not come,
or the convert has none? What about christians who have no near feminine
relations? I presume he can be no rightful christian unless he be a brother
orason?’!

Of course this sort of firework did no more good than Justin’s calculated
naiveté. Indeed Tertullian’s whole Apology is so much in the nature of a
devastating counter-attack on paganism all along the line that it seems more
calculated to infuriate any conventionally-minded pagan who happened to
read it than to soothe his alarm at the alleged revolutionary opinions and
morals of the christians. But the lurid background of suspicion and calumny
about the eucharist and ill-will towards those who took part in it has to be
borne in mind in considering the importance that christians attached to its
celebration and the reasons why they clung to this ill-famed rite.

These men and women did not run continual risks to attend it merely
because there they remembered with thankfulness in a specially moving
way the death of Jesus which had redeemed them. They could do that
anywhere and alone; some of them did it most of their waking hours, Nor
was it simply that in the eucharist alone they could satisfy a personal long-
ing for God by receiving holy communion. As a matter of fact if a devout
third century christian on his deathbed could have reckoned up all the
communions he had ever made, he would probably have found that the
large majority had been made from the reserved sacrament at home, quite
apart from the liturgy. These desires of christian personal devotion could
be and were satisfied in private in comparative safety, without the dangers
and scandal which centred round the eucharist. There was, indeed, a rather
striking absence from the primitive eucharistic rite of any devotional prac-
tice which was calculated to arouse or feed a subjective piety—no confes-
sion of sins or devotions in preparation for communion, no corporate
thanksgiving even, nothing but the bare requisites for the sacramental act.
It was a burning faith in the vital importance of that eucharist action as
such, its importance to God and to the church and to a man’s own soul, for
this world and for the next, which made the christians cling to the rite of
the eucharist against all odds. Nothing else could have maintained the
corporate celebration of the liturgy through the centuries when the
ecclesia was outside the law.

For these christian men and women were very normal. They were

1 Tertullian, Ap., viii.
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not impossibly heroic. Their answers in the dock often
very frightened. Even when they were most defiant their rudeness is often a
mark of fear. Few men could look forward to the appalling tortures which
the courts in the later second century sometimes togk to applying—‘to
make them deny their crime’ as Tertullian bitterly }marked, ‘not like
other criminals to confess it'—without considerable perturbation. Many
of them apostatised when it came to the final test, oftenl most of them. The
world, the flesh and the devil were as active and deadly with them as they
are with christians nowadays. And so was another enemy whose assaults on
the church of the martyrs we often ignore though we know its deadening
effects on ourselves—routine, the mere fact that one hl:s been trying to be
a christian for quite a long time and little seems to come of it. The parable
of the Sower was just as true then as now. But these normal men and
women were prepared with open eyes to accept the risksland inconveniences
they undoubtedly did encounter, just to be present at the eucharist
together and regularly. I submit that it casts a flood of light on their
beliefs about the eucharist and the nature of the ch and christian
salvation generally, that they attributed this desperate importance not
so much to ‘making their communion’ as to taking part in the corporate
action of the eucharist,

It was to secure the fulness of this corporate action that a presbyter and
a deacon had to be smuggled somehow into the imperial prisons, there to
celebrate their last eucharist for the confessors awaiting execution; and S.
Cyprian takes it as a matter of course that this must be arranged.! To
secure this for his companions as best he could, the presbyter Lucian lying
with his legs wrenched wide apart in the stocks of the prison at Antioch
celebrated the mysteries for the last time with the elements resting on his
own breast, and passed their last communion to the gthers lying equally
helpless in the dark around him.? To secure this a whole congregation of
obscure provincials at Abilinitina in Africa took the risk of almost certain
detection by assembling at the height of the Diocletian persecution in their
own town, where the authorities were on the watch for them, because, as
they said in court, the eucharist had been lacking a long while through the
apostasy of their bishop Fundanus, and they could no longer bear the lack
of it. And so they called on a presbyter to celebrate—and paid the penalty
of their faith to a man.? To secure this was always the first thought of
christians in time of threatened persecution. ‘But how|shall we meet, you
ask, how shall we celebrate the Lord’s solemnities? . . .|If you cannot meet
by day, there is always the night’, says Tertullian, bracing the fearful to
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shew that they were

stay and meet the coming storm.4 Even when a church
by long persecution, the duty was never forgotten. ‘At

1 Cyprian, Ep., v. 2. 2 Boll. Acta SS.,
8 Cf. the contemporary Acta Martyrum Abilinitinensium.

¢ Tertullian, de Fuga in Persecutione, 14.

had been scattered
first they drove us

Jan. 7th, iv. 14,



THE PRE-NICENE BACKGROUND OF THE LITURGY 153

outand . .. we kept our festival even then, pursued and put to death by all,
and every single spot where we were afflicted became to us a place of
assembly for the feast—field, desert, ship, inn, prison’, writes S. Denys,
bishop of Alexandria, of one terrible Easter day ¢. A.D. 250, when a raging
civil war, famine and pestilence were added to the woes of his persecuted
church.!

Literally scores of similar illustrations from contemporary documents of
unimpeachable historical authority are available of the fact that it was not
so much the personal reception of holy communion as the corporate
eucharistic action as a whole (which included communion) which was then
regarded as the very essence of the life of the church, and through that of
the individual christian soul. In this corporate action alone each christian
could fulfil for himself or herself the ‘appointed liturgy’ of his order, and
so fulfil his redeemed being as a member of Christ. For my own part I
have long found it difficult to understand exactly how the eucharist ever
came to be supposed by serious scholars at all closely comparable with the
rites of the pagan mysteries. The approach is so different. In the mysteries
there is always the attempt to arouse and play upon religious emotion, by
long preparation and fasts, and (often) by elaborate ceremonies, or by
alternations of light and darkness, by mystical symbols and impressive
surroundings, and pageantry; or sometimes by the weird and repulsive or
horrible. But always there is the attempt to impress, to arouse emotion of
some kind, and so to put the initiate into a receptive frame of mind. As
Aristotle said, men came to these rites ‘not to learn something but to
experience something.’ The christian eucharist in practice was the reverse
of all this. All was homely and unemotional to a degree. The christian came
to the eucharist, not indeed ‘to learn something’, for faith was presupposed,
but certainly not to seek a psychological thrill. He came simply to do
something, which he conceived he had an overwhelming personal duty to
do, come what might. What brought him to the eucharist week by week,
despite all dangers and inconveniences, was no thrill provoked by the ser-
vice itself, which was bare and unimpressive to the point of dullness, and
would soon lose any attraction of novelty. Nor yet was it a longing for
personal communion with God, which he could and did fulfil otherwise in
his daily communion from the reserved sacrament at home. What brought
him was an intense belief that in the eucharistic action of the Body of
Christ, as in no other way, he himself took a part in that act of sacrificial
obedience to the will of God which was consummated on Calvary and
which had redeemed the world, including himself. What brought him was
the conviction that there rested on each of the redeemed an absolute
necessity so to take his own part in the self-offering of Christ, a necessity
more binding even than the instinct of self-preservation. Simply as mem-
bers of Christ’s Body, the church, all christians must do this, and they can

1 Dionys. Al. ap. Eusebius, Eccl. Hist., VII. xxii. 4.
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do it in no other way than that which was the last command of Jesus to His
own. That rule of the absolute obligation upon each of the faithful of
presence at Sunday mass under pain of mortal sin, which seems so mechani-
cal and formalist to the protestant, is something which was burned into the
corporate mind of historic christendom in the centuries between Nero and
Diocletian. But it rests upon something more evangelical and more pro-
found than historical memories. It expresses as nothing else can the whole
New Testament doctrine of redemption; of Jesus, God and Man, as the
only Saviour of mankind, Who intends to draw all men unto Him by His
sacrificial and atoning death; and of the church as [the communion of
redeemed sinners, the Body of Christ, corporately invested with His own
mission of salvation to the world.

Despite all the formalism and carelessness and hypocrisy which a social
tradition of the general attendance at the eucharist of all who have been
baptised involves, and has always involved, in catholic countries, there is
this to be said: that no personal subjective devotion gn the part of select
individual communicants can manifest Christ as the tedeemer of a// men
and of all human life, either to themselves or to the vjoﬂd or before God.
Nor can the corporate being of the church as His one Body with many
members be fulfilled in an action from which the greater part of the bap-
tised and confirmed members are regarded or regard themselves as tacitly
excluded.

We do well to approach the mystery of Christ’s Body and Blood with
the profoundest reverence and searching of heart. Yet a eucharist where
the table is ‘fenced’, even only by the consensus of christian opinion, a
eucharist at which frequency has come to be regarded jas a special preserve
of the clergy and ‘the devout’, and at which the majority of practising
christians are present only on comparatively rare occasions—this has just
as much ceased to be the scriptural and primitive eucharist as has the most
unprayerful and conventional non-communicating attendance at Sunday
mass by the tradesmen of a Sicilian country town.

The unfamiliarity of a vast proportion of ‘C. of E.{ christians with the
eucharist may have begun with a false notion of reverence. It has ended by
destroying the true understanding of the eucharist eyen among many of
those who still frequent it. The clergy will all have encountered those
choice souls who actually prefer to ‘make their communion’ only in the
peace of a week-day celebration, where three or four| leisured people can
scatter themselves widely all over the church, and avoid disturbance by the
larger congregation at ‘the 8 o’clock’ on Sunday. It would probably sur-
prise the clergy to find how widespread this self-centred devotion is among
the laity, and how many regular communicants would prefer to fulfil their
personal religious needs in this way if their situation gave them the week-
day leisure. This is not much better than a parody of devotion to the
eucharist, which our practice and teaching have somehow succeeded in
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implanting as the ideal. Behind it lie centuries of the mediaeval distortion
of the eucharist as the focus of a subjective individual piety. In reality
it is the very action of Him who came ‘to die not for that nation only, but
that also He should gather together in one the children of God who were
scattered abroad.”

1 John xi. 52.



CHAPTER VII

THE EUCHARISTIC PRAYE

I_F;T us look back for a moment. We have seen that the eucharist is
primarily an action, our obedience to our Lord’s command to ‘Do this’;
and that this action is performed by the Shape of the Liturgy, the outline
of the service viewed as a single continuous whole. We|have also seen that
the meaning of this action is stated chiefly in the great eucharistic prayer,
which formed the second item of that ‘four-action shape’ of the eucharist
which has come down almost from apostolic times. Since this prayer was
originally ‘the’ prayer, the only prayer in the whole rite, it was there that
the whole meaning of the rite had to be stated, if it was to be put into words
at all in the course of the service. We have also noted that, while the tradi-
tion as to the outline of the rite was always and everywhere the same, there
was no such original fixity about the content and sequence of this prayer.
Its text was subject to constant development and revision, so that it varied
considerably from church to church and from period|to period, and even
(probably within narrower limits) from celebrant to celebrant.!

In this chapter we shall set out the oldest specimens of ancient local
traditions of this prayer which have come down to us, together with other
material which throws light upon them.

The traditions we shall chiefly consider now are three—those of Rome,
Egypt and Syria, for Rome, Alexandria and Antioch were the three most
important churches in pre-Nicene times. But there erere other traditions
of the prayer elsewhere, some of them equally ancient, in North Africa,
Spain and Gaul in the West, and in the apostolic churches of the Balkans
and Asia Minor in the East. Unfortunately, by the accidents of history it
happens that no texts of the eucharistic prayers of these churches have
survived from pre-Nicene times, or indeed from any geriod at which their

evidence can usefully serve for even a tentative comparison with the really
ancient material.?2 Qur survey is thus bound to be very incompletely
representative of the whole liturgical wealth of the pre-Nicene church as it
actually existed, and the reader may reasonably wonder how it would be

1]n pre-Nicene times the normal celebrant was, of course, the bishop, who
certainly always had freedom to phrase the prayer as he wished within the tradi-
tional outline. But there is evidence to show that when a prdsbyter deputised for the
bishop he was not more restricted. It was a freedom belonging to the celebrant, not
to the episcopal office, though doubtless presbyters ten
bishop to a large extent.
2 The Visigothic and Mozarabic rites of Spain, the débris of the Gallican rites of
Gaul and the Byzantine liturgy of S. Chrysostom are all products of such changed
circumstances of the church, that even if material is still to be found in them which
is as old as the fifth century—which has yet to be proved—it is not possible to
compare it closely with the material we shall be using here.
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affected if these lost traditions could be included. I believe that the answer
is ‘very little in principle and a great deal in detail’, because of the form of
the conclusions to which the extant material actually leads. The missing
traditions of the prayer, if they could be recovered, would probably shew
in its structure and phrasing a diversity equal to, or even greater than, those
which survive. Such little evidence as we have about them suggests that they
were verbally as independent of the prayers which we do know as these clearly
are of one another. On the other hand this fragmentary evidence, and still
more the incidental statements about the eucharist in the writers from
these churches, suggest equally strongly that their fundamental under-
standing of the rite, that ‘meaning’ of it which their eucharistic prayers
sought to state, was the same in all essentials as that found in the prayers
which have survived. Diversity of form and a fundamental identity of
meaning seem to have been the marks of the old local tradition every-
where.

(i) The Roman Tradition

We begin once more with the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus, the
most important source of information we possess on the liturgy of the pre-
Nicene church. This invaluable document contains the only pre-Nicene
text of a eucharistic prayer which has reached us without undergoing
extensive later revision. We have to be on our guard, however, against
interpreting all the other evidence exclusively in the light of this single
document (which raises almost as many fresh problems as it solves, from
one point of view), just because it is in this way of such unique interest and
importance. In itself it represents only the local tradition of Rome, though
at an early stage, before developments had become complicated.

After the opening dialogue, already sufficiently commented, Hippolytus’
prayer runs thus:

(@) We render thanks unto Thee, O God, through Thy Beloved Servant
Jesus Christ, Whom in the last times Thou didst send (to be) a
Saviour and Redeemer and the Angel of Thy counsel; Who is Thy
Word inseparable {fromt Thee);

(b) through Whom Thou madest all things and in Whom Thou wast
well-pleased;

(¢) Whom Thou didst send from heaven into the Virgin’s womb, and
Who conceived within her was made flesh, and demonstrated to be
Thy Son, being born of Holy Spirit and a Virgin;

(d) Who fulfilling Thy will and procuring for Thee an holy people,
stretched forth His hands for suffering (or for the passion) that He
might release from sufferings them who have believed in Thee;

(¢) Who when He was betrayed to voluntary suffering (or the passion)
in order that He might abolish death and rend the bonds of the
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devil and tread down hell and enlighten the righteous and establish
the ordinance and demonstrate the resurrection,
(f") taking bread (and) making eucharist to Thee, said: Take, eat; this is

My Body, which is [or will be] broken for you.

(f») Likewise also the cup, saying: This is My Blood which is shed for

you.

(g) When ye do this ye do [or make ye] My ‘anamne
() Now, therefore, doing the ‘anammnesis’ of His dez

(#) we offer to Thee the bread and cup

() making eucharist to Thee because Thou hast
stand before Thee and minister as priests to The
(%) And we pray Thee that [Thou wouldest send Thy,
oblation of Thy holy church]* Thou wouldest gra
to be made one, that they may be fulfilled with

the confirmation of (their) faith in truth;

() that we may praise and glorify Thee throug

Christ through Whom honour and glory (be)

Holy Spirit in Thy holy church, now and for e

end.

We may analyse the structure of the prayer thus:

(@) Address: Relation of the Father to the Eternal
(6) Thanksgiving for Creation through the Word.
(c) Thanksgiving for the Incarnation of the Word.

(d) Thanksgiving for Redemption through the Pass

(¢) Statement of Christ’s purpose in instituting the
(f) Statement of His Institution of the eucharist.

(g) Statement of His virtual command to repeat t]
virtual promise of the result attaching to such re

(#) Claim to the fulfilment of the promise in (g).

() Offering of the elements

(i) constituting obedience to the command in (g),
of the meaning understood by this obedience.

(%) Prayer for the effects of communion.

() Dozxology.

This prayer was written down more or less verball
¢. A.D. 215, but the author emphatically claims that i
Roman practice in his own youth a generation bef

! This clause is more likely (on the textual evidence
addition than part of Hippolytus’ third century text. Gf.
London, 1937, pp. 75 5q. . . .

2 Ap. Trad. iv., 4 sg. (Words in ¢ ) are not in the ori;
the sense in translation).

i
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that some of the phrasing in a—¢ is of his own composition, and repre-
sents his own peculiar theology of the Trinity; and it is at least possible
that the wording of other parts of the prayer is from his own pen. But this
does not make it improbable that the structure of the prayer as a whole
(including a—¢) and some of its actual wording were really traditional at
Rome. The following parallels from the writings of Justin Martyr (Rome ¢.
AD. 155) all occur in professedly eucharistic passages, and some are even
more remarkable in Greek than in English for the resemblance of their
phrasing to that of Hippolytus.

{(a) The bishop ‘sends up praise and glory to the Father of all through
the Name of the Son and the Holy Ghost’ (4p. L. 65).

(Jesus is the ‘Beloved’, the ‘Servant’, the ‘Saviour’, the ‘Redeemer’ and
the ‘Angel of God’s counsel’ in a number of passages in Justin, though
none of them are explicitly about the eucharistic prayer; the Word is ‘not
separable’ from the Father (Dialogue, 128) but again this is not explicitly
connected with the eucharistic prayer.)

(b—d) The eucharist was instituted ‘that we might at the same time give
thanks to God for the creation of the world with all that is therein for man’s
sake, and for that He has delivered us from the evil wherein we were born,
and for that He loosed {the bonds) of powers and principalities with a com-
plete loosing by becoming subject to suffering according to His own will’
(Dialogue, 41).

(cs d, g) ‘As by the Word of God Jesus Christ our Saviour was made
flesh and had flesh and blood for our salvation, so also we have been taught
that this food “eucharistised” by a formula of prayer which comes from
Him ... is the flesh and blood of that Jesus Who was made flesh. For the
apostles in the memoirs which are by them, which are called “gospels”,
have recorded that thus it was commanded them (to do): that Jesus took
bread and gave thanks and said “Do this for the anamnesis of Me: This is
My Body”; and likewise took the cup and gave thanks and said “This
is My Blood”’ (4p. 1. 66).

(k) “The offering of fine flour ordered (in the Old Testament) to be
offered on behalf of those who were cleansed from leprosy was a type of
the bread of the eucharist, which Jesus Christ our Lord ordered to be
done [or ‘sacrificed’] for an anamnesis of His passion which He suffered on
behalf of men, whose souls have (thereby) been cleansed from all iniquity’
(Dialogue, 41).

() “The sacrifices which are offered to God by us gentiles everywhere,
that is the bread of the eucharist, and the cup likewise of the eucharist’
(Dialogue, 41).

() The bishop ‘sends up eucharists (thanksgivings) that we have been
made worthy of these things by Him’ (Ap. 1. 65). ‘We (christians) are the
true high-priestly race of God . . . for God accepts sacrifices from no one
but by the hands of His own priests’ (Dialogue, 116).
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(%, 1) These have no verbal parallels in Justin’s allusions to the eucharist
like the above, though the same sentiments are to be found at large in his
works.

We can thus at the least say that there is nothing whatever in the
specifically eucharistic teaching of Hippolytus’ prayer which would have
been repudiated by Justin sixty years earlier.

How far, then, does the tradition represented by Hippolytus® prayer go
back? I shall suggest later that at least the general strycture of the first part
of Hippolytus’ prayer was an inheritance from the days of the jewish
apostles at Rome, which the Roman church with its usual conservatism
had maintained more rigidly in the second century than some other
churches. We shall find that this prayer as a whole is more ‘tidy’ in arrange-
ment and more logical in its connections, less confused by the later intro-
duction of inessentials, and more theological and precise in its expression
of what is involved in the eucharistic action, than the others we shall con-
sider. Here it is necessary only to draw attention to the careful articulation
of its central portion (e~j).

The only point of any difficulty which arises in interpreting this prayer
is the question of the exact bearing of (e). Is it to beunderstood as stating
that our Lord went to His ‘voluntary passion’ in order that He ‘might
abolish death’ etc.; or does Hippolytus mean that He|instituted the eucharist
in order that ‘He might abolish death’, etc.? Granrinat.ically the sentence
could mean either; and though to our way of thinking the former meaning
may seem much more obvious, it seems from other ;vt:sages in Hippolytus’

works that he did think of holy communion preciselyjas the means whereby
Christ intended to bestow on us these benefits of His passion. Thus he
speaks of communion as ‘the food which leads theg back to heaven, and
delivers from the evil powers and frees from hard toil and bestows on thee
a happy and blessed return to GOd.,l Simﬂaﬂy, con lllt:llll."g on Luke XXii.
15 (‘With desire have I desired to eat this passover with you before I
suffer’) Hippolytus remarks, ‘This was the passoverwhich Jesus desired to
suffer for us. By suffering He released from sujferings (cf. Prayer (d) above)
and overcame death by death and by a visible food bestowed on us His eternal
life. . . . Therefore He desired not so much to eat as He desired to suffer
that He might deliver us from suffering by {our) eating.’? In the face of these
and certain other expressions which Hippolytus uses elsewhere, it seems
unnecessary to argue further. Hippolytus regards holy communion as the
means by which Christ ‘abolishes death’ and ‘rends the bonds of the devil’
in the faithful communicant. It is a means of enhghtenment’ and a
‘demonstration of the resurrection’ (¢f. John vi. §3 57) The institution at
the last supper ‘establishes an ordinance’—a phrase in itself difficult to
interpret of the passion.

The institution narrative of (f) is in fact the pivot of the whole prayer as

1 On the Pascha, v. 2. 3Ibid. vi. 5.
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it stands. It is the climax or point of all that precedes, and the starting
point of all that follows. The command and promise it contains (g) are the
justification for all that is done and meant by the church at the eucharist.
This is carefully defined in (%), (2), (7), as (1) the offering of the bread and
cup (2) which is the “priestly’ action of the church, and therefore a sacri-
fice (3) because it is the anamnesis of His own death and resurrection com-
manded by our Lord to be ‘done’; or as Justin (sup.) calls it, ‘What Jesus
Christ our Lord commanded to be done for an anamnésis of His passion,
which He suffered on behalf of men whose souls have (thereby) been
cleansed from all iniquity.” In other words, the eucharist was regarded in
the second century as the divinely ordered ‘anamnésis’ of the redeeming
action of our Lord. A good deal therefore turns on the word anamnésis,
which we have so far left untranslated.

This word, which the Authorised Version translates as ‘Do this in remem-
brance of Me’ in the New Testament accounts of the institution, is more
common in Roman writers in connection with the eucharist than elsewhere
in pre-Nicene times. As we shall see, it does not appear in the parallel
sections of some traditions of the prayer. It is not quite easy to represent
accurately in English, words like ‘remembrance’ or ‘memorial’ having for
us a connotation of something itself absert, which is only mentally recol~
lected. But in the scriptures both of the Old and New Testament, anam-
nésis and the cognate verb have the sense of ‘re-calling’ or ‘re-presenting’
before God an event in the past, so that it becomes %ere and now operativeby
its effects. Thus the sacrifice of a wife accused of adultery (Num. v. 15) is
‘an offering “‘re-calling” her sin to (God’s) remembrance’ (anamimnés-
kousa); i.e. if she has sinned in the past, it will now be revealed by the
ordeal, because her sin has been actively ‘re-called’ or ‘re-presented’
before God by her sacrifice. So the widow of Sarepta (1 Kings xvii. 18)
complains that Elijah has come ‘to “re-call” to (God’s) remembrance
(anamnésai) my iniquity’, and therefore her son has now died. So in Heb.
X. 3, 4, the writer says that because ‘it is not possible that the blood of bulls
and goats should take away sins’ (in the sight of God), the sacrifices of the
Old Testament were no better than a ‘re-calling’ (amammésis) of the
offerers’ sins before God. And though in this passage there is some indi-
cation that anamnésis has here partly at least a psychological reference to the
Israelites’ own ‘conscience’ of sins, it is plain from the passage as a whole
that it is primarily before God that the sins are ‘re-called’ and ‘not purged’
or ‘taken away’. It is in this active sense, therefore, of ‘re-calling’ or ‘re-
presenting’ before God the sacrifice of Christ, and thus making it here and
now operative by its effects in the communicants, that the eucharist is
regarded both by the New Testament and by second century writers as the
anamnésis of the passion, or of the passion and resurrection combined. It is
for this reason that Justin and Hippolytus and later writers after them
speak so directly and vividly of the eucharist i the present bestowing on the
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communicants those effects of redemption—immortality, eternal life, for-
giveness of sins, deliverance from the power of the |devil and so on—
which we usually attribute more directly to the sacrifice of Christ viewed
as a single historical event in the past. One has only to examine their
unfamiliar language closely to recognise how completely they identify the
offering of the eucharist by the church with the offering of Himself by our
Lord, not by way of a repetition, but as a ‘re-presentation’ (anamnésis) of
the same offering by the church ‘which is His Body.’ As S. Cyprian puts it
tersely but decisively in the third century. ‘The passion is the Lord’s
sacrifice, which we offer.”

These three points may be said to stand out from our cursory examina-
tion of the Roman eucharistic prayer: (1) The centrality in its construction
of the narrative of the institution as the authority for what the church does
in the eucharist. Its importance in this respect is gtr:aﬂy emphasised by
being placed out of its historical order, after the thanksgiving for the
passion. (2) What is understood to bé ‘done’ in the eucharist is the church’s
offering and reception of the bread and the cup, identified with the Lord’s
Body and Blood by the institution. This ‘doing’ of| the eucharist is our
Lord’s command and a ‘priestly’ act of the church. J;) The whole rite ‘re-
calls’ or ‘re-presents’ before God not the last supper, but the sacrifice of
Christ in His death and resurrection; and it makes this ‘present’ and opera-
tive by its effects in the communicants. »

(ii) The Egyptian Tradition

We have no pre-Nicene text of the eucharistic prayer from Egypt. The
earliest document of this tradition which has come down to us is a prayer
which is ascribed in the unique eleventh century| MS. to S. Sarapion,
bishop of Thmuis in the Nile delta from before A.p. 339 to some date
between A.D. 353 and ¢. A.D. 360. Whether the dscription to Sarapion
personally be correct or not (and it is quite possible, despite certain diffi-
culties) the prayer is undoubtedly Egyptian, and in fits present form of the
fourth century, from before rather than after c. A.D. 350. But there are
strong indications that this extant form is only a revision of an older
Egyptian prayer, whose outline can be established in some points by com-
parison with eucharistic passages in third century| Egyptian writers.2 We
shall not go into this reconstruction in any detail here. Qur business is
only to establish summarily certain differences from the third century
Roman prayer of Hippolytus, and also certain very important similarities
of ideas, which seem to belong to the third century Egyptian basis under-
lying the present text, as well as to the present text itself.

1Ep. 63, 17.

2 For certain parts of the prayer this was done in some detail, Theology, xxxvii,
(Nov. 1938), pp. 261 sg.
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Prayer of Oblation of Bishop Sarapion.

(a") It is meet and right to praise, to hymn, to glorify Thee, O uncreated
Father of the Only-begotten Jesus Christ. We praise Thee, O un-
created God, Who art unsearchable, ineffable, incomprehensible by
any created substance. We praise Thee Who art known of Thy Son
the Only-begotten, Who through Him art spoken and interpreted
and made known to every created being. We praise Thee Who
knowest the Son and revealest to the saints the doctrines concerning
Him: Who art known of Thy begotten Word and art brought to the
sight and understanding of the saints {through Him}).

(a®) We praise Thee, O Father invisible, giver of immortality., Thou art
the source of life, the source of light, the source of all grace and
truth, O lover of men, O lover of the poor, Who art reconciled to all
and drawest all things to Thyself by the advent (epidémia)! of Thy
beloved Son. We beseech Thee, make us living men; give us a spirit
of light, that we may know Thee, the true (God) and Him Whom
Thou hast sent, Jesus Christ; give us {the) Holy Spirit that we may
be able to speak and tell forth Thine unspeakable mysteries. May
the Lord Jesus speak in us and {the) Holy Spirit and hymn Thee
through us.

(o) [For Thou art far above all principality and power and rule and
dominion and every name that is named, not only in this world but
also in that which is to come. Beside Thee stand thousand thousands
and ten thousand times ten thousands of angels, archangels, thrones,
dominations, principalities, powers: by Thee stand the two most
honourable six-winged Seraphim, with two wings covering the
Face and with two the Feet and with two flying, and crying ‘Holy’;
with whom receive also our cry of “Holy’ as we say

(6) Holy, holy, holy, Lord of Sabaoth; full is the heaven and the earth
of Thy glory.

(¢) Full is the heaven, full also is the earth of Thine excellent glory.
Lord of powers, fill also this sacrifice with Thy power and Thy
partaking: For to Thee have we offered this living sacrifice, this
unbloody oblation.]

(d") To Thee have we offered this bread, the likeness of the Body of the
Only-begotten. This bread is the likeness of the holy Body, because
the Lord Jesus Christ in the night in which He was betrayed took
bread and brake and gave to His disciples saying: Take ye and eat,
this is My Body which is being broken for you for the remission of
sins. Wherefore we also making the likeness of the death have

! This is a regular Egyptian word for the incarnation. Originally it meant the
state entry of a governor into his province. It was also used for the ‘appearances’
of pagan gods.
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offered the bread, and beseech Thee through this sacrifice to be
reconciled to all of us and to be merciful, O God of truth;

(d2) [and as this bread had been scattered on the top of the mountains
and gathered together came to be one, so gather Thy holy
church out of every nation and country and every city and village
and house and make one living catholic church.]

(d°) We have offered also the cup, the likeness of the|Blood, because the
Lord Jesus Christ taking a cup after supper, s3id to His own dis-
ciples: Take ye, drink; this is the New Covenant,which is My Blood,
which is being shed for you for remission of sins,| Wherefore we have
also offered the cup, offering a likeness of the Blopd.

() O God of truth, let Thy holy Word come upon (epidémésato) this
bread that the bread may become Body of the Word, and upon this
cup that the cup may become Blood of the Truth;

(¢%) and make all who partake to receive a medicine (Jif. drug) of life, for
the healing of every sickness and for strengthening of all advance-
ment and virtue, not for condemnation, O God of truth, and not for
censure and reproach.

(f) For we have called upon Thy Name, O Uncreated, through the
Only-begotten in (the) Holy Spirit.

(g) [Let this people receive mercy, let it be counted worthy of advance-
ment, let angels be sent forth as companions t the people for bring-
ing to naught of the evil one and for the establishment of the church.

(%) We entreat also on behalf of all who have falle asleep, of whom also
this is the ‘re-calling’ (anamnésis)—(There f
names)'—sanctify these souls, for Thou knowest them all; sanctify
all who have fallen asleep in the Lord and number them with all Thy
holy powers and give them a place and a mansjon in Thy kingdom.

() And receive also the eucharist of the people and bless them that have
offered the oblations (prosphora) and the |eucharists, and grant
health and soundness and cheerfulness and all advancement of soul
and body to this whole people.]

(k) Through Thy Only-begotten Jesus Christ/ in (the) Holy Spirit:
(R7 of the congregation) As it was and is and shall be unto generations
of generations and world without end. Amenl.

This is much longer than Hippolytus’ prayer, but from the point of view
simply of eucharistic teaching it says no more the terse and direct
theological statements of the Roman prayer, and it says it less precisely and
adequately. A variety of new themes have found| their way into the con-
tents, but they obscure the simple outline found in Hippolytus without
adding anything essential to the scope. The structure may be analysed thus:

(@) Address. This is much more elaborate than that of Hippolytus, but is

1 This rubric is in Sarapion’s
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concerned with the same subject, the relation of God the Father to God the
Son (to the exclusion in each case of the Holy Ghost). The first paragraph
directly repudiates the teaching of Arius that the Son does not know the
essence of the Father and is a creature. This makes it clear that it has been
re-written (or perhaps added bodily before the second paragraph) during
the second quarter of the fourth century, when the Arian controversy was
at its height. If the older formula contained anything equivalent to
Hippolytus’ thanksgivings for creation, incarnation and passion, only the
faintest traces remain, in the references to ‘every created being’ and ‘the
advent’ of the Son, with no allusion to the passion at all.

(b) Preface. What seems to have altered the character of () is the intro-
duction of the sanctus, and of the preface introducing it. The note of
‘thanksgiving’ and the word itself have disappeared from the address, which
has become a sort of theological hymn leading up to the preface. Omitting
certain very interesting theological changes in (b) which can be shown to
have been made in the fourth century,! we note only that the use of the
sanctus at the Alexandrian eucharist, preceded by a preface closely resem-
bling Sarapion (), can be traced in the writings of Origen at Alexandria
¢. A.D. 230.2 This is the earliest certain evidence of the use of this hymn in
the liturgy. Earlier citations of the words of the angelic hymn from the
scriptures by Clement of Rome and Tertullian do not necessarily reflect a
use of it at the eucharist, and it is absent from Hippolytus® liturgy and
from some other early documents. It is also noticeable that while the later
Alexandrian Liturgy of S. Mark shews little trace in other parts of its
eucharistic prayer of being descended from a prayer at all closely resembling
that of Sarapion, in the one point of the wording of its preface S. Mark
exhibits only small verbal variations from the text of Sarapion (). The
simplest explanation of these various facts is that the use of the preface
and sanctus in the eucharistic prayer began in the Alexandrian church at
some time before A.D. 230, and from there spread first to other Egyptian
churches, and ultimately all over christendom. If this be true, Sarapion’s
(b), though an integral part of the text in its present (fourth century) form,
is an interpolation into the original local tradition of the prayer at Thmuis,
as is indicated by its having been borrowed almost verbally from the liturgy
of Alexandria. We have no means of judging when this Alexandrian para-
graph was first incorporated into the liturgy at Thmuis, whether as part
of that revision which formed our present text of the prayer—which is
certainly responsible for the present form of () and may quite well have
included a recasting of the whole opening part of the prayer (Sarapion was
a close friend and prominent supporter of S. Athanasius, bishop of Alex-
andria from A.D. 328-373)—or by some earlier revision at Thmuis during
the third century. But at Thmuis the preface has received no local develop-
ment or variation worth mentioning from the Alexandrian text, which in

1 Cf. Theology, xxxvii., Nov. 1938), pp. 271 sq. % Ibid
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the worship of the sanctus as a ‘living sacrifice’ of praise, to the offering of
the eucharistic ‘sacrifice of the death’. This carries with it the implica-
tion that (c) (which thus depends on the sanctus) is also an interpolation
into the original form of the rite of Thmuis. A good deal has been built on
the application of (c) in this prayer to the eucharist by some writers; but it
does not really seem to make much difference to the specifically eucharistic
theology of the prayer to exclude (¢) from consideration in this respect.

(d) The Offering and Institution. As a preliminary to understanding this
section it is best to dispose of (d%), which completely destroys the symmetry,
otherwise obvious, between (d*) and (d%). The unsuitability of describing
the corn from which the eucharistic bread has been made as having been
originally ‘scattered on the tops of the mountains’ among the mud-flats of
the Nile delta makes it plain that this is not an authentic product of the
native tradition of the prayer at Thmuis, but a rather unimaginative
literary quotation. It is in fact borrowed from the prayers for the agape
found in Didache ix.! (In the Syrian or Transjordanian setting in which the
Didache was probably composed, cornfields on the hill-tops occasion no
surprise.) As an elaboration of (d%), (42) is still a rather glaring ‘patch’, which
has not yet produced a similar elaboration of (d®). This suggests that it had
not very long found a place in the prayer when the present recension was
made. It may even have been introduced as a ‘happy thought’ by the last
reviser, since it virtually duplicates matter found more in place in (g), which
is itself an addition to the original outline of the prayer.

By contrast with Hippolytus, Sarapion in (d) fuses the formal statement
of the offering of the elements with the narrative of the institution, which
Hippolytus keeps distinct (¢f. Hipp. (f) and (i)). Sarapion also states
explicitly that the actual offering has already been made at the offertory,
which Hippolytus leaves in the background. We have already seen the
reason for this in the fact that ‘the’ prayer had originally to put into words
the meaning of the whole rite, of what precedes as well as of what follows.
Thus Sarapion can say ‘We have offered’ (before the prayer began) even
though the whole prayer is itself headed in the MS. ‘Prayer of Offering’ or
‘Oblation’. Finally, even more plainly than in Hippolytus, the narrative of
the institution is here pivotal for the whole prayer, as the supreme authority
or justification for what the church dces in the eucharist—*This bread is
the likeness of the holy Body because the Lord Jesus took bread’, etc.

(€) Prayer for Communion. This section forms a single whole, even though
it falls into two distinct parts. It.is a prayer for communion, the first part of
which is concerned with the means and the other with the effects. In con-
trast with Hippolytus, where the institution narrative is taken as implicitly
identifying the bread and wine with the Body and Blood of Christ by virtue
of His own promise, Sarapion’s prayer shews a new desire for an explicit
identification. This desire is found in other fourth century writers also, but

' Cf. p. 90.
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hardly before that time. The way in which, e.g., (d°) goes out of its way to .
emphasise this identification of the bread and wine with the Body and
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‘moment’ which the West, when it adopted the idea from the East, con-
tinued to place at the old pivot of the prayer, the institution narrative. Had
the West wished to follow the East in divorcing the ‘moment’ from the
institution, it could have found one at the prayer Quam oblationem of the
Waestern canon before the institution narrative, which is just as much ‘con-
secratory’ as is (¢!) in Sarapion. Rome therefore reached this secondary
stage of a petition for consecration apart from the institution; but remained
there, without advancing to the ‘tertiary’ stage of the Eastern prayer for
the sending of the Holy Spirit. Sarapion’s prayer in (¢!) thus foreshadows
the parting of the ways between later Eastern and Western liturgical ideas.

(¢?) Having prayed for the means of communion, Sarapion prays for its
effects. Here it is noticeable that whereas Hippolytus’ prayer for the com-
municants confines itself to purely spiritual effects, that of Sarapion recog-
nises that the sacrament is a ‘drug’ or ‘medicine’ of life, for the body as
well as the soul. We need not suspect that this difference represents a
‘rapid decline of spirituality between the days of persecution and those of
the established church of the fourth century’, as one English writer has
suggested. (Sarapion himself felt the full force of the Arian persecution of
the catholics, and probably died in exile.) It is quite true that Hippolytus
at this point says nothing of the eucharist as concerned with the human
body; but in his section (¢) he has quite clearly stated that one purpose of
the institution of the eucharist is ‘to abolish death’ etc., which amounts to
much the same thing, though put in a different way. In point of fact,
Sarapion rests on old Egyptian tradition in what he calls the eucharist here.
Clement of Alexandria, ¢. A.D. 190, had pictured our Lord as saying to the
soul: ‘I am thy nourisher, giving Myself as bread, whereof he that tastes
shall never more have experience of death, and daily giving Myself for the
drink of immortality.” We shall see in the next chapter that these ideas go
back right through the second century into the New Testament itself. The
Roman canon follows the tradition of Hippolytus in that it prays only for
spiritual benefits for the communicants—that ‘they may be filled with all
heavenly benediction and grace’, a conservatism which is followed by our
Prayer Book ‘Prayer of Oblation’. But our words of administration—*pre-
serve thy body and soul’—have gone back to the wider view of the effects of
communion, by contrast with the Roman words—*preserve thy soul unto
everlasting life’. In more discreet language our form contains Sarapion’s
teaching that the eucharist is a ‘drug’ or ‘medicine of life’ for the body as
well as the soul.

(f) The Invocation. We have already spoken of the great importance
attached in the primitive christian and the pre-christian jewish tradition
to the ‘glorifying of the Name’ of God at the close of the berakak or
eucharistia, the “Thanksgiving’ at the end of supper. We have a further hint
in this clause of the part played by this conception. The prayer in (¢') and

Y Quis dives salvetur? 29.
D.S.L.



170 THE SHAPE OF THE LITURGY

(¢®) for the identification of the elements with the Body and Blood of
Christ and for their eternal effects upon the bodies and souls of the com-
municants—the petition of the whole eucharistic prayer—is here under-
stood as being efficacious chiefly ‘because they have called upon the Name
of God’. So again, Clement of Alexandria, citing an even earlier Egyptian
writer c. A.D. 160, with whom Clement does not disagree on this point, says:
‘The bread is hallowed by the power of the Name of God, remaining the
same in appearance as it was (when it was) taken, but by (this) power it is
transformed into spiritual power’.!

Whatever the danger of approximating to mere magic in such ideas, we
have to recognise that the special efficacy of prayer ‘in! the Name of God’
or ‘of the Lord Jesus’ is clearly found in the New Testament, not onlyin the
teaching of the apostles—and in their practice, e.g), in the matter of
exorcisms—but also in the teaching of our Lord Himself.? There is no
clear dividing line to be drawn between the application of such ideas to the
sacrament of the eucharist, and to that of baptism, whether this be given
‘in the Name of” the Holy Trinity or, as primitively, ‘in the Name of the
Lord Jesus’. We accept it placidly in the case of baptism out of use and
wont, because the church happens to have retained it in its full primitive
significance in baptism. We are startled at it in the case of the eucharist,
because there the church early overlaid it with other idgas. But in the time
of Sarapion it had not yet entirely lost its primitive force in the eucharist,
and it is likely that this clause was deliberately retained out of a lingering
sense of the importance of the old conception, when the intercessions
which follow in the present (fourth century) text were
this point in the prayer.

@), (), (i) The Intercessions, for the Living, the De

was made in most churches at some point within the p
of the fourth century. When the eucharist was celebrated apart from the
synaxis in the pre-Nicene church there was a real loss in the absence of any
intercessions whatever, There was a natural desire to replace them in some
way; and it is quite possible that in some churches the qustom arose during
the third century of treating the intercessory ‘prayers off the faithful’, which
really formed the close of the synaxis, as a sort of invariable preliminary to
the eucharist, even when this latter was celebrated without the rest of the
synaxis, (But Sarapion’s own arrangement in his collection of prayers still
puts the intercessions at the opposite end of the book to the prayers of the
eucharist proper, in an altogether separate service.)

The alternative was to insert some intercessions at fresh point within
the eucharist itself. The rigidity of the primitive outline, which permitted
of only one prayer at the eucharist, ‘the’ eucharistic prayer, necessitated
their being included somehow within that, whatever confusion to its primi-

1 Bxcerpta ex Theodoto, 82. 2 E.g. Mark ix, 39; John xiv, 13, etc,
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tive shape and purpose this might cause. Even when the two services were
celebrated together, there was a natural desire to associate a prayer for the
‘special intentions’ with which the eucharist was being offered as closely as
possible with the act of offering, and this would lead to the same result.
The existence of some prayer for the communicants towards the close of
the prayer (in all the traditions with which we are acquainted) led in some
churches to the development of this part of the prayer to cover other objects
of intercession as well, as here at Thmuis, and also at Jerusalem, where it
is probable that the practice started. In the fourth century such a position
for intercessions acquired the further sanction of the idea of the special
efficacy of prayer in the presence of the consecrated sacrament, which we
shall find attested by S. Cyril of Jerusalem in A.D. 348.! But Jerusalem in
the fourth century, and especially S. Cyril, are in the forefront of ‘liturgical
advance’, and there is no sign of this further special development of ideas
in Sarapion.

Alexandria and Egypt generally adopted another notion, that the special
intentions of the sacrifice ought to be named before it was actually offered.
We find accordingly that the Alexandrian - intercessions were inserted
into the opening of the prayer, before the sanctus. At Rome the interces-
sions for the living settled down at the beginning of the prayer (but after
the sanctus), and those for the dead (originally only inserted at masses for
the dead) at the end. Elsewhere other points were chosen; e.g., at Edessa
they were interpolated after the sanctus and the first half of the eucharistic
‘prayer, immediately before the consecration.? There was no uniformity
about this, because each church began to copy others in ‘modernising’ its
liturgy at different moments and under different influences, inserting now
the preface and sanctus, now intercessions for the living, now commemora-
tions of martyrs and so on, at whatever point in its own local tradition of
the prayer seemed most fitting; and in doing so it borrowed now verbally,
now only in ideas, now from one source, now from another, or added
native compositions and elaborations of its own as the liturgical gifts and
knowledge of its successive bishops permitted.

The gexeral result, when the synaxis and eucharist came to be fused into
a single rite, celebrated as a normal rule without a break, was a duplication
between the old intercessions, the ‘prayers of the faithful’, at the close of
the synaxis, and the new intercessory developments within the eucharistic
prayer. The old ‘prayers of the faithful’ tended after a while to atrophy in
most rites, or even to disappear altogether, as at Rome and in the Syriac
S. Fames.

The chief points of interest in Sarapion’s intercessions are: (%) The des-
cription of the eucharist as the anamnesis of the dead—clearly in the same
sense as at Rome of ‘re-calling’ something before God. But the word is not
applied to the eucharist as the anamnesis of the passion in Sarapion, though

1Gf. ». 199 1Gf.p. 1790
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it is found in this sense in Origen in third century Egy
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(iii) The Syrian Tradition

In Syria the church of Antioch claimed and was accorded a primacy
from, at the latest, some while before the end of the second century. But for
a variety of reasons this was never so effectively exercised as was that of
Alexandria over Egypt. Despite a cleavage of race and language between
the native Copts and the large population of immigrant Greeks, Egypt
had been a self-conscious unity under the leadership of Alexandria for
centuries before the coming of christianity. The unchallenged supremacy
of the Alexandrian bishop over all the churches of Egypt only gave christian
expression to an enduring political and geographical factor in past Egyptian
history. But from pre-historic times Syria has always been a mosaic of
different races, cultures, religions and languages, which no political frame-
work has ever held together for long. The welter of Canaanite tribes of
very diverse racial origin which the Hebrews under Joshua succeeded in
overcoming in the hills of Southern Syria is typical of the pre-historic
background of the whole country. It is equally typical of its history that the
invading Israelite confederacy should promptly have disintegrated into its
original tribal units under the Judges; and even after it had been welded
into a single state under Saul and the House of David, should have split
again after less than a century into the rival states of Israel and Judah. The
North and East of Syria were no less prone to division than the South
throughout their history—until only yesterday, when the four separate
republics of French Syria and the two states of Palestine and Transjordan
under British mandate still divided a country which seems geographically
destined to be a unity, but which is racially and culturally one of the Jeast
united in the world.

During the century ¢. 250150 B.C., the Seleucid kings of Antioch made
the most promising of all the many attempts to unify Syria, on the basis of
the introduction everywhere of Greek language and culture. They hoped
this would be a general solvent of all the diverse local traditions, and
act as a cement for the motley elements over which they ruled. They
were thwarted by the stubborn adherence of large parts of the popu-
lation to their ancient cultures, of which the resistance of the jews
of the South under the Maccabees is only the most obvious and violent
example.

The Seleucids failed in their main object, but they had a good deal of
incidental success with their chosen means, the introduction of that form
of later Greek civilisation which we call ‘Hellenism.” Henceforward Syria
was riven by a new division, running right across all its old fractions, that
between hellenism and the old native cultures, which diverse though they
were, may be classed together as predominantly semitic. This new cleavage
does not run along racial lines, for the vast majority of the hellenists were
not immigrants but hellenised Syrians. Nor was it primarily geographical,
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though naturally Antioch and the great coast towns were strongholds of
hellenism, as the hinterland was of the native tradition. But there were
large purely oriental quarters in Antioch itself and whole Aramaic-speaking
districts in its neighbourhood; on the other hand there were at times
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which were normally centres of semitic culture; while

scus, inland cities
ome of the smaller

cities on the Eastern frontier were completely hellenised. The backbone of

the semitic tradition was the peasantry of the countrysi
hellenism was found in the towns. But there were Gree]
districts, while some towns, especially in the East—
Damascus—were strongly semitic by tradition, and othe
Emesa (Homs) formed a sort of debatable land betwee
In short, Syria was an older underlying patchwork

des, as the peak of
k-speaking country
~Edessa, Palmyra,
ers like Aleppo and
n the two cultures.
races, languages,

traditions and religions, with a recent and different patchwork of hellenism
and the surviving native cultures superimposed upon jit. The underlying
patchwork is ‘Jocal, but the only line of division one [can draw between
hellenism and the oriental traditions is purely cultural.| By A.D. 300 a man
might be a Syrian (which could mean racially a mongrel of half-a-dozen
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and habit of life as an inhabitant of Athens or Alexandria or even Rome.
And his next-door neighbour might be equally Syrian by blood and remain
as completely oriental in culture and language and thought as his fore-
fathers a thousand years before. Or he might be bilingnal, with some sort
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Henceforward Antioch slowly declined into insignificance.

The patriarchate of Antioch saw itself as the christian heir to the Seleucid
tradition of the leadership of all Syria in the path of hellenism; and with only
two brief exceptions (under the heretical patriarchs Paul of Samosata in
the third century and Severus in the sixth), it identified itself with the
‘royalist’ hellenising movement throughout its history.|But in adhering to
this policy the patriarchs had to face in the ecclesiastical field just those
same centrifugal tendencies and obstinate local traditions which faced
every attempt at political centralisation. When Bishop Juvenal of Jeru-
salem in A.D. 451 succeeded after twenty-five years of manoeuvring in
extracting from the general council of Chalcedon formal recognition of his
see as an independent patriarchate over Palestine, he only added a christian
chapter to the long story of the wars of Israel with Syria which punctuate
the Books of the Kings, and are continued by the revolt of the Maccabees
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against the Seleucids. And besides this inveterate separatism of the South
there were other pockets of local resistance to all Antiochene or hellenistic
domination, less strongly marked but in the end equally tenacious. Against
the overwhelming political power of Rome or Byzantium these local
patriotisms could only express themselves in terms of ecclesiastical resis-
tance, under the pretext of doctrinal heresy culminating in schism. But
these dissident churches drew their strength from racial and cultural forces
far more than from theological nicety. Apart from a whole succession of
obscure and fantastic popular movements like that of the Messalians in the
fourth century (most of which were hardly sufficiently christian to be
classed as heresies) we have to reckon, first, with the great East Syrian
revolt against Antioch in the fifth century, which adopted the banner of
the Nestorian heresy; and secondly, with its doctrinal opposite, the West
Syrian revolt of the sixth century which called itself Monophysite; and
thirdly, with the Maronite schism in the Lebanon of the eighth century,
which took the excuse of Monothelitism. We need not here concern our-
selves with the doctrinal pretexts. The real dogma of all the rebels was
‘anti-Byzantinism’ or ‘anti-hellenism’ as the ‘orthodoxy’ of Antioch was
always in practice ‘Caesaro-papism.’ Between them the royalist patri-
archate and the nationalist schisms shattered Syrian christianity as a living
force, and left it permanently weakened to face the pressure of moham-
medan political conquest. To-day more than three quarters of the descen-
dants of the old christian inhabitants of Syria are mohammedans, and the
christian remainder is so riven into fragments as to be a negligible mis-
sionary power. The islamic populations of Syria and Egypt no less than
their schismatic churches are permanent monuments of the long attempts
of the church of Constantinople to dominate the christian world in the
interest of the Byzantine emperors.

It is not surprising that this background of abiding cultural division and
local separatism should have left its mark on the liturgy. But the liturgical
divisions of Syria, by a series of historical accidents, do not entirely coin-
cide with those of ancient ecclesiastical politics or present doctrinal allegi-
ance. In the field of hturgy we can distinguish four main influences which
cross the present sectarian divisions in a most confusing way:

(x) The old rite of the church of Antioch itself, which is very imperfectly

known;

(2) The other early West Syrian liturgical traditions, which we shall

ignore;

(3) The East Syrian tradition, centred in Edessa;

- (4) The South Syrian tradition of Jerusalem.

(1) What may be called the ‘patriarchal’ rite of Syria was the so-called
l_,ztumg@ja_mes It is generally taken that, as it stands, this is 7ot the old
local rite of Antioch, which is known to us only obscurely from a number of
sources, of which the most reliable are hints to be found in the Antiochene
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writings of S. John Chrysostom (c. A.D. 360-397).! S. James as it stands is
closely connected with the fourth ccntury rite of Jernsalem, which was
adopted by the Antiochene church at some point in the fifth century—
when is uncertain. It had not yet happened when S. John Chrysostom left
Antioch in A.D. 397, and it is reasonable to suppose that it did not happen
after A.D. 431, when Bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem greatly embittered rela-
tions between Jerusalem and Antioch by claiming not merely indepen-
dence (which he successfully asserted twenty years later) but jurisdiction
over Antioch itself for his own see. The unique position of Jerusalem as
the ‘holy city’ and above all its prestige as a model of liturgical observance
were such during the turn of the fourth and fifth centuries as to cause the
adoption of Jerusalem customs to a greater or lesser extent by other
churches all over christendom. It is not surprising that it should have
influenced its own patriarchal see in these respects with especial force at
this time. At all events, Antioch to some extent adopted and adapted the
Jerusalem Liturgy of S. Fames, probably between A.D. 400 and 430, and
made it the patriarchal rite'so far as Antiochene influence extended.
Strangely enough, though the patriarchs of Antioch|thus introduced the
Jerusalem rite into North Syria, they did not themselves remain faithful
to it, and ultimately abandoned its use altogether. In pursuit of their usual
hellenising policy they had begun (? in the seventh century) to use a version
of the Greek Liturgy of S. Basil, as at least an occasional alternative to
their own rite of S. Fames. After some centuries of increasing ‘Byzantin-
ising’, they ended in the thirteenth-fourteenth cen by dropping all
trace of their own Syrian rite in favour of the full rite of Byzantium, upon
which power the Antiochene orthodox patriarchate Had by then become
helplessly dependent. Thus S. Fames, though the| patriarchal rite of
Antioch, is neither a ‘pure’ descendant of the original rite of the Antiochene
church, nor the rite which has been used by its patriarchs for the greater
part of their history.
(2) North-West Syria followed its patriarchs in adopting S. fames, but
with one important reservation. While the structure and framework of S.

1To this, or before this, most liturgists would add the Clementine Liturgy of
Apostolic Constitutions viii., with the admission that its editor has adapted the
Antiochene rite to an unascertained extent to suit his own personal ideas. Dr.
Baumstark and Dom Engberding have both hinted—the| subject has not been
pursued further than that—that light might be thrown on the old Antiochene rite
by a study of certain Maronite peculiarities, especially in the Maronite Liturgy of
the Apostles. This line of approach certainly offers more hope of a successful recon-
struction of old Antiochene practice (on some points and taken in conjunction with
other sources) than that process of taking Ap. Const. au |pied de la lettre, while
formally voicing a mild suspicion of the author’s good fajth, which has hitherto
formed the chief English contribution to the debate. I have a suggestion of my own
to make below as to the old Antiochene rite. And I strongly suspect that the rite
taken:as the basis of his work by the compiler of Ap. Const. not that of Antioch
itself but of some other North Syrian city, a rite of the same general type, but with
traditions of its own.
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Hames everywhere came into use, the text of its eucharistic prayer never
achieved the same prescriptive authority in N.W. Syria as the rest of the
rite. Some seventy alternative eucharistic prayers are known from this
region, composed at all periods from the fourth-fifth centuries down to the
fifteenth. In other words, the working authority of the Antiochene patriar-
chate was never sufficiently strong in the nearest parts of its own territory,
even before the great revolts of the sixth century, to break down the old
tradition that every church could follow its own usage in the phrasing of its
eucharistic prayer, and that celebrants could remodel this within certain
limits at their own discretion. The general outline of these prayers follows
that of S. James fairly closely as a rule. But some of them exhibit very
interesting and probably ancient variations, and have been only roughly
adapted to fit the S. James type; while even those prayers which follow it
more closely are verbally independent compositions on the same theme
rather than mere imitations.

But by the time of the Monophysite schism (sixth century) S. Fames
had obviously become the standard West Syrian tradition. For a while
after that royalists and schismatics used the same rite, until the royalists
came to think of it as a badge of local particularism and abandoned it for
the rite of Constantinople. This left it to the exclusive use of the Mono-
physites, among whom it now survives in an Arabic translation, though
before the seventeenth century it was generally used in an ancient Syriac
version (which is still in use in a few christian villages round Damascus).
The Syriac appears to have undergone more than one revision since the
sixth century, sometimes to bring it into greater conformity with Byzantine
innovations, sometimes in complete independence of these. Even in their
hostility to Byzantium the provincials could not help being more than a
little impressed by the Byzantines’ own valuation of themselves as the
source of all that was ‘correct’ in matters ecclesiastical. They were conse-
quently always apt to adopt the latest Byzantine customs after more or less
delay, and so gradually to Byzantinise their own rites. Modern and medi-
aeval Monophysite MSS. of S. Fames differ textually from one another
more considerably than those of any other rite—another symptom of the
permanent lack of central authority in matters liturgical in Syria.

(3) North-East Syria seems never to have adopted S. James, having gone
off into Nestorianism and independence too early to have been much
influenced by its adoption by the patriarchs of Antioch. Instead, this part
of the country adopted as its standard liturgy the ancient rite of the church
of Edessa, the Liturgy of SS. Addai and Mari (the traditional ‘apostles’ of
Edessa). This may well be connected originally with the second century
rite of Antioch, whence Edessa had received the faith; though this is no
more than a very reasonable conjecture. Edessa was a semi-independent
state on the Eastern Roman frontier, a strong centre of semitic culture and
tradition, though theologically it also acted as a channel for the diffusion
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ek ideas to the purely unhellenic regions around and east of itself.

~ Even Nestorius, whose teachings the later school of Edessa professed to

follow, was an ecclesiastic of Antioch who became patriarch of Constanti-
nople; and his teachers Theodore and Diodore, who were venerated as
Nestorian ‘doctors’, were likewise thoroughly hellenised, even though all
three were from inner Syria and probably racially non-hellenic. The
Edessan liturgy has therefore undergone some infiltration of hellenic ideas
even in the earliest texts now available.

But it is of unique interest and importance none the less, because it is
basically still a semitic liturgy,! the only remaining specimen of its kind. It
is cast in a different idiom of thought from that of the eucharistic prayers
of the hellenistic christianity which had developed out of S. Paul’s missions
to the hellenistic world north and west of Syria. Its special importance
lies in this—that any agreement of ideas with these hellenistic prayers
which may be found to underlie the marked peculiarities of SS. Addai and
Mari helps to carry back the eucharistic tradition of the church as a whole
behind the divergence of Greek and Western christianity generally from
that oriental world to which the original Galilacan apostles had belonged.
The obscure history of the Syrian liturgies has a special interest just
because it illustrates that contrast between the whole mind and thought of
the hellenic and semitic worlds which rarely meets us with any definiteness
in christian history outside the pages of the New Testament. We shall
therefore conclude this chapter by examining two Syrian eucharistic
prayers which are expressions of the two aspects of Syrian tradition, those
of the more semitic Liturgy of SS. Addai and Mari and of the more hellen-
istic Liturgy of S. Fames. There is much to be learnt from their different
ways of expressing what is fundamentally the same liturgical tradition.

The Liturgy of §S. Addai and Mari

(a) Worthy of praise from every mouth and of confession from every
tongue and of worship and exaltation from every creature is the
adorable and glorious Name [of Thy glorious Tnmty, O Father and
Son and Holy Ghost,]

(b) Who didst create the world by Thy grace and its inhabitants by Thy
mercy and didst save mankind by Thy compassion and give great
grace unto mortals.

(¢Y) [Thy majesty, O my Lord, thousand thousands of those on high bow
down and worship, and ten thousand times ten thousand holy angels
and hosts of spiritual beings, ministers of fire and spirit, praise Thy

! The credit for drawing attention to the importance of SS. Addai and Mari in

this and other respects belongs to the Rev. E. C. Ratcliff, whose reconstruction of
its original form is to be found in a brilliant essay in the Journal of Theological
Studies, xxx, pp. 23 sg. Though I have ventured to differ from him in certain details,

I am, like all other students, indebted to his essay for my understanding of this
liturgy.
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Name with holy Cherubim and spiritual Seraphim offering worship
to Thy sovereignty, shouting and praising without ceasing and cry-

. ingone to another and saying:

(¢® Holy, holy, holy Lord God of Hosts; heaven and earth are full of
His praises and of the nature of His being and of the excellency of
His glorious splendour. Hosanna in the highest, and Hosanna to the
Son of David! Blessed is He that came and cometh in the Name of
the Lord! Hosanna in the highest! And with these heavenly hosts]

(d) We give thanks to Thee, O my Lord, even we Thy servants weak
and frail and miserable, for that Thou hast given us great grace past
recompense in that Thou didst put on our manhood that Thou
mightest quicken it by Thy Godhead, ‘

(e) and hast exalted our low estate and restored our fall and raised our
mortality and forgiven our trespasses and justified our sinfulness and
enlightened our knowledge, and, O our Lord and our God, hast
condemned our enemies -and granted victory to the weakness of our
frail nature in the overflowing mercies of Thy grace.!

(f) And we also, O my Lord, Thy weak and frail and miserable servants
who are gathered together in Thy Name, both stand before Thee at
this time

(g) and have received by tradition the example which is from Thee,

(5) [rejoicing and glorifying and exalting and commemorating and per-
forming this (great and fearful and holy and life-giving and divine)
likeness of the passion and death and burial and resurrection of our
Lord and our Saviour Jesus Christ.]

(#) And may there come, O my Lord, Thy Holy Spirit and rest upon
this oblation of Thy servants, and bless and hallow it that it be to us,
O my Lord, for the pardon of offences and the remission of sins and
for the great hope of resurrection from the dead and for new life in
the kingdom of heaven with all those who have been well-pleasing in
Thy sight.

(7) And for all this great and marvellous dispensation towards us we will
give Thee thanks and praise Thee without ceasing in Thy church

1 At this point the modern Anglican editors have inserted the narrative of the
institution from 1 Cor, xi, 23-5, apparently because they could not conceive of a
eucharistic prayer which did not contain such a feature, and thought this the most
appropriate point at which to insert it. It is found in no MS. here or elsewhere in
the prayer, and the Nestorians themselves seem to have no tradition of interpolating
it at any point. In Malabar in the fifteenth century they were accustomed to do so
outside the prayer, just before the fraction—a sufficient indication that the rite did
not originally contain it within the prayer. Apparently Addai and Mari, like the
‘Fragments of a Persian Anaphora’ from the same region published by Bickell,
never included a narrative of the institution. As we shall see, its absence was made
good in another way. After (¢) the MSS. all insert an intercession, but this is clearly
an interpolation of a relatively late date, part of which had not yet been inserted so
late as the tenth century. For the ‘Persian Anaphora’ ¢f. the revised text, ed. R. H.
Connolly, Oriens Christianus, N. 8., xii.—xiv. (1922-4), pp. 99 sqq.
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ist], with unclosed
ur and confession
now and ever and
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redeemed by the precious Blood [of Thy
mouths and open faces lifting up praise and hon
and worship to Thy living and life-giving Name
world without end.
R; Amen.

Before commenting in detail on this prayer there are two general obser-
vations of some importance to be made. (1) So far as can be ascertained the
biblical text which underlies the scriptural citations in|this prayer is not a
Greek text, but one of the Syriac versions—which, it is|not possible to dis-
tinguish. It would appear certain, therefore, that unlike most other Eastern
vernacular rites, Addai and Mari was not originally a translation from the
Greek, but was composed in Syriac.

(2) Whatever may be the case in the opening address of the prayer and
certain phrases elsewhere, the body of this eucharistic prayer is undoubtedly
addressed not to the Father but 7o the Son. Phrases such as ‘Thou didst put
on our manhood’ (d), and ‘the example which is from| Thee’ (f), are quite
inapplicable to the First Person of the Trinity; and “Thy . . . servants who
are gathered together in Thy Name’ is a reference to Matt. xviii. 20—
‘Where two or three are gathered together in My (our Lord’s) Name, there

am I in the midst of them.” However surprising the

dea of a eucharistic

prayer to the Son may seem to us, it was not very uynusual in antiquity.

Besides the Egyptian Liturgy of S. Gregory and an
charistic prayer published by Hyvernat, there are thr

other Egyptian eu-
ee Ethiopic liturgies

all addressed to the Son. In Syria itself the Monoph
of S. Peter and two lesser Maronite liturgies are
as is part of the eucharistic prayer of the Syriac S.
followed in this by nearly all the sixty or seventy 1

Evidently there was a strong tradition on this point i

the West there are distinct traces of such a custom
mon in Mozarabic and Gallican eucharistic praye
condemnation of the practice by two North African

the fourth century proves that it was not unknown t|

that SS. Addas and Mari is addressed to the Son is
antiquity, and not an exceptional peculiarity.

(a—c) Address, Memorial of Creation, Preface and Sq
clear that the preface and sanctus, which have no ¢
precedes and follows, are an interpolation, and that
Hippolytus) originally did not contain any such
cometh’ in the Benedictus is found also in the Syriac
give us a clue as to whence the whole passage was
What is more difficult to decide is the authenticity of (¢
to the Trinity has obviously been rewritten, but M

1Cf. p. 1908,

site Second Liturgy
irected to the Son,
es itself,! which is
ser Syriac liturgics.
Syria generally. In
ing once been com-
s; and the repeated
councils at the end of
here either, The fact
thus only a proof of

inctus. It seems fairly
onnection with what
Addas and Mari (like
feature. ‘Came and
8. Fames, which may
borrowed (cf. p. 188).

7)and (b). Theaddress

. Ratcliff has pointed
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out that (@) ‘Worthy . . . of confession from every tongue.. . . is the Name
...of Thy ... Trinity’ is reminiscent of Philippians ii. 9-11, where, how-
ever, ‘the Name’ is the Name of Christ. It seems, therefore, probable that
the interpolation of the sanctus has led to the re-writing of (2) in Addai and
‘Mari (much as we saw that it has done in Sarapion); but in Addai and Mari
this has been effected by the substitution of an address to the Trinity for
an older address to the Son. In this case the phrase ‘Thou didst save man-
kind by Thy compassion’ finds a natural explanation.

(d—¢) Thanksgivings for Incarnation and Redemption. There is nothing of
much importance to be said about these clauses, except to draw attention
to the parallel with Hippolytus (c) and (d) of the memorials of the incarna-
tion and redemption in Addai and Mari (d) and (¢). There is also
some similarity of language between Addai and Mari (¢) and Hippolytus
(¢), but the real parallel with Hippolytus (¢) in thought is in Addai and
Mari (i).

(f) The Presence. This is the first important structural difference of
Addai and Mari from Hippolytus. Part of what is put after the institution
narrative in Hippolytus (7) (‘because Thou hast made us worthy to stand
before Thee’) Addas and Mari places before its own equivalent to an insti-
tution narrative. We have already noted the implication of the allusion to
Matt. xviii. 20, ‘Where two or three are gathered together in My Name,
there am I in the midst of them.” In the reference to ‘standing before Thee’
in Addas and Mari;! there is probably an allusion to Luke xxi. 36—°pray
... that ye may be worthy . .. to stand before the Son of Man.” Behind
all this section (f) of Addai and Mari lies the New Testament idea of the
eucharist as an anticipation of the second coming and last judgement.
(In scriptural language to ‘stand before’ God has often the sense of ‘to
appear for judgement’.) But it is all put by way of allusions which are
unfamiliar to us, though doubtless conveying their meaning with sufficient
clearness to those who used and framed the prayer.

(g) The Institution. Addai and Mari has no explicit institution narrative,
but it has an equivalent to it in this brief allusion to what happened at the
last supper. The important point to notice is that structurally it plays
precisely that pivotal part in the whole prayer which the extended narrative
plays in other prayers. It states the authority for performing the eucharist
and justifies the petition for communion which is about to follow. The
difference of treatment from Hippolytus and Sarapion should not be
allowed to obscure this fundamental similarity between the two types of
prayer.

(%) Statement of the Purpose of the Eucharist (=Hippolytus (%) ). This
section of Addai and Mari in its present form has in any case been re-
written, since it suddenly refers to our Lord in the third person, instead of
addressing Him directly like the rest of the prayer. The whole connection

1 Perhaps also in that of Hippolytus (j).
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of thought between (g), (%) and () is very confused and|difficult to follow.
Mr. Ratcliff, emphasising the parallel between ‘example’ in (g) and ‘like-
ness’ in (%), is disposed to omit the words ‘great and fe\i\rﬁd and holy and
life-giving and divine’ in (%) as a later expansion, but to retain the rest of
(%) as an original part of the prayer. Interpreting ‘the great and marvellous
dispensation’ of (j) as ‘the passion and death and burial and resurrection’
mentioned in (%), he would exclude (¢) altogether from the original form of
the prayer. He regards its interpolation—at all events in this position—as
a later insertion made to bring Addai and Mari more into line with Greek
Syrian liturgies (cf. S. Fames, 7%, j2, p. 191).

I confess that I cannot, as at present advised, quite accept this recon-
struction, for a variety of reasons. First, this does not help us as regards
the sudden ‘switch’ in the address of the prayer from the Son to the
Father, about which Mr. Ratcliff offers no suggestion; nor does it mend the
halting construction of the whole sentence. It is impossible to be dogmatic
in such a case, but it seems to me that the real interruption to the sequence
of thought in the prayer lies precisely in this clause (%), with its sudden
wordiness and change of address, and its equally abrupt mention of the
specific events of ‘the passion, death, burial and resurrection’ which the
prayer has carefully avoided mentioning everywhere else. (Cf. e.) The
prayer as a whole is concerned with the eternal effects of redemption
mediated by the eucharist, not with the historical prpcess of the achieve-
ment of redemption in time. If (%) be omitted, the , sequence and
intention of the prayer become clearer. The ‘example which is from Thee’
(g) then justifies the petition for communion in (i); the allusion to the last
supper (g) explains ‘the oblation’ of the church in (3). As we shall see, there
is a close connection of thought between (g) and (f) which would make
them complementary in any form of the prayer. I conclude, therefore, des-
pite the acknowledged authority of Mr. Ratcliff on the history of the Syrian
liturgy, that it is () which is an interpolation inserted to bring Addas and
Mari more closely into line with Greek Syrian liturgies; and that (7) is an
integral part of the prayer in anything like its present form. Some indica-
tion of the importance of the point is that with the elimination of (k) there
disappears the only direct reference in the whole prayer to the passion and
resurrection of our Lord.

() Prayer for Communion. The interpretation of this section is technically
a somewhat delicate matter. It is natural that those scholars who accept
the theory that some petition that God would ‘send’ the Third Person of
the Holy Trinity to ‘make’ the elements the Body and Blood of Christ! was
an essential part of every primitive eucharistic prayer, should be disposed
to see here only one more example of what they conceive to have been the
universal primitive practice. It is equally natural that those scholars who
believe such an epiklesis-petition to have been a invention of the

! Le. the petition known as the epiklesis, exemplified e.g.in S.Fames, j*, p. 191.
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fourth century should be inclined to treat the whole section as a later
interpolation intended to bring Addai and Mari into line with Greek
fourth century developments.

Both ways of regarding it seem rather too simple to fit all the facts of
the case, On the one hand, (7) is hardly an epiklesis at all, in that it does not
actually pray for any sort of conversion of the elements, but for something
quite different, namely for the benefits of communion. It is in fact a petition
for those benefits exactly parallel to the clauses we have already found
forming the essential petition of the eucharistic prayer before the doxology
in Hippolytus (%) and in Sarapion (%). On the other hand, the terms in
which Addai and Mari frames this petition are so obviously primitive (and,
I would add, so obviously un-Greek), resting as they do upon that jewish
eschatological doctrine which tended to be lost to sight in gentile christi-
anity after the second century, that one must hesitate a good deal to regard
(£) as any sort of lafe invention. As regards its later transference from some-
where else in the rite to this point, this is a possibility. But we cannot
eliminate this section without cutting out of the prayer as a whole every
element of petition whatsoever, which is in itself an improbable form for
such a prayer to take after the second-third century.

Finally, while I agree that there is no vestige of evidence in any Greek or
Latin author outside Syria during the first three centuries that the Holy
Ghost was recognised as playing any part whatever in the consecrating of
the eucharist (which in that period is invariably ascribed to the Son), there
is one Syrian piece of evidence! that ‘Holy Spirit’, in some sense, was
recognised as playing some part in the consecration by Syrian churchmen
during the third century, if not earlier. Addat and Mari is not a Greek or
Latin document but a Syriac one, and it is best considered in relation to its
own special background of semitic Syrian thought and altogether apart
from the ideas of the Greek and Latin churches. We can therefore leave
the whole controversy about the Greek epiklesis on one side for the moment,
and consider this clause of Addai and Mari simply in what it says itself—
‘May there come, O my Lord, Thy Holy Spirit and rest upon this oblation
. . . and bless and hallow it that it be to us . . . for the pardon of offences . . .
and for the great hope of resurrection from the dead and for new life in the
kingdom of heaven . . .” What exactly is the meaning of ‘Thy Holy Spirit’
here, in a prayer addressed to the Son?

A quotation from the standard work on jewish theological doctrine, which
is remote from all suspicion of partisanship on questions of christian
liturgy, will give us the clue. “Christians speak of God’s being in their
churches, and of the presence of the Holy Spirit in their religious assem-
blies or with the individual in secret prayer, without meaning anything
different. In Jewish literature also the “Holy Spirit” frequently occurs in
connections in which “the Presence” (shekinah) is elsewhere employed

1 G p. 278,
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without any apparent difference of usage . ..”* There are certain limita-
tions to be observed in this jewish equating of ‘the pregence’ of God with
‘the spirit’ of God. But it is clear that in the Old Testament ‘the spirit of
the Lord’ which brings superhuman strength, wisdom, insight, etc., is not
intended to represent a personal agent, but a force—in the older stories
often almost a physical force. In general ‘the spirit of the Lord’ is rather a
manner of conceiving of God Himself as active in a thing or person, than
even a divine attribute. “The spirit of the Lord’ seems to refer particularly
to God’s presence as energising (and is therefore especially connected with
the excitement of prophesying); while the much rarer term ‘the holy
spirit’, though equally impersonal, seems to refer tg God’s presence as
‘brooding’ or ‘resting’ on a thing or person, like ‘the cloud’ of the shekinah
resting upon the Mercy Seat. Thus in a well-known verse of the fifty-first
Psalm, ‘Cast me not away from Thy presence’ is equated with “Take not Thy
holy spirit from me’. In the Mishnah there is a tale of a gathering of rabbis
at Jamnia, at which a mysterious voice was heard saying, ‘There is here a
man who is worthy that the holy spirit should rest upon him, but that his
generation is not worthy’. The Talmud in telling the Jame story substitutes
‘the presence’ (shekinah) for ‘the holy spirit’, apparently with no con-
sciousness that it is making any change. Cases are even known in which
different MSS. of the same jewish work use the terms shekinah (presence)
and ruk-hakodesh (holy spirit) indifferently in copyina%’the same sentence.

Nor was this conception of ‘holy spirit’ as virtually meaning the ‘pres-
ence of God with power’ confined to judaism. Without entering here into
obvious cases of its appearance in early christian writers, it is enough to
point out that it was taken up into the usage of the jews who wrote the
christian New Testament. Thus S. Paul can say of the risen and glorified
Lord in heaven now ‘energising’ on earth through His members, ‘The
Lord is that Spirit’.? And a modern New Testament scholar can sum up a
discussion of the Pauline doctrine of the Mysticall Body with the words:
“The Spirit is the element or power whereby the glorified Body or Person
of Jesus #s present to us and inflows upon us,’

If we may take it that in the very archaic prayer of Addai and Mari the
words ‘Thy holy spirit’ applied to the Son are tp be understood as the
virtual equivalent of “Thy presence’ or ‘the power whereby Thy glorified
Body is present to us’, in the fashion of the Old and New Testament
writers, the whole construction and meaning of the petition become per-
fectly clear and straightforward. The prayer is addressed to the Son, Who
is reminded of His own ‘example’ given at the|last supper. ‘May Thy
glorified Body or Person come upon this oblation|of Thy servants to bless
and hallow it that it may be to.us the means of sharing here and now in Thy
glorified life’. Such at least Seems to be the only reasonable interpretation

1 A. F. Moore, Fudaism, 1. p. 437. (Cf. I11. n. 167, p. 134.) 22 Cor, iii, 17.
¥ G. M. Farrer in The Parish Communion, p. 80 (italics mine).
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of the actual things for which the petition as it stands makes request. 1
venture to think that this is not a ‘later’ but a very early conception indeed
of the results of receiving holy communion, exactly in line with that con-
ception of the whole eucharist as an anticipation of the second coming of
our Lord which began to die out in most churches before the end of the
third century, or even earlier.

Two small points remain to be noted. First, it may be asked why a
petition for the ‘coming’ of our Lord—the Word—in (e.g.) Sarapion
should be a later development of the prayer, while in Addai and Mari it
seems to be an integral part of the structure. Development varied from
church to church, but I think we can see one reason in this case in the
different form of reference to the last supper in the two prayers. In Sarapion,
as in Hippolytus, the quotation of our Lord’s words of institution sufficed
to identify the church’s bread and wine with the Body and Blood of our
Lord’s promise, by their actual recitation—‘This bread is the likeness of
the Body because the Lord Jesus took bread saying . .. This is My Body
..., as Sarapion puts it. But where, as in Addai and Mari, the reference
to what took place at the last supper was in the form of a mere allusion,
there was needed further verbal expression of the identification of the
church’s offering with what our Lord Himself had pronounced it to be.
This is expressed by Addai and Mari in its usual allusive style by the
prayer addressed to the Son, ‘May there come, O my Lord, Thy presence
upon this oblation of Thy servants.” Some such petition would be felt to
be necessary in eucharistic prayers upon this particular Syrian model from
a very early date, in a way not so pressingly felt where an institution rarra-
tive could be understood to supply the identification.

Secondly, all that Hippolytus expresses about the nature of the eucharist
by calling it the ‘priestly ministry’ of the church, and Sarapion expresses
by calling it a reconciling ‘sacrifice’ and by ‘offering the likeness’ of the
Body and Blood, is expressed in Addai and Mari by the one word, ‘this
oblation of Thy servants’, which from the context is clearly the bread and
the cup. For all its great differences of form and arrangement Addai
and Mari witnesses quite sufficiently to the one universal interpretation
of the eucharist as sacrifice, even though the hellenistic liturgies have
developed this idea more explicitly, as Addai and Mari in turn develops
other aspects (e.g. the second coming) which these leave in the back-
ground.

(j) The Doxology. Here again an attempt has been made to redirect the
prayer to the Father, by the insertion of the words ‘of Thy Christ’. But we
have already learned from (f) that “Thy Name’ in which the communicants
are ‘gathered’, and which in (j) is ‘glozified’, is the Name of Jesus, so that
the interpolation is obvious. The doxology here is not an ascription of
praise to the Three Persons of the Trinity—nothing so theological! It is
simply a ‘glorifying of the Name’ in the old jewish fashion, and a remark-

D.S.L.
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ably beautiful one. We may compare it with the very ancient (possibly
pre-christian) jewish prayer known as ‘Half-Kaddish’ fwhich in the syna-
gogue ritual marks off the close of separate parts of the|service: ‘Magnified
and hallowed be His great Name in the world which He created according
to His will. May He establish His Kingdom in your lifetime and in your
days, and in the lifetime of all the house of Israel speedily and in a near
time. May His great Name be blessed for ever and to all eternity.’ In
Addai and Mari the world has been ‘re-created’ by the|precious Blood, and
the Kingdom kas been established; the communicants are within it even
in this world and they already bless and magnify ‘the Jiving and life-giving
Name’ of Jesus for evermore in ‘new life in the kingdom of heaven with’
all the saints, for ‘the great and marvellous dispensation’ of redemption.
The eucharist itself is here the direct fulfilment of the old jewish escha-
tological hope.

Addai and Mari is obviously peculiar among eucharistic prayers, both
in its subtle allusiveness to so much in the New Testament background of
the eucharist which other early prayers leave undeveloped, and in its
strange ignoring of elements which they explicitly state. To come upon a
eucharistic prayer which from beginning to end in its original form has no
mention of God the Father or of the Holy Trinity, of the passion of our
Saviour or His resurrection, which does not so much as use the words
‘bread’ and ‘wine’ or ‘cup’, or ‘Body’ and ‘Blood’, or speak the Name of
‘Jesus’ is in itself remarkable. No less unusual is the omission of any
explicit mention of ‘partaking’ or ‘communion’. these things are no
doubt latent there and taken for granted; but they are not of the framework
of this prayer, as they are of the framework of prayers that have been
inspired by the systematic Greek theological tradition. Addai and Mariis a
eucharistic prayer which is concentrated solely upon the experience of the
eucharist, to the momentary ignoring of all other elements in christian
belief and thought. Maranatha! ‘Our Lord, come!’ (or perhaps ‘has come’),
the ecstatic cry of the first pre-Pauline aramaic-speaking disciples, is the
summary of what it has to say.

These things need to be taken into account in estimating the age of this
prayer, for the substance of which the later second or early third century
hardly seems too early a date. However that may te, it is obviously archaic
enough in form and feeling to be comparable with the prayer of Hippo-
lytus from the opposite end of the christian world and the opposite pole of
christian thought. It is not only in their contents that the two prayers form
a contrast, so that what each develops and insists upon the other leaves
unsaid or barely hinted at. It is in their whole background of thought and
genius that they are different. Hippolytus, for all the relics of old jewish’
form, is thoroughly hellenic in its attempt to frame its statement of the
essential meaning of the eucharist in rational reldtion to the whole christian
revelation. Addai and Mari is equally semitic in the intensity of its absorp-
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tion in the eucharistic experience, and in its concentration upon escha-
tology to the exclusion of philosophising.

But when one has recognised the great differences not only of structure
but of mentality which lie behind them, and which demonstrate their
wholly independent history, the underlying agreements are the more
striking. One need only refer back to the three points we noted as distinctive
of the substance of Hippolytus’ prayer to see at once that they are found,
perhaps with a different emphasis, but unmistakeably the same points, in
this wholly different semitic tradition. (1) The institution at the last supper
is central in the construction of the prayer, as the authority for what
the church does in the eucharist. The difference in the fulness of reference
between the two prayers does not in the least affect the pivotal nature of
the reference in both cases. (2) The essence of the eucharist—what the
church does in the eucharist—is the oblation of the bread and the cup.
This is identified with the Lord’s Body and Blood by His own promise
and command, to which Addai and Mari makes a bare but sufficient allu-
sion in the reference to ‘the example which is from Thee.’ (3) The whole
rite ‘recalls’ before our Lord, not the last supper, but the redemption He
has wrought for mankind, and makes this present and operative by its
effects in the communicants.

In Addai and Mari, by contrast with Hippolytus, the emphasis is not on
the historical process of redemption by the passion and resurrection, but
on its eternal results. That is ultimately the great difference of idea between
them; and even this idea, which is emphasised in Addai and Mari, is found
in a subordinate position in Hippolytus (e).

The Liturgy of S. James

We have already spoken of the history of this rite, of which the present
text both in Greek and Syriac descends from an Antiochene (? early fifth
century) edition and expansion of the fourth century rite of Jerusalem.
This older Jerusalem form is known to us only from the account of it given
by S. Cyril of Jerusalem to the newly confirmed, who had just attended it
for the first time, in Easter week A.D. 348. The Greek S. Fames will be cited
as Jg and the Syriac as Js, and the summary by S. Cyril as C. In the original
the passages of C which we reproduce here are absolutely continuous
(Catechesis, xxiii. 5-11), though they have to be broken up here in order to
relate them to the text of Jg and Js, which has been expanded after S.
Cyril’s time. Jg and Js have been revised independently of each other, now
one, now the other representing a better text. I follow as a ruie Jg, for
convenience, noting only some of the variants of Js. Words between 7 ...
are not in Js. Matter underlined in Jg is derived from C.
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Jg (and Js)

Preface and Sanctus. (a)

People: It is meet and right.

Priest: Truly is it meet and right,
fitting and our bounden duty to praise
Thee, to hymn Thee, to bless Thee, to
worship Thee, to glorify Thee, to give
thanks unto Thee, Maker of all things
visible and invisible, }the treasury of
eternal good, the source of life and im-
mortality, the God and Lord of all,}
Whom the heavens praise and the heaven
of heavens and all the power thereof,
the sun and moon and all the choir of the
stars, earth, sea and all that in them is,
Tthe assembly of the heavenly Jerusalem,
the church of the first-born whose names
are written in the heavens, the spirits of
the righteous and prophets, the souls of
the martyrs and apostles,} angels,
archangels, thrones, dominations, princi-
palities, virtues—dread powers, Cherubim
with many eyes and the six-winged
Seraphim who with two wings cover
their faces and with two their feet and
with two they fly, and cry one to the
other with ceaseless voices and unsilenced
praising the hymn of victory of Thine
excellent glory, with clear voice singing
and shouting, glorifying and crying and
saying: o

People: Holy, holy, holy, Lord of
Sabaoth

Full is the heaven and the earth of Thy
glory.

Hosanna in the highest.

Blessed is He that [¥s adds came and]
cometh in the Name of the Lord!

Hosanna in the highest.
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Address. (b) Priest: Holy art Thou, O
King of the ages and Lord and giver of all
holiness; and holy is Thine only-begotten
Son our Lord Jesus Christ, by Whom
Thou madest all things; and holy is
Thine all-holy Spirit, Who searcheth all
things, even the deep things of God;

Memorial of Creation. (c) Holy art Thou,
ruler of all things, almighty, good, awful,
merciful, most chiefly shewing pity for
the work of Thy hands, Who didst make
man from the earth in Thine own image
and likeness,

Memorial of Fall and O.T. (d) Who
didst bestow freely upon him the delight
of paradise, and when he transgressed
Thy command and fell from thence, Thou
didst not despise nor forsake him in Thy
goodness, but didst chasten him as a
merciful father; Thou didst call him by
the law and instruct him by the prophets;

Memorial of Incarnation. (¢) Lastly
Thou didst send Thine only-begotten Son
our Lord Jesus Christ into the world that
He might by His coming renew and raise
up Thine image {in mankind’. Who com-
ing down from heaven and being incar-
nate of (the) Holy Ghost and Mary the
Virgin Mother of God, lived among men
and wrought all things for the salvation of
our race.

of Passion. (f) And being about to
accept His willing and life-giving death
by the cross, sinless on behalf of us
sinners,

of Institution. (g) In that night in which
He was betrayed, or rather gave Himself
up for the life and salvation of the world,
took the bread into His holy and undefiled
and blameless and immortal hands, and
looking up to heaven and showing it to
Thee His God and Father, gave thanks
and hallowed and broke and gave it to
His holy disciples and apostles, saying:

189
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[The deaconsclaim: For the remission
of sins and for life eternal]

Take, eat; This is My Body Which is
broken for you and given for the remission
of sins.

[The people: Amen.]

Likewise after supper He took the cup
and mixed it of wine and water, and looked
up to heaven, and showed it to Thee His
God and Father, and gave thanks and
hallowed and blessed and filled it with
holy spirit and gave to His holy and
blessed disciples saying:

Drink ye all of it: This is My Blood of
the New Covenant Which is shed for you
and for many and given [/, shared out]
for the remission of sins.

[The people: Amen.]

Do this for My anamnesis ; for as oft as
ye do eat this bread and drink this cup, ye
do proclaim the death of the Son of Man
and confess His resurrection till He come.

[The deacons: We believe and confess.

The people: Thy death, Lord, we pro-
claim and Thy resurrection we confess.]

Anamnesis. (h) *And we sinners making
the anamnesis of His life-giving sufferings,
His tsaving cross and} death and fburial
and} resurrection on the third day from
the dead and session at the right hand of
Thee, His God and Father, and His
second glorious and fearful coming, when
He shall come to judge the living and the
dead, when He shall reward every man
according to his works—spare us, O
Lord, our God—or rather according to
His own pitifulness,

First Offering of Sacrifice and Prayer
Jor Communion. (i) we offer unto Thee, O
Lord, this fearful and unbloody sacrifice,
beseeching Thee that Thou deal not with

* Js has in this passage ‘Making the anammnesis therefore O Lotd of Thy death and
Thy resurrection on the third day from the dead’, and so addresses the prayer to
the Second, not the First Person of the Trinity, down to the beginning of (j1).
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us after our sins nor reward us after our
iniquities, but according to Thy leniency
and Thine unspeakable love towards man-
kind overlook and blot out the hand-
writing that is against us Thy suppliants;
and of Thy free grace bestow on us Thy
heavenly and eternal gifts that eye hath
not seen nor ear hath heard nor hath
it entered into the heart of man {to con-
ceive), but which Thou hast prepared, O
God, for them that love Thee; tand cast
not away Thy people because of me and
my sins, O Lord Thou lover of ment; for
Thy people and Thy church entreat
Thee.

[The people: Have mercy upon us, O
Lord God the Father almighty.]

1st Invocation. (f*) Have mercy upon
us, O God almighty, thave mercy upon
us, O God our Saviour, have mercy
upon us, O God, after Thy great mercy?}
and send forth upon us and upon these
gifts that lie before Thee Thine all-
boly Spirit, the Lord and life-giver; that
shareth Thy throne with Thee, O God
and Father, and with Thine only-begotten
Son; that reigneth with Thee, of one sub-
stance and co-eternal; that spake in the
law and in the prophets and Thy New
Testament; that came down in the like-
ness of a dove upon our Lord Jesus
Christ in the river Jordan and remained
upon Him; that came down upon Thine
holy apostles in the likeness of fiery
tongues tin the upper room of the holy
and glorious Sion in the day of holy
Pentecost.t

2nd Invocation. (j2) Send down, O Lord,
upon us and upon these gifts that lie be-
fore Thee Thy self-same Spirit the all-
holy that hovering with His holy and

good and glorious coming He may hallow
and make this bread the holy Body of
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C xxiit, 7-11

7. ‘Next, having sanctified
ourselves with these spiritual
hymns, we entreat God that
loveth mankind to send forth
the Holy Spirit upon the gifts
that lie before <Him)—[The
Holy Ghost elsewhere in C is
described as: “Who came down
upon the Lord Jesus Christ in
the likeness of a dove, Who
energised in the law and the
prophets’ (Cat. iv. 16); and
as: ‘The Holy Ghost, Who
spake in the prophets, and at
Pentecost came down upon
the apostles in the likeness of
fiery tongues here in Jerusa-
lem in the church of the
apostles on the hill’ (Cat. xvi.

4).]

—that He may make the
bread the Body of Christ, and
the wine the Blood of Christ,
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Christ [The people: Amen.] and this cup
the precious Blood of Christ [The people:
Amen.]

2nd Prayer for Communion. (k) that they
may be unto all that partake of them for
the forgiveness of sins and for eternal life,
unto the hallowing of souls and bodies,
unto fruitfulness in good works, unto the
establishment of Thy holy catholic and
apostolic church which Thou hast foun-
ded upon the rock of the faith that the
gates of hell should not prevail against it,
delivering it from all heresy and scandals
of them that work iniquity, preserving
it until the end of time;

2nd Offering of Sacrifice. (I) We offer
unto Thee, O Lord [¥s adds:] this same
fearful and unbloody sacrifice

Intercessions. (m') on behalf of Thy
holy places, which Thou hast glorified
by the epiphany of Thy Christ and the
visitation of Thine all-holy Spirit, and
chiefly for the holy and glorious Sion the
mother of all churches, and for Thy holy
catholic and apostolic church throughout
all the world; do Thou now bestow upon
her, O Lord, the rich gifts of Thine all-
holy Spirit.

(m®) Remember, O Lord, especially
within her our holy fathers and bishops
throughout the world, rightly dividing in
orthodoxy the word of Thy truth.

(m®) Remember, O Lord, according to
the abundance of Thy mercy and Thy
pity me also Thy humble and unprofitable
servant and the deacons that stand around
Thy holy altar and grant unto them a
blameless life, preserve unblemished their
diaconate and make them worthy of a
good degree.

(m*) Remember, O Lord, the holy and
royal city of God (i.e. Antioch) and
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every city and region and them of the
orthodox faith that dwell therein, (re-
member) their peace and safety.

(m®) Remember, O Lord, our most
pious and Christ-loving emperors, the
pious and Christ-loving empress, all
their servants and armies, and {grant
them) help and victory from heaven; lay
hold upon shield and buckler and stand
up to help them [ Jg adds from the Byzan-
tine rite: Tsubdue unto them all the warlike
and savage peoples that delight in war;
convert their minds, that we may pass a
peaceable and quiet life in all piety and
godliness.

(m®) Remember, O Lord, them that
travel by sea and by land, and christians
that sojourn in strange countries; those of
our fathers and brethren that are in bon-
dage and in prisons, in captivity or exile,
in the mines, in torture or in bitter

slaveryt]—
(m”) Remember, O Lord, them that are

diseased and sick and them that are
possessed by evil spirits and speedily
help and deliver them, O God.

(m®) Remember, O Lord, every chris-
tian soul that is afflicted and distressed,
and that needeth Thy mercy and help, O
God; and convert them that are in error.

(m?) tRemember, O Lord, those of our
fathers and brethren that labour, and
serve us for Thy holy Name’s sake.

Remember, O Lord, all men for good,
have mercy upon all, O Lord, and be
reconciled unto us all.}

[ Fe hereinserts a Byzantine interpolation,
and then resumes its own text with:)

(m1%) Vouchsafe also to remember, O
Lord, all them that have been pleasing
unto Thee from the beginning of time in

for the emperors; for the
army and the allies;

for them that are sick;

for them that are afflicted;
and, in a word, for all that are
in need of help we all ought to
offer this sacrifice.

9. Next, we call to remem-
brance all them that have
fallen asleep before us; and
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their several generations, our holy fathers,
the patriarchs and prophets, apostles and

martyrs

(m%%) [(The following passage is intro-
duced from the Byzantine liturgy) confes-
sors and holy teachers, and every righteous
soul perfected in the faith of Thy Christ.
(The following is not Byzantine, but inter-
polated:) Hail, full of grace, the Lord is
with thee; blessed art thou among women
and blessed is the fruit of thy womb, be-
cause thou didst bring forth the Saviour
of our souls.

(Byzantine:) Chiefly our all-holy, un-
defiled and blessed-above-all, the ever-
virgin Lady Mary the Mother of God;
saint John, the glorious prophet fore-
runner and baptist—(Te following is not
Byzantine, but is not found in Js, and is
taken fromthe Jerusalemdiptychs) tthe holy
apostles Peter and Paul, Andrew, James,
John, Philip, Bartholomew, Thomas,
Thaddaeus, Matthew, James, Simon,
Jude, Matthias; Mark and Luke the
evangelists; the holy prophets, patriarchs
and righteous; saint Stephen, first of dea-
cons and first of martyrs; and all Thy holy
saints from the foundation of the world.}
(The original text of Jg resumes thus):—)

(m® continued) not that we are worthy to
make mention of their blessedness, but
that they too, standing beside Thy fearful
and dreadful judgment seat may in their
turn make mention of our wretchedness,
and we may find grace and mercy before
Thee, O Lord, for succour in our time of
need.

(m) [ Js only] Remember also, O Lord,
our holy bishops who have gone to their
rest aforetime, who interpreted for us
the word of truth, who from James the
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archbishop and apostle and martyr even
to this day have preached to us the ortho-
dox word of truth in Thine holy church . .

[#e and Fs] Remember, also, O Lord
the God of the spirits of all flesh, them
that we remembered and them we have
not remembered of the orthodox {from
righteous Abel unto this very day.} Do
Thou Thyself refresh them tin the land
of the living, in Thy kingdom, in the joy
of paradise} in the bosoms of Abraham
and Isaac and Jacob our holy fathers,
whence pain and grief and tribulation
have fled away, where the light of Thy
countenance surveyeth all things and
shineth perpetually.

(m'®) [Jg only, Byzantine: TAnd grant
us to make a christian end and to please
Thee, and direct our lives without sin
and in peace, O Lord, Lord; and gather
us together under the feet of Thine elect
when Thou wilt and as Thou wilt, only
that it be without shame and without

iniquity.1]

Prayer for Pardon. (n) Through Thy
only-begotten Son, our Lord and God
and Saviour Jesus Christ; for He alone
has appéared upon earth without sin,

through Whom both to us and to them
in Thy goodness and love of mankind.

[The people: remit, forgive, pardon, O
God, our offences, voluntary and involun-
tary, those we know and those we know
not of,] by the grace and pitifulness and
love of mankind of Thy only-begotten
§2;_
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and in a word of all who have
fallen asleep among us, be-
lieving that this is the greatest
aid to their souls, for whom
the entreaty is made in the
presence of the holy and
most dread sacrifice.

10. And I want to convince
you of this by an example. For
I know many people say: If a
man leave this world in sin,
what is the good of remem-
bering him in the prayer? But,
truly, if a king were to banish
men with whom he was
angry, and then those who
were not like them were to
make a crown and offer it to
him on behalf of those who
were being punished, would
he not grant them some re-
laxation of the punishment?
In the same way, we offering
prayers to God for the dead,
though they were sinners, do
not make a crown,
but we offer Christ sacrificed
for our sins, propitiating God
that loveth mankind on their
behalf as well as on our own.
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Doxology. (0) With Whom blessed be
Thou and glorified with Thine all-holy
and good and life-giving Spirit, now and
for ever and world without end. [The
people: Amen.]

[ Fs substitutes this doxology: that in this
as in all things Thine all-honoured and
blessed Name may be glorified and mag-
nified, with the Name of our Lord Jesus
Christ and Thine Holy Spirit, now and
ever and world without end—uwhich is a
‘glorifying of the Name'. Cf. Addai and
Mari p. 180.]

(p) Priest: Make us worthy, O Lord 11. Next, after these things
that lovest mankind, with freedom we say that prayer which the
and without condemnation, with a clean Saviour taught His own dis-

heart, with soul enlightened and with un- ~ ciples, and with a clean con-
ashamed face and holy lips, to dare to call science we call upon Gtﬁd our
upon Thee, our holy God and Father in Father, saying, Our Father.. ..
heaven and to say: Qur Father. . .

After our discussion of the contents of the.prayers previously considered
there is no need to comment closely on S. Fames. The reader will be able
to see for himself just how fully and yet how independently (g) (%) and (¢}
in S. Fames once more illustrate those three points which we originally
noted from the prayer of Hippolytus as containing the essential statement
of the meaning of the whole eucharistic action.

But this is in S. Fames as it is given here, which is substantially a fifth
century edition. There are obvxously problems concermng the relation of
this to (1) the summary of the rite of Jerusalem given hy S. Cyril in his
Catecheses, c. A.D. 350, and (2) the old fourth century rite of Antioch. A full
discussion of these problems would involve entering into technical ques-
tions of the greatest interest to a specialist but not essential to the purposes
of the general reader, and involving many complications. It seems better
therefore only to point out quite cursorily some indicatians of the history
underlying the present text of S. Fames.

The Rite of Jerusalem in the Fourth Centu

S. Cyril’s summary of the eucharistic prayer opens with a preface of
which the greater part is recognisable in S. Fames (), taken over verbally
into its text. There is a curious detail, however, in Cyril’s phrasing which
is not taken over by S. James, but which suggests that the Jerusalem pre-
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face was originally borrowed from the Egyptian tradition of Alexandria
(where the use of the preface and sanctus was probably first developed).
The third century Alexandrian writer Origen in treating of the two sera-
phim in Isaiah vi., in close connection with the eucharistic preface and
sanctus, makes it clear that he interprets Isaiah vi. 2 as meaning that the
two seraphim ‘had each six wings; with twain he covered the Face of God
and with twain he covered the Feet of God and with twain the seraph (itself)
did fly’.! Accordingly we find the seraphim in Sarapion’s preface (Sar. b'),
“With two wings covering the Face’ (fo prosdpon), i.e. of God. By the time
of S. Athanasius the Alexandrian church had altered this to the usual later
form, ‘their faces’ (ta prosapa), as we find in the text of S. Fames, and as is
attested at Antioch in the later fourth century by S. Chrysostom.? But
Cyril of Jerusalem, like Sarapion, still keeps to the third century Egyptian
interpretation, a sign of the quarter from which the Jerusalem rite had
originally borrowed the use of the preface and sanctus.

After the sanctus comes the great puzzle in Cyril’s account of his
eucharistic prayer. ‘Next (eita), having sanctified ourselves with these
spiritual hymns (i.e. the sanctus), we entreat God to send forth the Holy
Spirit . . .’ Is it really possible that in the Jerusalem rite the invocation of
the Spirit followed immediately after the sanctus, with no thanksgiving for
creation, incarnation and passion, no narrative of the institution or anam-
nesis clause, or anything else, between? That is what he appears to say, but
the statement has appeared so improbable to successive commentators and
liturgists that they have all tried hard to make him say something else. So,
e.g., Brightman:3 Cyril is only expounding the salient points of the rite,
and for the purposes of his exposition the whole passage between the
sanctus and the intercession would be a single paragraph with the form of
invocation for it$ essential point.” He then goes on to try to find passages
elsewhere in Cyril’s writings which ‘may be assumed to represent the con-
tents of the (missing) paragraph.’

I confess 1 am sceptical of such methods of dealing with a writer who
elsewhere shews himself so faithful a summariser. Brightman fails to find
a single phrase other than scriptural quotations common to Cyril and that
part of the text of S. Fames which we here label (b-#). One observes, too,
that ‘next’ (eita) is one of Cyril’s habitual transitions, and that it invariably
means with him what it says—‘next’. Thus (xxiii. 4 and 5), after comment-
ing on ‘Lift up your hearts’ and ‘We have them with the Lord’, Cyril says,
“Next, the priest says “Let us give thanks unto the Lord” . . .’ (and after a
comment on this) ... ‘Next, you say “It is meet and right”.’ So in his
account of the eucharistic prayer (p. 192), ‘Next, after the completion of
the . . . sacrifice, we entreat etc. . ..’, where the intercessions do actually
come ‘next’ in the text of S. James. ‘Next we call to remembrance all them

1 QOrigen, de Principiis, iv. 3. 14. t de Poenitentia, ix. 1.

SL.E.W.,p. 469.
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that have fallen asleep’, where there is good evidence that the clause com-

memorating the saints did come ‘next’ to the petition
need’; and so on. Everywhere else in Catechesis xxiii. w
omit even a few words of the rite from his commen
insert not ‘next’ (esta) but ‘after this’ (meta fauta) be

“for all that are in
hen Cyril seems to
fary- he appears to
fore resuming his

summary. I find it difficult to assume that in this one case by ‘next’ Cyril

meant ‘After a great part of the prayer has been said.’ £
that, why associate the invocation so closely with the san
sanctified ourselves with these spiritual hymns, we call up
He is going through the contents of the prayer for the b
have just attended the eucharist for the first time in th
such skipping about would be quite unnecessarily co

1t seems much more likely that Cyril means what he

And if he did mean
ctus: ‘Next, having
on God, etc....”?
enefit of those who
eir lives, for whom
ing. On the whole
says, and that the

invocation in the fourth century Jerusalem rite followed immediately upon

the sanctus, however unexpected such an arrangement
our modern presuppositions as to the ‘proper’ arrang
cration prayer. '

This invocation is of a type we have not hitherto met;
here for the old Syrian equivalence of ‘spirit’ with |
intended is unmistakably a prayer for the descent of th
Third Person of the Holy Trinity, as at Pentecost. Whet
on the office of the Holy Ghost now found in (j*) of
Cyril’s rite or not,! his sixteenth and eighteenth Catec
that he held the doctrine of the full Personality and Ga

may be to us, with
ement of a conse-

There is no room
presence’. What is
e Holy Ghost, the
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S. Fames stood in
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Ghost with a precision and clarity not very common among his contem-
poraries. (The Godhead and consubstantiality of the Third Person of the
Trinity were authoritatively promulgated only in A.D. 381 by the Council
of Constantinople, after more than a generation of controversy and con-
fusion on the matter.)

Not only is the invocation itself in Cyril given a precision ¢f address
which is lacking in that of Addai and Mari (i), but the petition which fol-
lows in Cyril—‘that He may make the bread the Body of Christ, etc.—has
been given a different turn to that of the old Syrian invocation in Addai and
Mari, ‘that He may bless and hallow it, that it may be to us for the pardon
of offences’, etc., which is really a prayer for the benefits of communion.
That of Cyril is a prayer for the means of communion. In Cyril a new idea,
. that of the ‘transformation’ or ‘conversion™ of the elements, finds clear

liturgical expression. ' '

This is not wholly a revolution. Second century
Irenacus and Hippolytus could write that ‘the food whi

11 should suggest that it did not. The passages from his

iters like Justin,
ch has been made

ourth and sixteenth

eucharist #s the Flesh and Blood of that Jesus Who waS}made Flesh’;2 the

Catecheses, which offer somewhat similar material, could quite
independent use of scripture as to reminiscences of liturgical phi
2 Justin, Ap. 1. 66.

as well be due to an
raseology.
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reserved sacrament “is the Body of Christ’,! ‘the cup and the bread receive
the Word of God and become the Body and Blood of Christ’.2 But there is
a real step, even if it be an inevitable one at some point or another, from
such language to the formulation of a theological theory as to kow the
identification of bread with Body, wine with Blood comes to be—a theory
about ‘the effects of consecration’. And that step is taken for the first time
in the fourth century, and among extant writers for the first time explicitly
by S. Cyril of Jerusalem.

It is true that the idea of such a petition is at least half developed in the
eucharistic prayer of his older contemporary, Sarapion: ‘O God of truth,
let Thy holy Word come upon this bread that the bread may become Body of
the Word . ..” The idea of the necessity or desirability of such a petition
was ‘in the air’, as we say, in the first half of the fourth century, perhaps in
some circles in the third century. But Sarapion’s language is still linked
with older ideas (¢f. Irenaeus, “The cup and the bread receive the Word of
God’). This is, one might say, the product of “popular’ rather than ‘scien~
tific’ theological reflection upon the mystery of the eucharist—that the
Word Himself, the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity, Whom the
communicant receives in communion, should be invoked to ‘come upon’
the elements (in some sense), as He took to Himself the Body formed in
the womb of Mary. But Cyril gives clear-cut expression in his liturgy to a
different theological theory, which is more evidently a product of the
schools: ‘to send forth the Holy Spirit that He may make the bread the
Body of Christ. .. for whatsoever comes in contact with the Holy Spirit
is hallowed and transformed.’ After that the way is clear, on the one hand
for the development of the idea of a ‘moment of consecration’, and for the
Eastern identification of that ‘moment’ with the invocation—in Cyril’s rite
no other possibility could suggest itself—and on the other for a clearer
definition of doctrines of ‘conversion’ or ‘transformation’ of the elements,
issuing ultimately, by a process of selection, in a particular metaphysical
explanation—transubstantiation.

After the invocation Cyril’s rite appears to ‘complete the sacrifice’ (in
his own phrase) by an act of offering, as found in the text of S. Fames (7).
It then proceeds to the intercessions, on the ground that “this is the greatest
aid to their souls, for whom the entreaty is made in the presence of the holy
and most dread sacrifice.’ Once more here is a novelty, or rather two novel-
ties. The idea of the special efficacy of prayer in the presence of the Blessed
Sacrament (developed long afterwards in the Teutonic countries of the
West in such practices as ‘“Exposition’) is here revealed as an originally
Eastern notion. So far as I know nothing similar had been said by any
author before Cyril. From at least the later second century it had been
customary everywhere to offer the sacrifice for particular objects, but the

1 Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., xxxii. 2.
2 Irenaeus, adv. Haer., iv. 18. 4.
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matter had not been further defined. Once again there is not exactly any-
thing wholly revolutionary in what Cyril says, but again there is a logical
and (to my mind) a theological step in the process of developing an accepted
practice into a theological theory. And again Cyril is the first whom we
know to have taken that step.

The other novelty lies in the use of the word ‘most dr:
= literally, “what makes one’s hair stand on end’) of the
ment. This ‘language of fear’, which Cyril uses in one or two other places,
is unexampled in any previous writer treating of the eucharist. Scrupulous
care against accidents to the sacrament had been insisted on by earlier

ead’ (phrikodestatos
consecrated sacra-

writers;! they emphasise on occasion that we should

unworthy communion.? But they suggest nothing corr

or ‘dread’ of the consecrated sacrament as such. This i

‘fear’ to make an
esponding to ‘fear’

of the sacrament, however, soon became a commonplace with Syrian
writers (notably Chrysostom) from whom it passed into the Eastern litur-
gies, though it never took much hold in the West. Again Cyril stands out

as the representative of an innovation destined to a long
out of connection with the past, but distinctly someth
add that Cyril is the first writer to mention the comm
in the eucharistic prayer (and he has a theological th
we begin to understand the sort of man and the sort
church we are dealing with. The church of Jerusalem i
is ‘very advanced’ and S. Cyril is ‘a very extreme
whelming reverence for old-fashioned churchmanship.
Is such a prayer as his summary seems to describe—
followed at once by a consecratory invocation, offering
Lord’s prayer—a possibility? Or must we believe with

dia of the ‘awfulness’

future, not wholly
ing new. When we
emoration of saints

ry about that, too)
3frite in the sort of

the fourth century
’, with no over-

reface and sanctus,
, intercessions and
the older liturgists

nts of his eucharis-
idence before him.
d has adequately

that Cyril’s summary omits without trace half the conte
tic prayer? The reader has the whole of the textual ev,
For my own part I believe that he means what he says
described the whole of his rite.

If so, can we see how such a rite, of so unexpected 2 form, could come
into existence? What has happened to the old ‘thanksgiving’ section which
opened the traditional form of the prayer in other churches?

We have already seen that the introduction of the preface and sanctus
from Alexandria had in effect destroyed the ‘thanksgiving’ opening in
Sarapion’s prayer at Thmuis. The introduction of the preface and sanctus
has done the same thing in the present Roman canon. Sarapion’s prayer
has filled up its place with its theological hymn (a! and @?) and its prayer
about ‘the living sacrifice’ (c). It seems entirely possible that the introduc-
tion of the Alexandrian preface and sanctus at Jerusalem should have had

2, 3; Origen, tn Exod.

1 Tertullian, de Corona 3; Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., xxxii. 2
Hom., xiii. 3.
2 E.g. Origen in Psalm xxxvii; Hom., ii. 6.
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the same sort of result as at Thmuis, but that there the gap was not filled
up at all, as it was not filled up at Rome.

But, it may be said, at Thmuis and at Rome the disuse of the ‘thanks-
giving’ section still left intact the institution-narrative and what followed.
Why are these missing, along with the ‘thanksgiving’, at Jerusalem? There
was in any case no stereotyped line of development in the different churches
in the course of such changes; but a particular answer suggests itself in this
case. At Rome and Thmuis the reference to the last supper formed a con-
siderable part of the prayer—a narrative. In Syria, if Addai and Mari be
any guide, it was a mere allusion to the last supper, which, however pivotal
in the structure of the prayer, was from the first supplemented with some
sort of petition. Such an allusion could be dropped more easily than a full
narrative in the course of an extensive alteration of the traditional prayer,
provided that the petition to which it pointed was retained and elaborated
in such a way so as to include somehow the allusion to the last supper.

This seems to be roughly what has happened at Jerusalem. If we look -
back at Addai and Mari for a moment (p. 179), after the allusion to the last
supper as ‘the example’, there comes the petition (¢) for ‘holy spirit’ (i.e.
‘presence’) with the ‘offering’ of the elements (in the phrase ‘this oblation
of thy servants’). This issues into the petition ‘to bless and hallow it’,
developing into a prayer for the benefits of communion (‘that it may be to
us for the pardon of offences,’ etc.). If we look at Cyril’s rite now, it seems
that the invocation has been rephrased so as to include the force of both the
reference to the last supper and the vague invocation of ‘holy spirit’ on
‘the oblation’. The change of the petition from ‘bless and hallow it that it
may be to us for the forgiveness of sins and eternal life’, to the exact theo-
logical notion ‘that the Holy Ghost may make the bread the Body of
Christ’ etc. does recall the last supper by its terms (bread, Body, wine,
Blood) in a way that the petition in Addai and Mari (i) fails to do. The
offering of the sacrifice in the brief phrase of 4ddai and Mari, ‘this obla-
tion’, has been made more explicit in Cyril; and the prayer for the com-
municants has become Cyril’s unprecedentedly developed intercessions.

I feel bound to point out that the last three paragraphs are in themselves
mere speculation, as no other page in this book is speculative. Yet I think
it may be claimed that these are ‘scientific’ speculations about facts, in the
sense that though we are not able to make a connection between ascertained
earlier facts about the third century rite of Jerusalem (of which nothing is
known) and the account of it given by S. Cyril, we have to relate Cyril’s
rite, unusual as it appears at first sight, quite closely to the general Syrian
liturgical background. If his terminology be closely examined, it will be
recognised, I think, by anyone methodically acquainted with the develop-
ment of such things, that it is unmistakably post-Nicene in its key-words.
This means that it is in large part a product of some revision not more than

twenty years before Cyril commented upon it for the catechumens in
D.S.L.
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A.D. 348. Though each separate item has been equipped jwith a basis of an
up-to-date theological theory, which has largely dictated the actual form
of each item in the revised prayer, it would not be quite fair to describe the
fourth century rite of Jerusalem as a mere collection of the latest ideas
from all over the place, put together into a liturgy without any regard what-
ever for local tradition. Things did not happen quite in that way in the
church before the sixteenth century. For all its superficially novel form,
the Jerusalem liturgy is still integrally related to earlier Syrian tradition as
this is exemplified by Addai and Mari. (In saying this|I do not mean to
suggest that Addai and Mari as such was in use at Je
century, but merely that something on the same lines may be taken as by
far the most probable form of the earlier Jerusalem use.) In Cyril the old
semitic eschatological tradition of the Syrian eucharistic prayer has been
hellenised and ‘theologised’ and transformed,. with an| obvious desire to
be up-to-date and correct. But it is still fundamentally [Syrian even in the
form in which he describes it. The great influence which the rite of Jeru-
salem was destined to exert directly and indirectly on all the Eastern rites
(and even on some Western ones) during and after the fourth century
renders this a fact of outstanding importance.

How far does Cyril’s rite still conform to those basid ideas which so far-
we have found reproduced so faithfully but in such various ways by the
prayers we have studied? There is one difference which stands out—the
prayer has been given an entirely new pivot instead of any reference to the
last supper—the invocation. But even here the elaboration of its terms. to
include the words ‘bread’, ‘Body’, ‘wine’, ‘Blood’, does something to restore
the loss. Yet this seemed to other Eastern churches which adopted the
Jerusalem form of invocation insufficient to satisfy the|traditional sense of-
the necessity of some clearer allusion to the last supper. We shall find in a
moment S. Fames supplying an institution-narrative from another source,
and this is typical of all the Eastern rites which adopted this peculiar Jeru-
salem form of invocation. In Cyril’s rite there was no gption but to regard
the invocation as the ‘moment of consecration’, an idea which was coming
in during the fourth century in the East. Elsewhere, by retaining the old
institution-narrative or allusion alongside the newly adopted ‘consecratory
invocation’, the Eastern rites laid the foundation of that liturgical and
theological duality (not to say confusion) in their theory of the consecration
and the eucharistic prayer, which all the efforts of their theologians from
Chrysostom to Cabasilas and Mark of Ephesus have néver quite succeeded
in explaining, or explaining away. It has its roots not %n theological theory
but in liturgical history. o ‘

As regards the other two points, the eucharist is still explicitly something
‘offered’ to God, though it is no longer stated to be ‘the bread and the cup’
which the church offers, but “this fearful and unbloody sacrifice’. It is not
easy to-say whether the rite is regarded more particularly as the representa-
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tion of the last supper or of Calvary, because all explicit mention of either
event is lacking throughout the whole prayer—a survival of the same sort
of Syrian ‘allusiveness’ as we have found in Addai and Mari. If the
terms of the invocation recall the last supper, the phrase at the end of
the intercessions, ‘we offer Christ immolated for our sins, propitiating
God . . ., recalls the sacrifice of the Cross. But there is nothing here
corresponding to the explicitness of the anamnesis of Christ’s death and
resurrection in the prayer of Hippolytus, or of the ‘likeness of His death’ in
Sarapion.

“But the ‘most important difference between the Roman and Egyptian
prayers-and those of Syria lies in the absence from the latter of all mention
of ‘partaking’, of actually receiving holy communion. Addai and Mari
shares this omission with Cyril, but at least in Addai and Mari there is a
prayer for the benefits of communion in its invocation petition (7). Even
this has gone from the Jerusalem rite, in the elaboration of its invocation to
include the reference to the last supper. No doubt the idea of receiving
communion is there in the background, and the practice is presupposed for
all present at the liturgy, as Cyril himself makes clear.: But this does not
alter the fact that the idea of communicating has been ousted from.all
explicit mention in the eucharistic prayer by the one-sided emphasis on
the offering of the sacrifice for various objects, whereby ‘we offer Christ
immolated for our sins, propitiating God for them as well as for ourselves’
(xxiii. 7). This is the key-phrase of Cyril’s commentary. A Western massing
priest a thousand years later might have been more familiar with this ter-
minology of the fourth century Eastern father than were his own third
century predecessors. Again there is here something which one cannot
exactly call a revolution. One can parallel both halves of this statement in
substance—separately—in the third and even in the second century. But
once more Cyril has taken a logical and probably a theological step in
advance, not only in combining them, but in framing his exposition of the
eucharistic action exclusively in terms of this thought-out theological theory
of sacrifice, with no adequate mention of the theology of communion. One
can see where things are going along this line—straight to the non-com-
municant eucharistic piety of the Byzantines and of the later middle ages
in the Western church. » :

To sum up S. Cyril’s liturgy, its ideas are still connected with those of
the pre-Nicene past in more than.one way, but they are no longer identical
with them. They are, however, quite representative of .new develop-
ments which would carry very great weight in the later fourth and fifth
centuries, the period which was decisive in the formulation of later liturgical
tradition. ' -

Y Cat. xxiii. 21, 22.
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The Rite of Antioch in the Fourth Cent,

This must be very summarily treated here because a thorough discussion
would involve complicated textual questions concerning the relation of S.
James to the liturgy of S. Basil, which is not in question in this chapter. It
would also require detailed textual comparisons with (certain passages in
the Antiochene writings of S. John Chrysostom (c. A.D.[370-397) and other
evidence. But a number of points can be briefly indicated.

S. James (a). In this preface section of S. Fames everything seems to be
satisfactorily accounted for by the text of the Jerusalem preface in Cyril
until we reach the words ‘with ceaseless voices and unsilenced praisings
the hymn of victory’ which are not represented in Cyril. It is at least worth
noting that these particular phrases are cited from the Jliturgical preface at
Antioch by S. John Chrysostom before S. Fames had bejn adopted there.!

(b-¢). These sections are not cast quite in the form jof a ‘thanksgiving’,
but rather of a brief review of sacred history. It would be difficult to give
the ‘thanksgiving’ form directly to a narrative which included the Fall.
But a mention of Eden and the Fall and the O.T. dispensation generally in
this part of the prayer appears to be an Antiochene peculiarity; it is found
only in liturgies which derive from the Antiochene tradition.? It is again
worthy of notice that a similar mention of Eden and the Fall and the Law
and the Prophets in this part of the eucharistic prayer fs found in Chrysos-
tom’s Antiochene writings. 3

There is a relationship between S. Fames (b—c) and|the equivalent parts
of the liturgy of S. Basil, which is not close enough to describe as ‘borrow-
ing’ on either side but which is nevertheless unmistakeable in places. It
might well be accounted for by their being independent versions of the
same original tradition.

S. James (f, g, %). But this relation is different when we come to the
institution-narrative and anamnesis section of S. Fames. There (after a
momentary divergence in f) the texts of S. James and S. Basil are identical,
except for the most trifling verbal changes. One rite has directly borrowed
off the other, and it appears to be S. James which is dependent on S. Basil,
A full institution-narrative was certainly already to be found in the Antio-
chene rite in the time of Chrysostom, who attributes o it a central impor-
tance in the rite.* So far as they go, his quotations agree with the present
institution-narrative of S. ¥ames (g), but this could pe due to a common
use of 1 Cor. xi. as the basis of the account. There seems to be no trace of
an anamnesis section in Chrysostom, and all account of an anamnesis is

1 Cf. the evidence collected in Brightman, L. B. W., p. 479, II. 46 sg.

% Its appearance in the mediaeval text of the Alexandridn liturgy of S. Mark is
due to a later (? sixth century) revision. It does not appear in the fourth~fifth
zentury text of S. Mark found in the Strassburg Papyrus No. 254.

3 Brightman, op. ci?. p. 479, Il. 22 sq.

¢ Brightman, op. cit. p. 479, Il. 50 sq.
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missing from the verbose description of the rite of Mopsuestia (of Antio-
chene type) by his contemporary Theodore. If Addai and Mari be an
adequate guide, it was precisely the institution-narrative which would need
amplifying and the anamnesis section which would have to be supplied
from somewhere else in an old Syrian tradition, if this were being brought
up to date in accordance with most other Greek liturgies in—say—the
fourth or fifth century. This would account for the borrowing here in
S. James.

One notices the eschatological emphasis of the latter part of (%) in S.
James (cf. Addai and Mari f), including the vivid touch—‘Spare us O
Lord our God’—which represents the last judgement as actually taking
place. Evidently the Syrian tradition which understood the eucharist as an
anticipation of the second coming had not weakened when this prayer
was composed.

S. James () goes on to offer the sacrifice in a single phrase, and then to
pray for the forgiveness of sins and “Thy heavenly and eternal gifts’, in
substance though not in phrasing very much as in Addai and Mari (5).

It seems worthy of attention that if a doxology were appended after the
words ‘them that love Thee’, we should have in S. Fames (b—7) a complete
eucharistic prayer, parallel in content to but verbally independent of the
eucharistic prayer of Hippolytus. Such a prayer would also have a good
many points in common with Addai and Mari. But here there would also
be the big differences that S. James (b—i) contains a complete institution-
narrative and an anamnesis (probably derived bodily from S. Basil) but no
invocation of ‘holy spirit’ in any form (up to this point). None of this
matter (b¢) is derived from Cyril’s Jerusalem rite, but some of it has dis-
tinct points of contact with the scattered allusions to the fourth century
rite of Antioch in Chrysostom.

S. James (j, b). However, S. James in its present form goes on to add an
invocation—in fact, as we have seen, two. One of these (j2) evidently con-
tains matter derived from the Jerusalem rite described by Cyril. The other
(jY) is in a form which there is some reason to believe was in use in the
region of Antioch in the later fourth century, since it reappears in substance
in the invocation of the liturgy in Ap. Const., viii. It is also clear from
Chrysostom that an invocation of some kind was already in use at Antioch
in his day, though it seems impossible to make out the text from his allu-
sions.2 But one notes that both invocations in S. Fames come after the
point at which the analogy of other rites would lead us to expect such an
invocation to be placed (i.e. one would expect an invocation in S. Fames
(@), following the words ‘beseeching Thee’ in its first sentence).

S. James (k). In (k) S. James produces a second prayer for the communi-
cants in the same terms, ‘for the forgiveness of sins and for eternal life’, as

1 Brightman, o0p. cit. p. 21, ll. 3 sq9.
* Brightman, op. cit. pp. 474, I. 20 and 480, Il. 1 594.
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that in S. James (7). With S. Fames (k) we may compare the prayer for the

benefits of communion in Addai and Mari (i). But the brief allusion in-the

latter to ‘Thy church’ has been expanded in S. Fames () into a rudimen-

tary intercession for “Thy holy catholic and apostolic church’. There is.
evidently a good deal of duplication in all this part of the|rite; there are two

invocations, two prayers for the benefits of communion, two offerings of -
the sacrifice, two prayers for the ‘holy catholic and apostolic church’, and -
soon.

S. James (I, m, n) are mostly taken over from
Jerusalem rite. . :

One general inference which seems to impose itself from this brief sur-
vey is that the fourth century Jerusalem rite was fused with the fourth.
century rite of Antioch to produce the ‘patriarchal’ rite of Antioch (the
present S. Fames) rather by way of addition to the Antiochene local tradi-
tion than by way of substitution for it. Considerable fragments of the sup-
posedly ‘lost’ old rite of Antioch are to be found embedded in the present
text of S. Fames. :

Their discernment, however, is likely to be a more complicated matter
than the mere subtraction of what can be detected as|Jerusalem’ material
by comparison with Cyril. There seems to have been/more than one stage
in the process of compilation to form the present text/of S. James, and the
details of the process can hardly be accurately disentangled in the present
state of the materials. In this connection I would draw particular attention
to the place of the ‘non-Jerusalem’ invocation materialin (j*)and (;2) (which
has attracted to itself the similar material derived from the Jerusalem rite).
Instead of coming in (f) where on the analogy of other rites we should
expect it, it is placed as a sort of appendix to the body of the remains of the
old Antiochene eucharistic prayer, after the point at which one would look
for a doxology to the old Antiochene prayer. This js interesting, because
Mr. Ratcliff has pointed out® that there are traces ofa third century Syrian
practice of placing an invocation of the Spirit outside the eucharistic prayer
proper, immediately before the fraction. If the present order of S. Fames
preserves (as it seems to do) the outline of the old Antiochene rite, this may
have been the original position of the invocation when it was first intro-
duced at Antioch. Strange as it may seem to us with our presuppositions,
such a position is really not an unnatural one. The| Nestorians of Malabar
in the later middle ages inserted the institution-narrative, which their own
tite (Addai and Mari) did not contain at all, in that very place just before
the communion. They had come to realise that other churches valued and
used it and they wanted to include it somehow lin their rite, but there
seemed no suitable position for its insertion within the structure of their
own traditional eucharistic prayer. When many Syrian churches were
making such an invocation the central pivot of |their rite, Antioch, the

3 Art. cit. p. 31.
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mother church of Syria, might well feel that something of the kind ought
somehow to find a place in its own rite, and yet be unwilling at that time
to disturb its own traditional arrangement of the prayer in this particular
matter. A ‘supplementary’ position for new items, after the eucharistic
prayer proper and before the communion, is a common form of compromise
attested in all rites. (The position of the Lord’s prayer is an obvious
example.) In course of time such supplements are always apt to be fused
into a single whole with the original body of the prayer, or at least to be
treated as inseparable from it, by mere invariable association (¢f. the
position of the Lord’s prayer at Milan, between the conclusion of the
eucharistic prayer and its doxology).

Be that as it may, the evidence of duplication and conflation in all this
part of the eucharistic prayer of S. James seems undeniable. Whatever the
exact explanation, we have here plain traces of the complicated sort of
process by which during the fourth-fifth centuries the great historic rites
gradually assumed their final form.

1Gf.pe 1314



CHAPTER VIII
BEHIND THE LOCAL TRADITION

HE reader has now seen something of the evidence for a great diversity

in the local traditions of the eucharistic prayer during a period which
may be roughly defined as from about A.D. 200 to 400. Had the last chapter
included even a summary analysis of other prayers, such as the Eastern
liturgies of S. Basil (from Asia Minor) and S. Mark (from Alexandria) or
the Roman canon, all of which contain a good deal of alder material over-
laid by fifth and sixth century revision, the impression of a great early
diversity in eucharistic prayers would have been strengthened, and the
range of ideas found in them would have been extended. We have also seen
how towards the close of the fourth century, as a result of continual local
revisions and mutual borrowings, eucharistic prayers everywhere were
beginning to shew a general structural similarity and even a partial identity
of phrasing.

It will be one of the most important technical tasks of liturgical studies
in the next ten years to pierce this later superficial uniformity and to
recover the fragments of genuinely ancient local traditions beneath.? But this
is a task which is only beginning to be attacked with properly scientific
methods, and it would be out of the question to attempt here even a sketch
of the problems which will have to be re-examined in detail by experts
before we shall have reached the stage of solidly established conclusions,
That would require a book in itself, and one of a much more technical
character than this can claim.

Yet it seems necessary, even in a book for the general reader and at the
present stage of research, to attempt to give some sort of answer to the
main question: Can we hope to penetrate through this (fourth-fifth century)
period of growing uniformity, and behind that through the period of the
unordered growth of local traditions (in the third—fo century) back to
some sort of original uniformity? Can we hope to find in the primitive
church, say in the second century, coherent universal principles which can
guide our own ideas about liturgy? Was there anything, for instance, in
what is vaguely called ‘the early church’ which might serve as a standard
or model by which the perplexities of Prayer Book| revision in twentieth
century England might be lessened? That is the sort of question which the
plain churchman or the practical bishop wants to put to the liturgical stu-

1'The pioneer work in English along these lines is a 1l book by the present
chancellor of Lincoln cathedral, Dr. J. H. Srawley, on The Early History of the
Liturgy (Cambridge, 1913). It is unfortunately out of print, but is still sometimes
available second-hand. This is still the best technical introduction to liturgical
studies available in English,
208
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dent, and to which (so it seems to me) he is entitled to expect a plain and
practical answer—and to which (so it seems to him) he does not always get
one. I hope I shall not seem to be trying to evade the question if I begin by
pointing out the conditions in which such a plain and practical answer has
to be framed at present, especially by an Anglican.

The Present State of the Question

The early evidence on the eucharist is both fragmentary and complicated.
Not only its interpretation but its discovery is often a matter needing a very
delicate discernment. The pre-Nicene church was a secret society, which
deliberately intended to seclude knowledge of its liturgy from all but its
own tested members. It is as a rule only by hints and allusions that litur-
gical matters are referred to by writers of the first three centuries in works
which deal primarily with other aspects of the christian religion. (There
are exceptions, like Hippolytus® Apostolic Tradition, but these are few.) To
those who frequented the christian rites such allusions were enough to
illustrate the author’s meaning; to others they would convey little or
nothing—and the modern student is often among the ‘others’ for practical
purposes. It is not surprising, though it is unfortunate, that for two cen-
turies experts have interpreted this sort of evidence in different ways, and
that different general theories have dictated two different types of answer
to this main question which the plain christian wants to put. The two
schools may be distinguished here as the ‘traditionalist’ and the ‘critical’.
Without going at all deeply into the controversy between them, it is
necessary to say a little about their respective theories.

Beginning so far as modern times are concerned with the German
scholar Probst about 1860, the traditionalists have for nearly three genera-
tions now been proclaiming to such of the public as take an interest in these
things that a primitive standard type or model of the eucharistic prayer did
exist, and that its form is not difficult to reconstruct. The attempt to
demonstrate its existence and explain its meaning has preoccupied most of
the more ‘popular’ literature (if that adjective is applicable to any of the
productions of liturgists) on the subject for at least sixty years past. Some
writers of this school have contended that there existed a ‘lost ex¢’ of the
eucharistic prayer, of apostolic or sub-apostolic origin, from which all the
historic rites were developed by a process of expansion or perversion. The
greater part of the traditionalists, however, impressed by the evidence for a
general custom of more or less free phrasing of the eucharistic prayer by
the celebrant, have sought rather to establish the idea that there was a
normal or standard outline or framework of the prayer, to which all such
prayers ought to conform, and to which, they argued, the majority of such
prayers have conformed since very early times. This authentic model the
earlier representatives of this school mostly found to be best represented
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general background of liturgical knowledge which most of the clergy had
picked up in the course of their professional training. And in itself it offers
a clear and attractive theory which anyone interested can grasp without
much difficulty, and which can be illusrated effectively by much of the
evidence from the fourth and fifth centuries. :

. Over against the traditional school, however, there stands not so much a
‘school’ as a long succession of some of the greatest names in the history of
liturgical scholarship—Tommasi in the seventeenth century, Forbes of
Burntisland and Ceriani in the nineteenth; Brightman, Armitage Robinson
and Lietzmann in the twentieth, and above all, Edmund Bishop (perhaps
the greatest of all liturgists)}—all of whom have either explicitly rejected
the traditional theory as seriously. misleading, or at least based their own
studies on & quite different understanding of the evidence. Some of them
(e.g. Bishop and Ceriani) had hinted at the possibility of a radical dualism
in liturgical origins. In our own day Lietzmann has boldly developed this
into the idea that there were from the first two quite different types of
liturgy in the church, different not only in form but in essential meaning,
which he would derive respectively from the Pauline and the judaising
churches of the apostolic age. The critical school (if such they can be
called) have differed considerably among themselves in their positive state-

'ments,! but they at least agreed in this, in rejecting both the form and the
basis of the traditional theory of a single primitive type of prayer. They all
emphasised the signs of a very great variety in the outline of the eucharistic
prayer before about A.D. 350. - '

. Unfortunately, excepting Lietzmann, every one of these names is that
of a writer who was.very much a ‘scholar’s scholar’. Their most important
contributions on this particular subject are mostly, either like those of
Tommasi and Forbes, incidental statements found in works onother aspects
of liturgy which are now unprocurable even at second-hand, or else printed
as articles buried away. in ‘back numbers of theological periodicals which
are not very commonly available.2 And just because their criticisms of the
accepted theory are based chiefly on the earlier evidence which is particu-
larly difficult and complicated to handle, their work-as a rule shows little
consideration for the wayfaring man. The scholar’s caution and perception
of nuances, his wariness of the over-simplification of complex questions, his
distrust of short-cuts to results, are all qualities necessary for the pursuit of
truth. But they do not make for easy reading, and these writers suffer from
all these virtues. It is possible to detect in them a sense (eminently reason-

! Cf. e.g. Brightman’s criticisms of Armitage Robinson; Theology, ix. (July 1924)
- 33 $99.
ppz The most accessible in English are an article by Armitage Robinson in Theology,
viii. (Feb. 1924), pp. 89 5¢., and an appendix by Edmund Bishop to Dom R. H.
Connolly’s edition of The Liturgical Homilies of Narsai, Cambridge (Texts and
Studies, viii. 1), 1909, pp. 126 sgq. Both are outstanding pieces of scholarship; the
latter in particular is magisterial. But neither is at all easy reading for the uninitiated,
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able in the state of the evidence until just the last few }Jears) that the main
questions of eucharistic origins were by no means ripe for positive solution;
and they do not as a rule give more than hints of where they believe the
true solutions to lie. The only attempt at a general exposition of a “critical’
thesis which has ever been made, Lietzmann’s Messe und Herrenmahl
(Bonn, 19295), fully justified this caution. It is spoiled, for all its brilliance,
by not a few extravagances.

It is not surprising, I think, that confronted on the o
established theory which is attractive and lucid in itse
account for an impressive selection of what passes for
(though it is almost entirely post-Nicene); and on the a
seemed to be a recondite and chiefly negative criticism, the bulk of what
might be called ‘interested but not expert’ opinion in Anglican clerical
circles should have tended for many years past to accept the traditionalist
thesis without much hesitation. Such outright rejection of it as there has
been was derived from attachment to present Anglican |liturgical practice,
or from post-Tridentine doctrinal sympathies among 3 certain section of
‘Anglo-catholics’, much more than from reasons of history or technical
liturgical study. The results of this state of affairs became obvious and
practical in 1927-28.

We are not here concerned at all with the question whether the proposed
new Anglican canon drawn up then was or was not desjrable in itself, but
simply with the fact that it was the product of a particular technical theory
about the early history of the liturgy which had beenI in debate among
scholars for two centuries before 1928, and which at the least had been
shewn to be open to serious historical criticism. This does not seem to have
been clearly understood by the majority of the bishops when they put for-
ward their proposals, and not at all by the church at large when these were
being considered. It was scon obvious that the criticisms of this element
in them made by scholars of the calibre of Armitage Robinson and Bright-
man greatly surprised and disconcerted men like Bishop Headlam of
Gloucester, who were lending intelligent support to the proposals, but
who on technical questions of liturgy could speak only as amateurs, as was
plain from their replies.
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(mostly competent liturgical scholars) almost without exception in the
learned periodicals of all countries. It was inevitable from the form in
which Frere had cast his book that discussion in England should reawaken
some of the polemics about 1928. It was quite unnecessarily unfortunate
that camp-followers on both sides tried to involve a matter of pure scholar-
ship in questions of personalities and ecclesiastical politics. But apart from
the small groups which acted in this way, there was a large body of thought-~
ful Anglican opinion which was genuinely puzzled that such a book should
be received by scholats as The Anaphora undoubtedly was, with a virtually
unanimous rejection of its main thesis, accompanied by respectful compli-
ments on the manner of its presentation.

Frere himself, as his last letter to me shewed, was by no means unpre-
pared for this reception. He was quite aware that with the advance of
knowledge and method in the last twenty years the historical difficulties
which confront the traditional theory of a singl original type of eucharistic
prayer had grown more and more formidable, and that he was probably the
last living scholar of the first rank to maintain it in anything like its
traditional form.! The truth is that the book is a skilful rearguard action,
an attempt to recast the traditional theory in such a way that it should still
be tenable in face of the growing critical difficulties. It is proper to say that,
in the judgment of most of those qualified to pass an opinion, his attempt
in the particular form in which he made it must be held to have failed;
though it was well worth making and in some things has pointed the way
to a truer solution. But in view of the way in which the whole matter has
sometimes been handled it seems right to insist here that it is only inci-
dentally connected with the name of Bishop Frere or the proposals of
1927-28,% and not at all with doctrinal or ecclesiastical allegiance. It is part
of a technical debate among liturgical scholars which had been proceeding
at intervals for some two centuries before 1928, though in the opinion of
most competent scholars it is now in sight of a conclusion. The theory
which Frere embraced originated with the Roman Catholics Torres and
Le Brun, and has numbered among its modern defenders Roman Catholics,
Lutherans and Anglicans just as indifferently as it has numbered them
among its critics.

It will have been worth while reflecting a little at length on this episode if
it makes clear the difficulty at the present moment of giving ‘plain and
practical’ answers about the primitive eucharistic prayer, of the kind which
I for one believe that liturgical science ought to be able to give. The tra-
ditional theory did give such an answer, but there is good reason to fear

| 1 Even the veteran Dr. Baumstark has modified his support of it considerably of
ate years.

2 The actual form of the epiklesis-clause in these proposals, on which discussion
has centred, was not of Frere’s making at all. It was composed by a well-known
‘evangelical’ bishop, and Frere, though he accepted and defended it publicly for
reasons of policy, was prepared in private to criticise its wording somewhat strongly.
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that it was a very misleading answer. On the other hand,
while it has made good its thesis of a great diversity in pre-Nicene eucharis-
tic prayers and overthrown the traditional theory that the Syrian type of
eucharistic prayer represents the original universal type, has found nothing
very coherent to put in its place as a plain and practical guide for the
modern church. Yet to say, as some scholars have implied of late, that we

v
the critical school,
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which the fourth and fifth century fathers in their very ¢
or the Byzantines and the mediaeval Latin church, or Tudor and Stuart
statesmen, successively elaborated for themselves. Whether pre-Nicene
liturgical principles, if we can discovér-them, will be of much use to us in
our very different circumstances is-a matter which might require further
consideration when we find out what they were. = . :

For the liturgical scholar the technical question resoly
Does that great variety which has been discerned in the eucharistic prayers
of the early fourth century, and which seems to increase as we penetrate
back into the third, does that go back all the way to a beginning in the
apostolic age'in a sort of liturgical anarchy? Or is there some element of
truth in the discredited traditional theory of an original uniformity, by
which we may find general principles which will interpret the apparent
confusion of these prayers? This book has been written|partly in order to
shew that there is. , o

res itself into this:

The Primitive Nucleus of the Prayer

What was fixed and immutable everywhere in the second century was
the outline or Shape of the Liturgy, what was done. What our Lord insti-
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tuted was not a ‘service’, something said, but an action; something done—
or rather the continuance of a traditional jewish action, but with a new
meaning, to which he attached a consequence. The new meaning was that
henceforward this action was to be done ‘for the anamnesis of Me’; the con-
sequence was that “This is My Body’ and ‘This cup is the New Covenant
in My Blood’. Apart from these statements, the formulae which Jesus had
used at the last supper, the jewish grace before and after meals, had referred
exclusively to the old meaning. Beyond these brief statements, both the
new meaning of the action and the words in which to express it were left to
the church to find for itself, and there was nothing to suggest that this was
a process to be completed by the first christian generation.

We have seen that the church in reflecting upon this legacy from her
Lord was soon led to disencumber this jewish action from everything in
its traditional jewish setting which could obscure its new christian meamng,
and so to form the rite of the eucharist apart from the supper. The univer-
sal scheme of this, that ‘four-action shape’ in which the prayer formed the
second item, went back to the end of the first century, perhaps to the last
years of the apostolic generation itself. From the uniformity of this outline
everywhere and the early identity of the dialogue introducing the prayer,
one would infer that the new form of the rite, together with its new name
of ‘the eucharist’, spread all over christendom in the last quarter of the
first century from a single centre, which—if we must try to locate it—is
most likely to have been Rome.

- What would form the chief content of ‘the’ prayer, which originally
afforded the only possibility of giving verbal expression to the meaning of
the rite as a whole? ,

First, the name “eucharist’, ‘thanksgiving’, governed the whole rite from
beginning to end. Secondly, this expressed the old meaning with which our
‘Lord Himself had ‘done this’ at the last supper. Thirdly, this was some-
thing carried over from. the very roots of the eucharist in the chabiirah
supper into its.new christian shape, by the retention of the dialogue of host
and guests (“Let us give thanks unto the Lord our God’) as well as by the
derivation of the eucharistic prayer from the jewish berakah (="‘thanks-
giving’). Fourthly, this jewish berakah itself, traditional at the last supper
and the primitive Jerusalem eucharist when this was still celebrated as
the beginning and end of a meal, contained elemems which looked be-
yond that mere thanksgiving for food which would soon come to seem
quite inadequate as the fulness of the new christian meamng began .to be
understood.

When we look back at this berakah (2. 53) and place beside it the con-
sensus of the second century evidence as to the contents of the christian
prayer, we can perhaps see a parallel of :thought which does not seem
to me to be either fanciful or accidental, though others must ]udge for
themselves. . )
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~.ts first paragraph opens with the usual formula of address to God in
such blessings: ‘Blessed be Thou, O Lord our God’ etc. Besides the specific
‘thanksgiving” for the meal (which would be irrelevant to the ‘four-action
shape’ of the eucharist) it contains a ‘blessing’ or ‘glorifying of the Name’
of the kind obligatory in all jewish blessings.

It is, however, the second paragraph which is of most importance to us

now.

FJewish grace

1. Thanksgiving ‘because Thou
didst give as an heritage unto our
fathers a desirable good and ample
land.’

2. Thanksgiving for redemption
from Egypt and deliverance from
the house of bondage.

3. Thanksgiving for “Thy Coven-
ant...Thy Law .. . the life, grace
and loving-kindness which Thou
hast bestowed upon us.’

4. Thanksgiving for ‘the food
wherewith Thou dost continually
feed us.’

5. The paragraph concludes ‘For
all this, O Lord our God, we thank
and bless Thee; blessed be Thy
Name by the mouth of all living
continually and for ever’—a second
glorifying of the Name.

Fustin and Hippolytus

1. Thanksgiving ‘for the creation
of the world with all that is therein
for man’s sake.’| (Justin, Dialogue,
41.)

2. Thanksgiving for redemption
from ‘the iniquity wherein we were
born’ (Justin, zbid.) ‘release from
sufferings . . . rend the bonds of
the devil.” (Hippolytus, ¢, d, e.)

3. Thanksgiving for the New
Covenant: ‘that we have been made
worthy of these things by Him’
(Justin, Ap., I. 65); ‘procuring for
Thee an holy people’ (to replace the
old Israel). (Hippolytus, d.)

4. “Taking bread and giving
thanks said: “Take, eat; This is My
Body o

5. Besides the opening address
and ‘Naming’ of God (as Father and
Son and Holy Ghost in most litur-
gies) we have already seen the im-
portance of the concluding ‘glori-
fying of the Name’ in all rites, stated
by Hippolytus to be obligatory.
(Ap. Trad., vi. 4.)

It is quite open to anyone to say that the parallels here are both too
vague and too subtle to be anything but accidental. Yet if a prayer had been
handed down in a tradition by a process of more or less free reproduction
extempore Sunday by Sunday for a century through a long line of cele-
brants, the most that could be expected to maintain itself would be a series
of themes in a certain connection. And this particular series of themes,
apparently in approximately the same order, is found as matter of the
eucharistic prayer at Rome in Justin ¢. A.D. 155 and in Hippolytus fifty
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years later. The same themes, in approximately the same order, are found
too in other traditions, e.g. at Antioch and Edessa; though we cannot in
these other cases prove that they were in use in the second century, as we
can at Rome. Such a widespread use suggests a very early diffusion. And
some explanation is required for the fact that the allusion to the last supper
in most rites? is curiously placed, coming out of its historical order, after
the thanksgiving for redemption by the passion.

Despite certain difficulties,? it does seem that those who believe that
there was an original authoritative outline of the prayer could make out (by
a comparison of traditions) an overwhelmingly strong case for regarding
this series of “Thanksgivings’ as the original opening of the prayer (after
the preliminary ‘Naming’ of God), especially if its derivation from the
second paragraph of the berakah be admitted. The traditional school have
tended for some reason to ignore this series of ‘Thanksgivings’. But I will
venture to prophesy that this will eventually prove to be their fortress,
which the critics will be unable to capture.

The connection—if such there be—between the jewish and christian
thanksgiving is one of ideas and form only, not of phrasing. The berakah
has been entirely re-written in terms of the New Covenant. It concentrates
in a remarkable way on the work and Person of our Lord, even where, as
by Hippolytus, it is addressed to the Father and not to the Son, as in Addai
and Mari. The series is, in fact, in itself an anamnesis of Him, as our Lord
had ordained.

On the other hand, if this ‘Thanksgiving series’ (following the pre-
liminary ‘Naming’ of God) formed the original opening of the prayer, it
was from quite an early date—let us say vaguely the late third or fourth
century—not the only form such an opening could take. An opening
sequence of ‘Thanksgivings’ does not appear at all in the only extant
examples of the old Egyptian tradition, v:z., Sarapion, and the authentic
text of the liturgy of S. Mark as found in the Strassburg papyrus (fourth-
fifth century).

1The exceptions are Cyril at Jerusalem, Sarapion in Egypt and the present
Roman canon. Each of these is essentially a fourth century representative of its own
tradition. It can be shown that in the case of Syria and Rome Cyril and the canon
are independent ‘modernisations’ of their respective traditions in this particular
matter by that very ‘go-ahead’ period; and that old Syrian and Roman tradition did
place the mention of the last supper after that of redemption (¢f. Hippolytus and
Addai and Mari). It cannot be shewn, but it is likely, that Sarapion represents the
same process at work in Egypt.

2 One of these is the ‘Thanksgiving for Creation’. It might be possible to argue
from the whole of the evidence as now known that this is a later addition, originating
in the long disputes at Rome over the Gnostic doctrine that creation was in itself
evil and not an act of the goodness of God, a doctrine which this ‘Thanksgiving’ as
found in Justin and Hippolytus seems intended to challenge. But these controver-
sies might have led only to a change or increase of emphasis on this point in the
Roman prayer, not to the insertion de novo of the idea itself into the scheme every-
where.

8 They are passed over by Frere in three lines in The Anaphora, p. 25.
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As this text has not hitherto been given,
argument, we may say that a collation of this papyrus,
with the mediaeval Greek and Coptic texts of S. Mark re
as having been the opening of the Alexandrian prayer
century: ‘

(1) Address: ‘It is truly meet and right, holy and fitting

nor souls, O Living God, Master, Lord God the Father ¢

Thee, to hymn Thee, to bless (exlogein) Thee, to conf
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(2) Creation: “Thee, the creator of heaven and all that ig therein, the earth
and all that is on earth, the seas and rivers and all that is in them; Who
didst create man according to Thine own image and likeness. Thou didst
make all things by Thy Wisdom, Thy true Light, Thy Son our Lord and
Saviour Jesus Christ:
(3%) Preface (15t half): Through Whom unto Thee with/Him and with the

Holy Ghost, we give thanks (eucharistountes) and o

sacrifice of this bloodless worship, which all nations offs
the rising up of the sun even unto its going down, from tl
the south; for great is Thy Name among all nations 2
incense is offered unto Thy Holy Name, and a pure sac]

oblation,

[Here the intercessions are interpolated. The prefac

(3®) Preface (2nd half): “For Thou art far above all prin
and rule and dominion and every name that is named .
therest of the preface to the sanctus, almost verbally asin Sar

er the reasonable
>r unto Thee from
he north even unto
ind in every place
rifice, offering and

e resumes:]

cipality and power
. [and so through
apionb'; cf. p.163).

There is here no sequence of the ‘thanksgiving’ themes. But it is con-
ceivable that something of the soft once stood as the opening of this
Egyptian tradition as well as of all others. S. Mark (2) looks like a survival
of the ‘creation theme’ following the preliminary ‘Naming’ of God, even
though it is cast rather in the form of a ‘praising’ for creation than a ‘thanks-
giving’ for it (¢f. Sarapion a' and 4?). This latter word does not appear
in S. Mark until we reach (3), and not at all in Sarapion till the end of the
prayer (z). It looks as though this ‘thanksgiving’ (it is convenient to retain

that of Hippolytus and Addai and Mari; and as though the later members
of the series had been ousted by the preface and sanctps. But it is to be
remembered that the preface and sanctus were already found in the Alex-
andrian rite at some point by the time of Origen-c. A.D. 230, and that there
is nothing to suggest that their use was then a recent innovation.
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It is usual to regard the preface and sanctus as a peculiar devclopment.
of the ‘thanksgiving series’ opening of the prayer. But the fact remains
that it appears in practice not as a development of it but as an alternative to
1t, asort of liturgical cuckoo, which ends by taking the place of the ‘thanks-
givings’ whenever it is admitted into the prayer. Only in the prayers of the
Antiochene type has a successful effort been made to fuse both forms, by
prefixing the preface and sanctus (borrowed from Egypt via Jerusalem) to
the old Antiochene ‘thanksgiving series’ (c¢f. S. James, pp. 188 sq.);. and
even there, if the wording of S. Fames b, ¢, d, be examined, it will be found
that the prefixing of the sanctus has led to the elimination of the actual
‘thanksgiving’ form of the clauses. The word ‘give thanks’ has been
replaced by the form ‘Holy art Thou’, etc. When the preface and sanctus
were adopted by other churches, as at Jerusalem and at Rome, it displaced
altogether in their rites that sequence of ‘thanksgivings’ which Addai and
Mari and Hippolytus assure us was the pre-Nicene tradition of Syria and
Rome alike, but of which Cyril at Jerusalem and the present Roman canon
know nothing,.

It seems probable when we look at S. Mark that something of thc same
sort happened in the first instance at Alexandria itself, where, so far as we
know, the preface and sanctus originated. But there the first member of the
old Alexandrian sequence of ‘thanksgivings’, that for creation, survived
when the following ‘thanksgivings’ for the incarnation, redemption, etc.
were eliminated in favour of the preface and sanctus. Perhaps that for
creation survived in S. Mark chiefly through the difficulty of disentangling
it from the ‘Naming’ of God in § 1. The opening of S. Mark (in §§ 1 and
2 taken together) constitutes a ‘Naming’ of God as Father and Son, to the
exclusion of the Holy Ghost, of the type found as the opening of Hippoly-
tus and Sarapion. But it would be difficult to extract the creation -theme
from the text of S. Mark as it stands, while leaving this “‘Naming’ as a
coherent sentence. If we are right in supposing that-a series of such
thanksgivings once came between that for creation in S. Mark 2 and the
preface and sanctus in 3, it would seem that the combination of preface and
sanctus with the sequence of ‘thanksgivings’ differed at Alexandria from
that found at Antioch. At Antioch in S. Fames the preface and sanctus
come first, At Alexandria in S. Mark the preface and sanctus appear to
have come after the sequence of ‘thanksgivings’. I will hazard a suggestion
as to why this should be so in 2 moment. -

To revert now to the general question, Was there an original uniform
type of eucharistic prayer? We have found something of which traces
appear to be present in all the early traditions, v7z.:—An opening address
and ‘Naming’ of God, followed by a series of “Thanksgivings’ or ‘Praisings’
on a sequence of themes beginning with creation, incarnation and redemp-
tion. (We need not at this point try to decide exactly where this sequence
ended, and whether it originally included a reference to the last supper or



THE SHAPE OF THE LITURGY

not. The universal existence of such a sequence is sufficient for our imme-
diate purpose.) But it is when we pass beyond the possible contents of this
sequence of themes into the second half of the prayer that the difficulties
in the way of establishing the existence of any original universal model of
the prayer become really formidable.

The evidence we have already surveyed represents the traditions of the
three leading pre-Nicene churches of Syria, Egypt and Rome, and includes
all the most ancient evidence extant, except that to be derived from certain
heretical gnostic writings. When one has eliminated from the second half
of each of these prayers all that can safely be ascribed to later local develop-
ments and to borrowings, it is not easy to detect any single scheme upon
which they all arrange their parts and ideas.

To take but one instance, though a cardinal one: Three ideas which
Hippolytus keeps distinct and arranges in three successive statements
(fg, h, {)—the recital of the institution, the anamnmesis of ‘His death and
resurrection’ and the offering of the bread and the cup—Sarapion in
Egypt expresses inextricably entangled with one another in his section d
(with no mention of the resurrection). Addai and Mari|in Syria contains
the first and the last, but in its earlier form, apparently, not the second.,
But it expresses them differently again, by the barest allusions, in connec-
tion with other ideas, in g and 7. One can trace in the second half of all
these prayers the recurrence of some ideas which are the same in substance,
but differently handled and differently arranged. The one obvious point of
arrangement in which they all agree in their second halyes is that all end
with a doxology or ‘glorifying of the Name’.

Thus the later traditions of the prayer all show a similarity of arrange-
ment in their first half, the “Thanksgivings’. Especially|impressive is the
identity of the series of themes everywhere. But they shew great diversities
of content and arrangement in their second half. The inference is that
any original material common to them all covered only|the first half and
the concluding doxol>gy.

Is it possible to conceive of a primitive type of eucharistic prayer which
consisted simply of a ‘Naming’ of God, followed by a series of “Thanks-

220

givings’ for the New Covenant and concluding with a
Name’? It would be without much which later ages cons

‘glorifying of the
idered essential to

such a prayer. But at all events one can see how it could be called ‘the

Thanksgiving’. And after studying the themes of the ‘Tha;
are actually handled in the various traditions, one can s
be regarded precisely as ‘the anammnesis’, the solemn
God, of the work and Person of Jesus Christ. Finally, f{
can see how such a prayer as a whole could be derived
jewish berakah which was used at the last supper, and in t|
church. Such an outline of the prayer could very well

nksgivings’ as they
ee how they could
re-calling’ before
pr my own part, I
directly from that
he jewish apostolic
be a part of that

fixed ‘four-action shape’ of the liturgy by which the chabdrah ritual was
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so delicately adapted to the new christian form, and which took over
amongst other things the very dialogue which immediately preceded and
introduced the berakah.

This is all quite possible, but a little evidence is worth a great deal of
plausible speculation. Can we find any examples of this type of primitive
prayer? The two oldest prayers we have, Hippolytus and Addai and Mari,
can both be dated in substantially their present form soon after A.D. 200,
and these are both prayers which have a fully developed ‘second half’. It
will therefore be of little use seeking beyond the second century for an
unexpanded prayer. Second century evidence is scanty and hard to inter-
pret, but we can only examine once more our three traditions.

Let us look back at the Alexandrian hturgy of S. Mark, with (1) its
‘Naming’ of God; (2) thanksgiving for creation; (3) preface and sanctus.
If—it has not been demonstrated and the reader must judge for himself
of the probability of the hypothesis—but #f in S. Mark a series of similar
‘thanksgivings’ for incarnation, redemption, etc., originally stood be-
tween the present thanksgiving for creation (2) and the preface (3)—then
one begins to see the point! “Through Whom unto Thee with Him and
with the Holy Ghost’—but this is the normal introduction of a concluding
doxology, a ‘glorifying’ of the Name (cf. Hippolytus 7). ‘For great is Thy
Name among all nations, and in every place incense is offered unto Thy
holy Name . . . For Thou art far above . . . every name that is named ...’
and so to a climax with the seraphim ‘ever shouting and crying’ as they
‘hallow and glorify’ the dreadful holiness of the Name of God—‘Holy,
holy, holy, Lord of Sabaoth; full is the heaven and earth of Thy glory?
And then did the people answer, ‘As it was and is and shall be unto
generations of generations and world without end. Amen’—as they still
answered at the end of Sarapion’s prayer out of immemorial tradition,
though in his day an immense interpolation now divided the sanctus from
their response, and his actual ending no longer invited the traditional
reply?

We seem to have stumbled on the ‘lost’ doxology of the old Egyptian
tradition (cf. p. 172), and a remarkable one it is. But its position carries with
it the implication that what follows it, the bulk of the prayer as it now
stands—precisely the equivalent in contents of the ‘second half’ of Hippo-
lytus and Addai and Mari—is an addition to the original nucleus. I do not
want to overpress the case, and I will put what appears to me to be the
explanation in the form of questions, the answers to which can be weighed
by the reader for himself.

In the original Alexandrian prayer was there a series of ‘praisings’ (on
the same general scheme as the ‘thanksgivings’ in Hippolytus and other
traditions) of which only the first for ‘creation’ now survives, followed by a
‘glorifying of the Name’ with a climax in the sanctus? Is the remainder of
the prayer another example of the successive appending of new items in a
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supplementary position between the original body of the prayer and the
communion? (Cf. S. Fames, pp.-205 sqq., the Lord’s.pr;%er in all rites, the
Agnus Dei in the Roman rite, etc.) Is the ‘telescoping’ of the original
nucleus (so that the ‘praising: for creation’—its original beginning—now
comes immediately before the preface and sanctus—its original ending) a
result of the gradual fusion of these supplements with the original eucha-
ristia, and perhaps due to a desire to shortena prayer becoming unwieldily
long by successive additions? Is the strange abruptness: which marks the
transition from thé sanctus to the rest of the prayer in Sarapion ¢ (an
abruptness found equally in the transition after the sanctus in S. Mark)
explained by the fact that the rest of the prayer was not originally connected
at all with the sanctus? (Are the awkward transitions from one section to
another throughout the latter part of the prayer of Sarapion to be explained
as the marks of successive additions which have never been properly fused
together?) Does the phrase, ‘We offer the:reasonable sacrifice of this
unibloody worship’, coming where it does in S. Mark (3), explain the
original application of the phrase, “to Thee we have offered this living
sacrifice, this  unbloody oblation’ (inserted by Sarapion| ¢ at a point after
‘the sanctus) to the angelic worship, as already suggested on p 166? Have
we in S. Mark traces of an original eucharistia of ‘praisings’, preceded by

a ‘Naming’ of God and ending with a glorifying and hallowing of the
Name, as the root of the Egyptian liturgical tradition?

- Letus now look at the earliest evidence about the contents-of the Roman
eucharistic prayer, that of J ustm, ¢. AD. I55. It is worth while studymg his
language carefully.

- (@) “The president . .. sends up praise and glory to the Father of all
things through the Name of the Son and the Holy Ghost, and ‘makes
thanksgiving (eucharistian) at some length that we have been made worthy
of these things by Him. And when he has finished the prayers and the
thanksgiving (tas éuchas kai tén eucharistian), all the laity present shout
assent saying ‘Amen’....And when the president has eucharistised
(eucharistésantos) and the people have shouted assent' .| (there follows the
communion). (4p., I. 65.) ~ ‘

“(0) ‘For we do not take these as common bread or common drink. But as
by the Word of God Jesus Christ our Saviour was made Flesh, and had
Flesh and Blood for our salvation—so, we have been taught, by a word of
prayer which comes from Him, the food which has been “eucharistised”
. ..-is the Flesh and'Blood of ‘that Jesus Who was mdde Flesh. For the
apostles in the memoirs which came from them, called “gospels”, have
recorded that thus it was commanded them—that Jesps took bread and
gave thanks and said, “Do this for the aramnesis of Me;| this is My Body”;
and likewise took t.he cup-and gave thanks and said, “T is is My Blood” ?
(ibid. 66).

(¢) The presldent sends up prayers together with
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. « . eucharistias) to the best of his powers, and the people applaud, saying
‘Amen” ’ (ibid. 67).

(d). .. ‘the bread of the eucharist, whxch Jesus Christ our Lord com-
manded to be offered for the anamnesis of the passion which He suffered
on behalf of men for the cleansing of their souls from all iniquity; that we
might at the same time give thanks to God for the creation of the world
with all that is therein for man’s sake, and for that He has delivered us
from the wickedness wherein we were born, and overthrown the powers
and principalities with a perfect overthrow by becoming subject to
suffering according to His own counsel’ (Dialogue, 41).

These are the only passages in Justin which appear to deal directly with
the contents of the eucharistic prayer (though not the only ones dealing
with eucharistic theology). (¢) and (¢) are obviously summaries of the
briefest sort; (b) may or may not refer to something actually found in the
prayer as Justin knew it, but the description of the account of the insti-
tution as a ‘word’ or ¢ “formula” of prayer which comes from’ Jesus sug-
gests that it had liturgical associations. for Justin. (d) is not directly stated
to refer to the actual contents of the prayer. But it expresses the meaning
of the eucharist, which is what the prayer was intended to do; and it
does so in terms so strikingly similar (for a summary) to those of the first
part of Hippolytus’ prayer that we need have no hesitation in taking it
in this sense.

One might be tempted to infer from Justin’s use of the phrase prayers
and thanksgivings’ in (a) and (c) that the eucharistic prayer as he knew it
contained an element besides ‘thanksgivings’, something analogous to the
second half of the prayer in Hippolytus. But in view of the order in which
he places them, ‘prayers’ before ‘thanksgivings’, this can hardly be pressed.
It might even be argued that in (a) the word euchas ‘prayers’ refers back to
the intercessory ‘prayers’ (euchas) before the offertory, mentioned two lines
before our quotation begins, where Justin had omitted to mention that the
laity replied ‘Amen’ to these ‘prayers’, an omission which he is now
repairing. But the expression a ‘formula of prayer and thanksgiving’ (Jogs?
euchés kai eucharistias) is found elsewhere in Justin (e.g. Ap., I. 13)
apparently as an elegant variation meaning quite vaguely ‘a thanksgiving
to God®. It seems unwise to assume that he had in mind any rigid distinc-
tion in using the two words. In (a) the phrase ‘When he has finished the
prayers and the thanksgiving’ is repeated as ‘When the president has
eucharistised (given thanks)’, not ‘prayed and eucharistised’.

For the rest one cannot but be struck by the fact that the emphasis in
describing the president’s prayer is entirely on the element of ‘thanks-
giving’. It is possible to recognise in the beginning of (a), ‘praise and glory
to the Father of all things through the Name of the Son and the Holy
Ghost’, the opening Address and ‘Naming’ of God. At once after this
comes ‘he makes thanksgiving...and when he has finished...the
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thanksgiving’ the people answer, Amen. So far as the language here goes it
would be difficult to say that it suggests any element between the ‘thanks-
giving’ and the Amen.

It is quite true that we have already established (. x59) that there is
nothing in the contents of the second half of Hippolytus’ prayer which
would not have been accepted by Justin sixty years before him. But this is
not necessarily quite the same thing as saying that it was all in the prayer
in Justin’s day. It was precisely ideas which were already believed and
accepted about the eucharist which people would come to feel ought to
be incorporated in the prayer which expressed the meaning of the eucharist.
The expansion of the prayer may quite well have taken place in the
generation between Justin and Hippolytus, a period abgut which we know
very little, but in which the ideas about the eucharist which they have in
common were presumably commonly held in the Roman church. Bating
for the moment the question of the institution narrative, which requires

- . separate discussion, all that we can safely say is that Justin’s language is

quite consistent with the idea that the Roman prayer in his day consisted
only of an Address and ‘Naming’ of God followed by 3 series of “Thanks-
givings’ for creation, redemption, etc., and nothing more. If his prayer
contained other elements, he has not mentioned them.
As regards the Syrian tradition, we are hampered by
dox documents between Ignatius, ¢. A.D. 115, and
A.D. 250. From Syria we have the Acts of Fudas Tho
haps composed in the second century.! But if so, they have been heavily
revised in the third—fourth century, and it is unfortunately the liturgical
material which shews some of the clearest traces of |revision. There is,
however, a document of the same kind, the Leucian Acts of John, from Asia
Minor, which M. R. James was prepared to affirm comes from ‘not later
than the middle of the second century’. We may cite a eucharistic prayer
which this puts into the mouth of the apostle, as illustrating at an early
stage the eucharistic tradition of Asia which in later times shews more
affinities than any other with that of Syria, for which second century
evidence is totally lacking.
(a) ‘We glorify Thy Name, which converteth us from error and
ruthless deceit:
‘We glorify Thee Who hast shewn before our eyes|that which we have
seen:
‘We bear witness to Thy loving-kindness which appeareth in divers
ways:
‘We praise Thy merciful Name, O Lord.

total lack of ortho-
the Didascalia, c.
, which were per-

1'The original date and language of this document have been much disputed. It
is possible, even probable, that the original Syriac author|of the second century
would have passed for orthodox in his own surroundings, and that the gnostic
flavour of the text is chiefly due to a later reviser.
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(b) ‘We give thanks to Thee, Who hast convicted them who are con-
victed of Thee:

‘We give thanks to Thee, O Lord Jesu Christ, that we are persuaded of
Thy grace which is unchanging:

‘We give thanks to Thee, Who hadst need of our nature that should be
saved:

‘We give thanks to Thee that Thou hast given us this sure faith,

(¢) ‘For Thou art God alone, both now and ever.

‘We Thy servants who are assembled with good intent and are gathered
out of the world (or risen from death) give thanks unto Thee,

‘O Holy One!*

It would be very unwise to attempt any reconstruction of the content of
the early Eastern eucharistic prayer from this gnostic farrago. But one can
detect in most gnostic liturgical practice a steady retention of the orthodox
forms while reinterpreting their meaning in gnostic terms and rewriting
their formulae in gnostic jargon. Here I draw attention only to the form of
this eucharistic prayer. It is addressed not to the Father but to the Son, as
is that of Addai and Mari. It opens (a) with a ‘glorifying of the Name’; it
consists (b) of a body of four “Thanksgivings’, the number we found in the
paralle]l between the berakak and the second century Roman evidence; and
it ends (c) with the statement ‘We give thanks unto Thee, O Holy One’
(hagie), as there is reason to believe that the original Egyptian form ended
with a ‘thanksgiving’ (S. Mark 3a) leading up to the ‘hallowing’ of the
sanctus. It is fair to say that the same document contains elsewhere (§ 109)
another eucharistic prayer in which this structure is less clearly apparent,
though it seems at bottom the same.

But it appears safe on the evidence of the prayer above to assert at least
that eucharistic prayers of the structure which we have been led to suppose
existed in Egypt and at Rome in the early second ceatury were not un-
known in the Eastern churches also at that date.

The Second Half of the Prayer

We turn now to what is a more tangled matter, the arrangement of the
‘second half”’ of the prayer as this is found in the various traditions. We
are met at the outset by the question, where exactly does this second half
begin? There is a broad distinction between the series of Thanksgivings
and what follows, but where does the dividing line come? In all the tradi-
tions the ‘second half’ may be defined as lying between an allusion to the
last supper (either a full institution narrative or a mere mention) and a
concluding doxology. The latter is universal and traceable to the primi-
tive nucleus. Is some reference to the last supper also traceable to this

nucleus?
3 Acts of John, B.T., 85; M. R. James, Apocryphal New Testament, p. 250.
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It is difficult to say. On the one hand, such a reference is found in some
form in all the traditions. The jewish beraka# in its final thanksgiving for
the earthly ‘food wherewith Thou feedest us continually’ contains some-
thing which might easily have suggested a thanksgiving for the heavenly
food of the eucharist and its method of provision, as the last of the series
of christian ‘Thanksgivings’. Justin, tco, in Ap. I. 66, with his formula or
¢ “word” of prayer which comes from’ Jesus Himself; suggests that some-
thing of the sort stood in the prayer as he knew it.

On the other hand, there are certain difficulties. In all the traditions the
reference to the last supper is separated from the ‘Thanksgiving” series by
a sort of intervening clause or ‘link’ (Hippolytus ¢; Sarapion ¢; Addai and
Marif). And this link is not the same in any two of them, either in sub-
stance or expression. In each case the link itself does not seem at all closely
related to the series of “Thanksgivings’. Nor is the|allusion to the last
supper ever cast in the form of a ‘Thanksgiving’, but always of a state-

position (the Egyptian. preface and sanctus) the
supper comes after this.

This is of some significance. In later times, when the actual history is
known to us of the process by which various supplementary items were
appended from time to time to the body of the eucharistic prayer between
this prayer and the communion, the order in which they are said represents
as a rule the sequence in which they were adopted. This is true, e.g., in the
Roman rite, The Agnus Dei which was inserted ¢. 4.D. 700 stands before
the prayers for unity, etc., which are a still later insertion. We can never
quite rule out the possibility of later rearrangement; E.g., in the Roman rite

S. Gregory ¢. A.D. 600 inserted the Lord’s prayer before the pax which had
been placed after the canon ¢. A.D. 400. But the pr ption is generally
that the earlier additions stand first and the later jones after them. The
position of the institution narrative in the Egyptan tradition, both in
Sarapion and S. Mark, is that it follows immediately upon the primitive
conclusion (the sanctus) with a brief ‘link’ (Sarapion ¢) between them.
This suggests that the institution narrative is originally an addition to the
primitive prayer, though an early one, perhaps the very first? of all the
various items which were appended in course of|time to the primitive
nucleus of the Egyptian prayer. From the mere pos t.ion of the institution-

11 say ‘perhaps’ because the ‘link’ itself in Sarapion ¢ has an interest of its own:
‘Lord of powers, fill also this sacrifice with Thy power’, (coming immediately after
the ‘glorifying of the Name’. in the sanctus. We must not forget that fragment of
Theodotus (c. A.D. 160) cited by Clement of Alexandna The bread is hallowed by
the power of the Name of God . this power it is sformed into spiritual
power’ (Exc. ex Theod. 82). The " lmk’ itself is thus apparently genuine second
century material. It might represent the remains of even earlier stratum of
addition than the institution narrative which it now connects with the remains of
the primitive Egyptian eucharistia.
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reference in.other traditions one might suspect that the same was true of
them also. .

But this can hardly be more than a suspicion, even in the case of the
Egyptian prayers. One cannot exclude the possibility of a third century
rearrangement of the Egyprian prayer when it had already received a cer-
tain number of items appended after the sanctus, a rearrangement by which
an older reference to the last supper before the sanctus was transferred to
a position after it (no doubt with some adaptation) in order to place it
in a more central position.

For this much is certain, Whether the reference to the last supper
belongs to the primitive nucleus or not, it is the centre or pivot of all the
developed traditions of the prayer. It serves to cohere the anamnesis of the
redemptive work of Christ in the opening series of “Thanksgivings® with
the more miscellaneous elements found in the ‘second half® of the prayer.
It is indeed from the reference to the last supper that the substance of this
‘second half” grows in every case. In Hippolytus it contains that command
to ‘do this for the anamnesis of Me’ which the ‘second half’ goes on to
define: ‘Doing therefore the anamnesis . . . we offer the bread and the cup’,
etc. In Addai and Mari it is the ‘example’, which in the Syrian gospel of
Matthew contains the promise of that ‘forgiveness of sins’ for which the
Syrian churches invariably prayed when they imitated that ‘example’ in
their ‘oblation’ (4ddas and Mari ). In Sarapion the church does what it
does and its offering is what it is because of what our Lord did and said at
the last supper: “To Thee we have offered this bread, the likensss of the
Body ... This bread is the likeness of the holy Body because the Lord
Jesus Christ . . . took bread . . . saying . . . “This is My Body”*,

As one reflects upon the great diversity in the ‘second halves’ of these
three traditions there appears to be only one likeness of substance between
them. Underneath their variety they are at bottom all of them independent
attempts to do a single thing, to define the meaning of what the church
does at the eucharist and relate it to what was done at the last supper. ‘We
offer to Thee the bread and the cup...and we pray Thee that Thou
wouldest grant to all who partake to be made one, that they may be ful-
filled with Holy Spirit for the confirmation of faith in truth’ (Hippolytus).
“T'o Thee we have offered this bread. . . . We have offered also the cup.. .
and make all who partake to receive a medicine of life, for the healing of
every sickness and for strengthening of all advancement and virtue, not for
condemnation . ..’ (Sarapion). ‘... this oblation of Thy servants . . . that
1t be to us for the pardon of offences and the remission of sins and for the
great hope of resurrection from the dead and for new life in the kingdom of
heaven’ (Addai and Mari). This is what the church does at the eucharist—
offers and communicates; and it is this which the ‘second half” of the prayer
expresses and defines. It Jooks back to the offertory and expresses in words
the meaning of that. It looks forward to the communion and prays for the
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effects of that. The descriptions of the effect of communion are quite
differently defined in the three prayers, as can be seen at a glance. The
descriptions of the offertory differ verbally more than could have been
expected, considering that all three prayers are describing an identical
action, of a great simplicity. But essentially they are|doing one and the
same thing, stating the meaning of the offertory and the communion. It is
the function of the prayer to state the meaning of the whole rite.

At this point it may be objected, ‘But what about stating the meaning of
the prayer itself and of the fraction?” Why state the meaning of only the
first and last items of the ‘four-action shape’? The fraction was treated
primitively as what it had been at the last supper and in the chabdrak ritual,
a mere preliminary to distribution, without any of the symbolic meanings
which were seen in it by later times. And as for the prayer, it was itself the
statement of the meaning of the whole rite. A ‘statement of the meaning
of the statement of the meaning’ is the sort of refinement which seems to
be decisively marked as secondary by mere definition.

Nevertheless the step was taken in course of time, as the churches
slowly lost sight of the original principles upon which their rites were
framed. And always the statement of the meaning of the prayer is placed be-
tween the statements of the meanings of the offertory and the communion.
Let us look at two fourth century prayers, from East and from the
West. This time let us take for a change two that we have not hitherto
used, those of Apostolic Constitutions, Bk. viii, from Syria, and the Milanese
canon cited in de Sacramentis by S. Ambrose, both from the last quarter
of the fourth century.

The Eastern prayer runs thus:

a. ‘Making therefore the anamnesis of His passion and death and resur-
rection and ascension into the heavens, and His second coming that shall
be, wherein He shall come to judge the quick and the dead and reward
every man according to his works,

Meaning of the offertory

b. ‘We offer unto Thee, our King and God, according to His command
this bread and this cup giving thanks unto Thee|through Him for that
Thou hast made us worthy to stand before Thee anid minister as priests to
Thee;

Meaning of the prayer

¢. ‘And we beseech Thee that Thou wouldest favourably regard the gifts
that lie before Thee, O God that lackest for nought, and be well pleased
with them for the honour of Thy Christ, and send down Thy Holy Spirit
upon this sacrifice, the witness of the sufferings pf the Lord Jesus, that
He (the Holy Ghost) may shew this bread to be the Body of Thy Christ
and this cup to be the Blood of Thy Christ:

Meaning of commiinion
d. ‘that they who partake of Him may be strengthened unto piety, may
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receive the forgiveness of sins, may be delivered from the devil and his
deceit, may be filled with Holy Spirit, may become worthy of Thy Christ,
may receive eternal life, and that Thou mayest be reconciled unto them, O
Lord Almighty.’ '

The Milanese prayer, which is either a “first cousin’ or more probably
the direct ancestor of the present Roman canon, runs thus:

a. ‘Therefore making the anamnesis of His most glorious passion and
resurrection from the dead and ascension into heaven,
Meaning of the offertory

b. “We offer to Thee this spotless offering, reasonable offering, unbloody
offering, this holy bread and cup of eternal life:
Meaning of the prayer

¢. ‘And we ask and pray that Thou wouldest receive this oblation at
Thine altar on high by the hands of Thine angels as Thou didst receive
the offerings of Thy righteous servant Abel and the sacrifice of our
patriarch Abraham, and that which the high-priest Melchizedek offered
unto Thee:’

(At this point the quotation in de Sacramentis ends. But it is virtually
certain that the prayer ended much as it ends in the present re-arranged
Roman canon):

Meaning of communion

d. “That as many of us as shall receive by this partaking of the altar the
most holy Body and Blood of Thy Son may be filled with all heavenly
benediction and grace.’

These two prayers each express what is felt as the fundamental meaning
of the eucharistic prayer, at the obvious point, between the meanings of
the offertory and the communion. The meaning they see in the prayer is
different. The Eastern concentrates on ‘consecration’, the Western on
‘oblation’. This is typical of a difference which since the fourth century
has gradually hardened into a difference of ethos between the Eastern and
Western rites and theologies. But it is a mistake to suppose that in the
fourth century this distinction had yet acquired a rigidly geographical
basis. Mr. W. H. Codrington has recently drawn attention® to a whole
group of Syrian and Egyptian prayers which contain a reference to the
‘Western’ idea of the offering at the heavenly altar at this point of the
prayer. A reference to this same idea is found elsewhere in the rite in
Ap. Const., viii. itself, and in the liturgies of S. Basil, S. John Chrysostom
and S. Mark.2 And we must not forget that Sarapion’s prayer is headed
‘Prayer of Oblation’, even though when it comes to formulate its meaning

L Yournal of Theol. Studies, xxxix. (April 1934), pp. 141 5q. . . .
2 1In S. Mark it is now art the offertory, but there is reason to think this is not its

ceiginal position,
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(in &') it does so in terms of ‘consecration’ closely allied|in thought to those
of Ap. Const., viti. c. Similarly it would be easy to find later prayers from
Spain and Gaul in the West which state the meaning of the prayer in the
‘Eastern’ way. I am not sure that 4p. Const., viit. c. itself, with its reference
to ‘being well pleased with the gifts that e before Thee’, is not at least
feeling after the ‘Roman’ idea of the oblation at the heavenly altar; while
the Roman canon in its turn contains in the Quam oblationem before the
institution narrative a petition for consecration expressing the same funda-
mental idea as the petition in Ap. Const., viii. c., though it is put in quite
different theological terms. ‘ '

_Nevertheless, these fourth century statements jof the fundamental
meaning of the prayer are different. Each concentrates on an aspect of the
matter which was clearly recognised from an early date. One has only
to remember the phrase of Theodotus in Egypt, ¢. A.D. 160, already
quoted: “The bread is hallowed by the power of the Name of God, remain-
ing the same in appearance as it was when it was take& ... itis transformed
into spiritual power’,! to see the antiquity of the notion of ‘consecration’ as

“the chief meaning and purpose of the prayer. On the other hand, one has
only to recall the phrase of Irenaeus in the same generation, ‘For there is
an altar in heaven, and thither are our prayers and pblations directed’,? to
be sure of the equal antiquity of the idea of the heayenly altar at which the
eucharist is offered. v

. But there is another and, it seems, a more penetrating way of regarding
this difference of interpretation. In emphasising th¢ meaning of the prayer
as ‘consecration’, is not the one type simply stating in another way the
meaning of the communion? And does not the other emphasis on ‘oblation’
only state in another way the meaning of the gffertory? In the last analysis
the prayer has no separate meaning of its own in the rite to be stated at all.
It is not in origin either a ‘consecration prayer’ (in our familiar phrase) or a

“prayer of oblation’ (as Sarapion called it) but| what it was from the -

beginning—the eucharistic prayer. It is what is ‘done’ at the eucharist, the
eucharistic action as a whole, the Shape of the Liturgy, which contains the
meaning of the rite. It is the function of the prgyer to. put this meaning

‘into words.

A Critical Reconstruction of the Traditional Theory

It is time to draw the threads together. We can distinguish three main

periods in the early history of the eucharistic prayer. Working backwards
these are:

(1) A period in the later fourth and the early centuries, when by a
process of mutual borrowing and adaptation all|the rites of the great sees

1 Ap. Clement of Alexandria Excerpta ex Theodoto, 82.
* Adv. Haer., iv. 18. 6.
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are evolving in the direction of a general uniformity of structure and con-
tent, and even to some extent of phrasing, in their eucharistic prayers,
This is the period which is set up as a norm by the exponents of the tra-
ditional theory, who assume that it represents faithfully tendencies which
had operated uninterruptedly from the beginning. It is in fact the period
which was decisive for the final form of the historic rites. It is represented
by such documents as the Roman canon in the West, and S. Fames, Apos-
tolic Constitutions, viti., and S. Basil in the East (and to some extent by
Sarapion, though this is in most respects a document of the preceding
period). ‘

(2) Behind this is a period covering (? the last quarter of the second
century and) the third and earlier part of the fourth centuries. It is marked
by the growth of considerable variety in both structure and contents of the
unco-ordinated local traditions of the prayer. This is the period upon
which the ‘critical’ school of liturgists have fixed their attention. It is repre-
sented by such documents as Hippolytus and Addai and Mari (in approxi-
mately their present form) and in its later stages by Sarapion and Cyril of
Jerusalem. A great deal of work yet remains to be done on the details of the
various traditions in this period. But enough is already known for it to be
certain that those scholars are right who reject the traditional assumption
that the post-Nicene tendency towards uniformity merely developed a pre-
Nicene ‘standard type’; or that the Syro-Byzantine outline of the prayer is
anything more than one among several amalgams which emerged in the
fourth-fifth century. The later fourth century tendency to uniformity was
thus 2 reversal of a third century tendency towards great local diversity.
But the critical school in its turn has assumed that the growth of variety
in the third century goes back in principle to the very beginning in the
apostolic age—so much so that we find Lietzmann and his followers postu-
lating that the eucharistic liturgy never had any single origin at all, but
two (or even more) original different sources in the apostolic age. ‘

(3)-What now of the period behind this again, before the solid evidence
of the earliest liturgical zexts begins, in the second century and the latter
part of the first, which we have been investigating?

* The evidence is delicate and scanty, but we seem to have found indica-
tions in this period of two' distinct strata in the prayer. (a) There are
traces of an original stage when the prayer consisted simply of a ‘Naming’
of God, followed by a series of “Thanksgivings® and ending with a ‘hallow-
ing’ or“glorifying of the Name’. This can be connected with the outline of
the jewish ‘Thanksgiving’ which formed an invariable part of that chabsirah
ritual out of which the ‘four-action shape’ of the eucharist was derived in
the latter part of the first century. (b) A second stratum appears to arise out
of the reference to the last supper (which may or may not have formed the
last membet of the original series of Thanksgivings in the first stratum).
This second stratum states the meaning of what is done in the celebration
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of the eucharist, and relates the present eucharistic act
what was done at the last supper.

To me personally the most satisfying thing about
we seem to have arrived is that at no stage of the ar;
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can understand how a gentile christian late in the first century, introduced
to the eucharist for the first time after his baptism, would be content with
a tradition that this rite as he found it had been instituted by Jesus, without
expecting a detailed account of the institution to be incorporated into the
prayer. More particularly would this be the case if his preparation for
baptism had not included any biography of Jesus (before the gospels were
written or circulating) and not much information about His life beyond
the main facts of the crucifixion and resurrection, and some stories of
miracles with a number of parables and teachings. (It is, I think, now
generally agreed that the primitive preparation for baptism laid emphasis
on the Messiahship of Jesus and His atonement, and on moral instructions
about conduct, rather than on the history or even the teachings of Jesus in
His earthly life.) As for the relation of the eucharist to the chabdrah, what
gentile cenvert would understand or care very much about that? It is one
of the decisive reasons for placing the formation of the ‘four-action shape’
of the eucharist (which so carefully preserves that relation) right back in the
period when even the gentile churches still looked to jewish leaders, that
only jews could have made the changes involved in jewish custom with
such discrimination. And for a jewish christian the mere fact that he was
now keeping the familiar chabirah ritual with a new meaning, and perhaps
with a berakah rewritten in terms of the New Covenant, would be in itself
a sufficient reminder of what Jesus was traditionally alleged to have said
and done at the last supper, with no need for a specific rehearsing of it. At
the most such an allusion as that in Addai and Mari—‘we have received by
tradition the example that is from Thee’—would suggest itself in such
circles.

But once the written gospels came into general circulation (c. A.D. 100~
150) even before they were canonised, they would suggest the incorpora-
tion into the rite of the sort of account of the institution they contained.
The same would be true of the older account in 1 Cor. xi. But one notices
that though in later times most rites incorporate other details of S. Paul’s
wording, no known rite has the words of institution over the chalice in
quite his primitive form, “This cup is the New Covenant in My Blood’.
It looks as though all the institution narratives have been suggested by the
gospels, even though they fuse them with matter from S. Paul, and treat
them in other ways with great independence. I do not see why the incor-
poration of the institution narrative (or its development from the sort of
allusion found in Addai and Mar:) should be much later than the period of
the first general circulation of the gospels and their public reading in the
church, quite early in the second century. This would account for Justin’s
description of the words of institution as a formula or ‘word’ of prayer (in
Ap. 1. 66) without difficulty, if it needs accounting for.

The process could hardly stop there, with the mere appending of the
narrative to the old jewish model of the eucharistia. As the church became
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more and more a purely gentile society and lost contact with its jewish
origins and jewish habits of thought and ways of piety, the sense of the
importance and sufficiency of the jewish model of the berakah must inevi-
tably fade, and even the understanding of the jewish basis of the traditional
form of the christian prayer. The idea of the berakah, the series of ‘thanks-
givings’ for the work and Person of Jesus the Messiah as in itself an
adequate anamnesis of Him before God, had certainly been lost by the
churches of the third century, or they would not haye overlaid and dis-
placed this jewish nucleus of the prayer with other elements as they did.
Once the historical reference to the last supper had been elaborated or

introduced, it provided another focus or centre in the
presence it suggested the need to relate what the churc
eucharist to this original authority for doing it; and the
itself contained all the material necessary. ‘Do this
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prayer. By its mere
h is #now doing in the
institution narrative
for the anamnesis of
ction,” “Take, eat’—
re is supplementary
r in Hippolytus, our

d in the old Thanks-

givings, but with a different emphasis. The old matter, concentrates on the
Person of Christ—it is an anamnesis of ‘ Hin’—and on the effects of redemp-
tion. The new anamnesis derived from the historidal narrative: of the
institution concentrates on the particular events in history by which
redemption was wrought—‘His death and resurrection.” We have already
noted that Hippolytus e (the introduction to the institution narrative)
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But everywhere there is the manifest intention that the second half of the
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the allusion to the last supper, even though it was the
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the Shape of the Liturgy from offertory to communion, that provided the

substance of this part of the prayer.

The question arises as to the date when this develqpment of the insti-

tution narrative into the ‘second half’ of the prayer

may be called an
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accomplished fact. Where all opinions are bound to be tentative I can only
put the matter as it seems to me. Hippolytus ¢. A.D. 215 is a ferminus ad
quem. More than one scholar has recently questioned whether the prayer
as it now stands in the text of the Apostolic Tradition has not been interpo-
lated since his day. On grounds of textual criticism I believe this suspicion
to be true of one clause in Hippolytus-%. But for the rest the textual tradi-
tion is astonishingly unanimous as to the substance in.versions in Latin,
Greek, Syriac and Ethiopic. And there is this further consideration: Hippo-
Iytus is a writer with a strongly marked personal style and vocabulary, who
is much given to repeating little tags or catch-phrases of his own. Almost
every clause in the prayer as it stands can be paralleled in style, vocabulary
and even phrasing, some of them many times over, in other uhquestioned
works of his. And these parallels, some of which have been collected by
Dom Connolly,! are found in all parts of the present text. The prayer as it
stands may be taken as coming from his pen—more than that, as being of
his composition. I mean by this, not that he is the inventor of this type of
prayer, but that its phrasing and articulation bear unmlstakable marks
of his personal ideas.

In the circumstances in which the Apostolic Tradition was 1ssued—as a
conservative manifesto against contemporary innovations in the Roman
church—we must attach a good deal of weight to Hippolytus® claim that
he is setting down customs which had been traditional at Rome at least
during his whole life-time, say from ¢. A.D. 175 or rather earlier. But this
must not blind us to the fact that there are a number of phrases in the
prayer which are distinctive of his own peculiar theology of the Trinity,
and which the rest of the Roman church in his own lifetime might very
well have refused to use., Yet the general form and structure of the prayer
are very unlikely to have been unusual at Rome in his day. It would have
stultified the whole purpose of his pamphlet in favour of the old ways if
the first prayer he gave as an example was of"a type unknown to the average
Roman christian, or even one which his christian contemporaries would
not recognise as like those in use there ever since they could remember.
But that very ‘tidyness’ and closeness of articulation which distinguish his
prayer from those of Addai and Mari and Sarapion are a sign that in the
prayer of Hippolytus the material has been thoroughly fused and ordered
by a single mind, It is the product, on strictly traditional lines, of a pro-
fessional theologian. In Addai and Mari and Sarapion we have the much
less orderly and coherent result of the gradual accumulations of tradition
in local churches.

Nevertheless, Hippolytus supplies us with a lower limit which we can
accept with some confidence. The eucharistic prayer at Rome had had
some sort of ‘second half’ ever since he could remember—say since c.
AD. 175. If the evidence of Justin is to be taken at its face-value, the

1 Sournal of Theological Studies, xxxix, (O ct. 1938), pp. 350 sq.
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The theory sketched here of the second century development of the
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It is equally likely that liturgical experts who accept the theories of Lietz-
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e essential point of

the traditional theory—the single origin of the eucharistic rite. This involves the

rejection of that original ‘duality’ which scholars like

iani and E. Bishop
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successors have traced to a fundamental division in

and practice between S. Paul and the judaic apostles hg
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S. Paul was a jew and a rabbinic student and a phari

Christianity, E.T.,
of liturgical studies

ee. Like the jewish

church before him he used a thoroughly jewish rite at the eucharist, as
did the Pauline churches after him. That was inevitable. The ‘Pauline’
eucharist arose at Jerusalem, from a new meaning given to something
authentically, integrally, traditionally jewish, the chabiérah meal of the last
supper. I have set out the evidence, and by that every theory in the end

must stand or fall. But I claim that on the evidence it is

in the last analysis Frere and his predecessors were righ
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Their failure lay in a refusal to pursue the question
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0
insist that if there was such a single aboriginal type of eicharistic prayer, it
must in the nature of the case have been on a jewish model and not on a
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Greek one. Developed in this direction the traditional theory of a single
origin to the liturgy “fits’ the evidence at every point as the theory of a
dual origin has never fitted it because it is not true.

Certainly there was a duality—it might be truer to say a plurality—about
the interpretation of the eucharist from the beginning. One can trace it even
in the New Testament.! But it is a multiplicity of meanings seen in a single
action. That action was one and fixed from the evening of the last supper—
‘do this’—and the rite that ensured its perpetuation was one and fixed in its
form so far back as we can trace. What grew—as our Lord meant it to
grow—and broadened and deepened and enriched itself in ever new ways
as the christian generauons passed was the meaning drawn from the words
*for the anamnesis of M¢’.

1Cf. 0.4



CHAPTER IX

THE MEANING OF THE EUCHARIST

HE eucharist is an action—‘do this’—with a particular meaning given

to it by our Lord Himself—‘for the anammnesis of]

Me’. The action is

performed by the rite as a whole, the meaning is stated by the eucharistic

prayer. This is as true in that primitive period when the
consisted only of a series of ‘thanksgivings® which by
formed an anamnesis of Jesus the Redeemer, as it is
the developed ‘second half” of the prayer enters with
into the meaning of the separate items of the rite, It is
a whole which is fundamental, which moulds the praye;
fore, to determine the meaning of the eucharist, it is to
to the Shape of the Liturgy, that we must look first
however, always in the light of the interpretation given
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ding of the matter,
! is in and by itself

the completion of a fully sacrificial action, by which something is offered

to God—in adoration, thanksgiving, petition and p
accepted by Him. ‘Consecration’ is in fact only the
offering and acceptance of sacrifice.

Consecration and Sacrifice

It is the teaching of the Church of England, as exemj

the Book of Common Prayer and emphasised in its 1
second consecration, that the recital of our Lord’s ‘w
(as what is technically called the ‘form’ of the sacrame
wine (technically called the ‘matter’ of the sacrament) b
authorised minister effects ‘consecration’, without th

ropitiation—and is
description of the

plified in the rite of
ubrics governing a
ords of institution’
nt) over bread and
y the church’s duly
e addition of any

necessarily to be

interpreted as teaching ‘consecration by formula’, by [the mere use of a
magical phrase with a potency of its own, as is sometimes objected by
those who wish us to regard consecration as the effect of the recitation of
the whole ‘prayer of consecration’. The latter view only substitutes con-
secration by a ‘formula’ of some hundreds of words |for a ‘formula’ of
some ten or twenty,and has nothing to recommend it. Thereis another and
a better approach to the question.

Every external human action requires some determination of its ‘signifi-
cance’. In the case of the action of an individual this can be purely mental,
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his own consciousness of his own purpose. In the case of a corporate
action of a number of people, it must be ‘public’ and recognisable, which is
commonly achieved by the use of words. The eucharistic prayer is just
such a public statement of the meaning or significance of the corporate
eucharistic action of the church. If the question be asked, as it is inevitable
at some stage of thought about the matter that it should be asked, merely
because many eucharists are celebrated: Is there some standard statement
of that meaning which will make it clear that any particular celebration
means all that ought to be meant by the eucharist?>—then the answer can
only be that our Lord’s own statement of that meaning, the seed from
which all christian understanding of the eucharist has grown, furnishes an
unquestionable standard. From the moment that statement has been made
about a particular celebration by a person authorised to make it, that cele-
bration #s the eucharist, with all that the eucharist means,

It is quite possible to find in some of the fourth century fathers
(notably Chrysostom,! Gregory of Nyssa? among the Asiatic fathers and
Ambrose?) statements attributing a consecratory force to the words them-
selves as being the words of Christ acting in the eucharistic offering of the
church. These statements seem to rest largely upon the fact that the particu~
lar rites used by these fathers did contain a full institution narrative. It now
appears that some rites in the pre-Nicene period did not contain such a
narrative; and it is possible that in absolutely primitive times no rite con-
tained one at all. It seems probable, therefore, that it was along some such
line as that outlined above that the use of our Lord’s words of institution
as ‘consecratory’ came to be accepted in the church, and that it is along
these lines that it is now to be explained.? We need not call in question the
‘validity’ of those old Syrian rites which like Addai and Mari and that of

! E.g. de Prod. fudae Hom, 1. 6. 2 Oratio Catechetica, 37.

3 E.g. de Benedictione Patriarch., 9. 38.

¢ I venture to draw attention to the awkward implications of the permission for
re-consecration under one kind alone in the Anglican rite. It can be partly justified
from the traditional teaching that since each species of the sacrament has its own
‘form’—(*This is My Body’, and “This is My Blood’, or some variant of this)—the
consecration of the Bread in the recitation of the prayer is effected before and
without that of the Wine. But the completion of the sacrament by the consecration
of the Wine is presupposed at the consecration of the Bread in the prayer. At a re-
consecration under one kind alone the completion of the sacrament is not pre-
supposed but ruled out. No doubt in the context of the whole rite a re-consecration
cannot be thought of as a fresh celebration. But it is much harder for the non-
theological mind to relate consecration to the rite as a whole, and to regard it as the
authoritative pronouncement that ‘this action is the Christian eucharist’, when in
fact it is an incomplete eucharist over which the pronouncement is made. It can
hardly be denied that re-consecration under one kind alone encourages undesirable
ideas about consecration among the less instructed, and that this particular applica-
tion of the teaching that consecration is effected by the Dominical Words is open
to the charge of ‘consecration by formula’ in a way that the teaching in itself is not.
(There is, of course, the practical difficulty that when it is a deficiency of the conse-
crated Bread only which has to be remedied by a re-consecration, re-consecration
under both kinds would involve the provision of another chalice.)
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Cyril at Jerusalem contained no explicit assertion
meaning given to the eucharist at the last supper in
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But we have to remember that the question of the theory and composition

of the prayer was never raised in the abstract or gene

form, ‘Is there a

“standard” statement of the meaning of the eucharist, which ought to be
found in every eucharistic prayer?’ There was never any idea of the recon~
struction of all the eucharistic prayers of all churches by a concerted action.
What brought the theoretical question forward at all was the emergence in
various churches of the idea of a ‘moment of consecration’. Traces of this
idea meet us, I think for the first time, in Eastern writers between A.D. 300
and 350 (Cyril, Sarapion, Athanasius), but they spread| to the West in the
next generation (Ambrose). Raised in this way, it was inevitable that indi-
vidual churches and theologians should settle it in strict accordance with
the contents of the particular tradition of the prayer with which they were
familiar, They all placed the ‘moment’ and therefore the ‘formula’ of con-
secration at the most obvious point indicated by the acgfl language of their
own prayer. Because prayers varied much in the contents of their ‘second
half’ through independent development in the third ceatury, fourth
century ideas could vary a good deal as to the ‘moment’ of consecration.
And because the fourth century was a period of continual liturgical revision
in most churches, we find churches and even individual writers identifying
the ‘moment’ of consecration, and therefore the ‘formula’ and the theology
of consecration, now with one and now with another clause of the prayer,
in a way which seems to us very confusing. The idea of such a ‘moment’—
and therefore of a crucial or essential section within the prayer—was a
novelty; and in the still relatively fluid state of all eucharistic prayers it
could not be fixed satisfactorily by local churches acting independently.
What is interesting is to find that no church and no writer of the fourth
century attempts to place the consecration ‘moment’ gr ‘formula’ at the
recitation of the series of “Thanksgivings’ which had formed the primitive




THE MEANING OF THE EUCHARIST 241

nucleus of the prayer. The memory of the 1ew1sh origin and meaning of the
eucharistia had completely faded from the mind ‘of the hellenised churches
of the fourth century, which everywhere sought for the formula of conse-
cration in the ‘second half” of their various prayers.

The echoes of this fourth century confusion lasted long. In the East one
of them persists to this day in the Byzantine teaching (more or less accepted
by the lesser Eastern churches) that consecration is not completed (or even
not effected at all) until the institution narrative has been supplemented
by a petition that the Holy Ghost will ‘make’ or ‘shew’ or ‘transform’ the
bread and wine to be the Body and Blood of Christ. It does not seem unfair
to suggest that such teaching really does amount to the idea of ‘consecration
by formula® in a way which the Anglican doctrine outlined above avoids.
Yet it is not our business to criticise the Eastern teaching, but to under-
stand it; and in this case the real explanation is not so much theological as
historical. It is the result of the derivation of the Eastern (and particularly
the Byzantine) liturgies from two separate liturgical types which have been
fused but incompletely harmonised in the later eucharistic prayers. The
incoherence in Byzantine eucharistic theology arises from the attempt to
explain the composite Byzantine prayers on one consistent theory. The
earlier stages of the liturgical history relating to this will occupy us briefly
elsewhere in this chapter.

Turning now to the question of the eucharistic sacrifice, it is right for an
Anglican to say bluntly that no theory of the eucharistic sacrifice can be
supposed compatible with our own liturgical practice since 1549 except
that which sees the properly sacrificial action not in any specific oblation or
destruction of the Victim in the course of the rite, but in the fact of the
consecration of the sacrament under two kinds separately, as a representa-
tive likeness of the death of Christ. This is the sense not only of our ‘prayer
of consecration’, but of the statement in our Catechism that the eucharist
was ordained for ‘the continual remembrance ( = anamnesis) of the sacrifice
of the death of Christ and of the benefits which we receive thereby’.

All theories of a fresh destruction or ‘mactation’, or even of a status
declivior, of Christ in the eucharist are closed to Anglicans by the terms of
our formularies, and we may be thankful that it is so. Though such
theories are not altogether unknown in the early centuries, particularly in
the East,! they seem to lie outside the broad line of the central tradition,
and they have brought nothing but confusion into the doctrine of the
eucharistic sacrifice whenever they have been adopted. It does not appear
that the question as to kow the eucharist is a sacrifice was ever treated of
fully and scientifically by any author in the first five centuries, and their
incidental statements about it vary to some extent.? But an enormous

1 Cf. p. 283.

2 Thus Augustme, exceptionally, associates the act of communion with the sacri-
ficial action in a somewhat obscure passage (de Civitate Dei, x. 6), though he else-
where makes it clear (e.g. ibid. xxii. 10) that it cannot strictly be a part of it.
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preponderance of writers can be quoted both from the East and West, in
all periods both before and after Nicaea down to about the year A.D. 1000,
for the view accepted by most of them without discussion, that the eucha-
rist is constituted both sacrament and sacrifice by the single fact of ‘con-
secration’. On this view the offertory is not the vital sacrificial action but
its basis and pledge; the communion is not that action but its necessary
consequence.

The Anglican Catechism in the answer quoted abgve, ‘the sacrifice of
the death of Christ’, betrays our own rather narrowly Western origin by
its concentration on the ‘death of Christ’ as in itself the moment of His
sacrifice. Many, perhaps most, primitive writers would have been un-
willing so to limit the conception of His sacrifice, though Justin and certain
early Roman and African writers do seem to take this view. It is true that
the interpretation of Christ’s death in particular as atoning and sacrificial
was what in ‘historical fact did more than anything else to reveal to the
most primitive church the whole Messianic significance of our Lord’s
Person and office.! But it was quickly understood—before the end of the
apostolic age itself—that His sacrifice was something which began with
His Humanity and which has its eternal continuance in heaven. As the
Epistle to the Hebrews, one of the later documents of the New Testament
but still a first century document and ‘apostolic’, says:.“When He cometh
into the world He saith, ... a Body hast Thou fitted for Me . ..lo I come
to do Thy will, O God.’? ‘By His own Blood He entered in once into the
boly place. .. into heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God
for us’. Calvary has here become only the final moment, the climax of the
offering of a sacrifice whose opening is at Bethlehem, and whose acceptance
is in the resurrection arid ascension and in what follows beyond the veil in
heaven. Even S. Paul, despite his insistence in 1 Cpr. xi. that by the
eucharist ‘ye do shew forth the Lord’s death’, reveals by his next words
“till He come’ that the first generation of christians saw more in the scope
of the eucharistic anamnesis than simply ‘the sacrifice of the death of
Christ’. It included for them all that follows of His| work both in this
world and the world to come, something which is very inadequately repre-
sented by the lame addition in the Anglican Catechism of ‘the benefits
which we receive thereby’. Though the original illumination of the whole
redeeming Person and work of Christ by His death icontinued to some
extent to dominate the interpretation of the eucharist by theologians in the
early church, the wider interpretation usually holds it§ place in the litur-
gies. (The chief exception is the prayer of Sarapion.) What the Body and
Blood of Christ were on Calvary and before and after—‘an offering and a
sacrifice to God for us’*—that they are now in the eucharist, the anamnesis
not of His death only, but ‘of Me’—of the Redeemer in the fulness of His

3 Cf. pp. 74 544. t Heb. x. 5.
3 Ibid. 1x. 12, 24. $Eph. v. g.
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offered Self, and work and life and death, perpetually accepted by the
Father in the world to come.

The Eucharist as Anamnesis

The understanding of the eucharist as ‘for the anamnesis of Me’—as the,
re-calling’ before God of the one sacrifice of Christ in all its accomplished
and effectual fulness so that it is here and now operative by its effects in the
souls of the redeemed—is clearly brought out in all traditions of the
prayer: “That it (sc. the eucharist now offered) may be to us for the pardon
of offences and for the remission of sins and for the great hope of resurrec-
tion from the dead and new life in the kingdom of heaven’ (.4ddai and Mari);
‘Wherefore we also making the likeness of the death have oifered the bread,
and we beseech Thee through this sacrifice to be reconciled to all of us and
to be merciful’ (Sarapion); the eucharist was instituted ‘in order that He
might abolish death and rend the bonds of the devil and tread down hell
and enlighten the righteous and estabiish an ordinance and demonstrate
the resurrection’ (Hippolytus). These are ull so many ways of stating the
atonement and reconciliation achieved by the sacrifice of Christ. It is
important to observe that they are all here predicated not of the passion as
an event in the past but of the present offering of the eucharist. This is not
indeed regarded in the late mediaeval fashion as by way of a fresh sacrifice,
but as the perpetual ‘re-calling’ and energising in the church of that one
sacrifice.

. Chrysostom is typical of the early writers, Eastern and Western alike, in
his insistence both on the unity and the uniqueness of Christ’s sacrifice
and on its relation to the eucharist. In a comment about the emphasis laid
by the Epistle to the Hebrews on this truth he says:

‘What then? Do we not offer daily? Certainly we offer thus, making an
anamnesis of His death. How is it one and not many? Because it was offered
once, like that which was carried [in the O.T. on the day of Atonement]
into the holy of holies. . . . For we ever offer the same Person, not to-day
one sheep and next time a different one, but ever the same offering. There-
fore the sacrifice is one. By this argument then, since the offering is made
in many places, does it follow that there are many Christs? Not at all, for
Christ is everywhere one, complete here and complete there, a single
Body. Thus, as when offered in many places He is one Body and not many
bodies, so also there is one sacrifice. One High-priest is He Who offered
the sacrifice which cleanses us. We offer even now that which was then
offered, which cannot be exhausted. This is done for an anamnesis of that
which was then done, for ‘Do this’ said He “for the anamnesis of Me’. We
do not offer a different sacrifice like the high-priest of old, but we ever
offer the same. Or rather we offer the anamnests of the sacrifice’.

18, John Chrysostom (Antioch, ¢. A.D. 390) in Heb, Hom. xvii. 3.
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fication. “The eucharist ¢s the Flesh of our Saviour Jesus Christ, which
Flesh suffered for our sins and which God the Father|raised up’.! “The
food which has been “eucharistised” #s the Flesh and Blood of that Jesus
Who was made Flesh’.2 ‘How can’ the gnostics ‘claim that the bread which
has been “eucharistised”” #s the Body of their Lord and the Cup of His
Blood, if they confess Him not to be the Son of the Creatpr of this world?’?
It is as though the metaphysical questions about the correlation of bread
and wine with Body and Blood which have so troubled the mind of the
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writers.

They were not troubled by them, though they were
that they existed. It is “the bread’ that is ‘the Body of the ILord’ for Irenaeus,
‘the food’ that is ‘the Flesh and Blood’ for Justin. In this same paragraph
Irenaeus is quite content to say that ‘the bread from the earth receiving
the invocation of God is no more common bread but eucharist, consisting

3 ]usTin Ap.1.66
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1 Tgnatius, Smyrnaeans, vi. 2.
3 Irenaeus, ado. Haer., iv, 18. 4.
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of two realities, an earthly and a heavenly.’ It is the beginning of a formal
eucharistic theology as opposed to sheer statements of belief. In Irenaeus’
younger contemporaries, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian and Hippo-
lytus, we begin for the first time to meet with language which seeks to take
explicit account of this persistence of the physical realities of bread and
wine in the consecrated sacrament. This is described .as the ‘symbol’
(symbolon), a ‘figure’ (figura) or ‘likeness’ (homoioma) or ‘antitype’ (anti-
typon) of the Body and Blood of Christ. But the use of such language
should not mislead us into supposing that it betokens any change of
doctrine from the naive ‘realism’ of the earlier period; it is only a first
attempt at the formation of a technical terminology by the pioneers of
scientific theology. So far as the extant evidence goes it is not for another
hundred years, until well after the opening of the fourth century, that the
use of such distinctions is traceable in the more popular and conservative
language of the liturgical prayers. And even in the pre-Nicene theologians
themselves its use has not, as we shall see, anything like the meaning
which it would have in modern writers. The passages in which it is em-
ployed must be set beside others from the same writers in which they con-
tinue to use the unqualified language of the earlier second century writers
and the liturgies, apparently without feeling any difficulty.

Yet the whole pre-Nicene church was obviously not just denying the
evidence of its senses about the bread and wine in pursuit of a phrase when
it spoke of the eucharist as being in very fact that Body and Blood of
Christ which was born and crucified for us. The explanation of its almost
- crudely ‘realistic’ language lies, it seems to me, in two things. First, we
have to take account of the clear understanding then general in a largely
Greek-speaking church of the word anamnesis as meaning a ‘re-calling’
or ‘re-presenting’ of.a thing in such a way that it is not so much regarded
as being ‘absent’, as itself presently operative by its effects. This is a sense
which the Latin memoria and its cognates do not adequately translate,
and which the English words ‘recall’ and ‘represent’ will hardly bear
without explanation, still less such words as ‘memorial’ or ‘remembrance’.
Secondly, and perhaps chiefly, the explanation lies in the universal concen-
tration of pre-Nicene ideas abéut the eucharist upon the whole rite of the
eucharist as a single action, rather than upon the matter of the sacrament
in itself, as- modern Westerns tend to do. In much Western teaching—
certainly in much modern Anglican teaching—there is an exact reversal of
the whole primitive approach to the question. We are inclined to say that
because by consecration the bread and wine become in some sense the
Body and Blood of Christ, therefore what the church does with them in the
eucharist must be in some sense what He did with them, namely an
offering. And our doctrine about the reality of the offering will be found to
vary in its ‘realism’ or ‘symbolism’ precisely in accordance with the
‘realism’ or ‘symbolism’ of our doctrine of the Presence by consecration.
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their meanings. And it is to be feared that all over the West since then the
refinements of theological language have greatly weakened the primitive
force of the word ‘Body’ as applied both to the church and to the sacrament
by contrast with the physical Body that was born of Mary.

The Eucharist as Action

The unity (rather than “union’) of the church’s eucharist with the sacri-
fice of Christ by Himself is one consequence of the general pre-Nicene
insistence on the unity of Christ with the church, of the Head with the
members, in one indivisible organism. We have noted Irenaeus’ picturesque
phrase that in her oblation ‘that poor widow the church casts in all her Jife
into the treasury of God’. The church corporately, through the individual
offertory by each member for himself or herself personally, offers itself to
God at the offertory under the forms of bread and wine, as Christ offered
Himself, a pledged Victim, to the Father at the last supper. The Body of
Christ, the church, offers itself to become the sacrificed Body of Christ, the
sacrament, in order that thereby the church itself may become within time
what in eternal reality it is before God—the ‘fulness’ or ‘fulfilment’ of
Christ; and each of the redeemed may ‘become’ what he has been made by
baptism and confirmation, a living member of Christ’s Body. (This idea
of ‘becoming what you are’ is the key to the whole eschatological teaching of
the New Testament, of which we must shortly say something more.) As
Augustine was never tired of repeating to his African parishioners in his
sermons, ‘So the Lord willed to impart His Body, and His Blood which He
shed for the remission of sins. If you have received well, you are that
which you have received’.? “Your mystery is laid on the table of the Lord,
your mystery you receive. To that which you are you answer “Amen”, and
in answering you assent. For you hear the words (of administration) “the
Body of Christ” and you answer “Amen”. Be a member of the Body of
Christ that the Amen may be true.’?

Because the oblation of Himself to the Father by Christ i ever accepted,
that of the church His Bodyis certain of being blessed, ratified and
accepted too. The offertory passes into consecration and communion with
the same inevitability that the last supper passed into Calvary and the
‘coming again’ to His own. But the unity of Christ and the church is not
something achieved (though it is intensified) in communion; it underlies
the whole action from start to finish.

It is the firm grasp of the whole early church upon this twofold meaning
and twofold truth of the phrase ‘Body of Christ’ and their combination in
the eucharist which accounts for those remarkable passages, commonest in
S. Augustine but found also in other writers, which speak almost as though
it was the church which was offered and consecrated in the eucharist rather

1 Augustine, Sermon 227, 2 Sermon 272.
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fifteenth centuries concentrated its attention in the field of eucharistic
theology upon interminable debates around the question of the exact rela-
tion of the physical qualities persisting in the bread and wine to the presence
of the Body and Blood of Christ. In point of fact these were primarily philo-
sophical disputes between the philosophical schools of the Realists and the
Nominalists, which were little concerned with eucharistic doctrine as such,
but only with the eucharist as furnishing illustrations for purely philo-
sophical theories. Though popular belief and devotion were not directly
affected by these wire-drawn subtleties, yet the absorption of theological
teachers in this particular aspect of eucharistic doctrine did in the end
greatly encourage the characteristic bias of mediaeval eucharistic piety
towards an individualistic and subjective devotion. The clergy trained
under such influences were not likely to teach their people a balanced doc-
trine of the eucharist.

In the later fourteenth and fifteenth centuries popular eucharistic devo-
tion becomes more and more one-sided, treating the sacrament less and
less as the source of the unity and of the corporate life of the church (and
through this of the spiritual life of the individual soul), and more and more
only as a focus of purely personal adoration of our Lord therein present to
the individual. The infrequency of lay communions which was still general
in this period (though the position as regards this had improved somewhat
in the thirteenth century upon what had been customary for lay folk ever
since the fifth and sixth centuries) was no doubt partly responsible for this
trend. Deprived of frequent communion and with a liturgy in Latin,
private adoration was all that was left to the unlettered layfolk, even the
most devout of them, with which to exercise their piety. But even where
lay communion was commonly more frequent than it was in mediaeval
England (e.g. in Western Germany and the Low Countries) we find the
same purely individualistic piety exercising the same effect. In the Third
Book of the Imitation of Christ, for instance, for all its moving and solid
devotion to Christ in the sacrament, there is hardly a single sentence about
the sacrament as the life and unity of the church. It is wholly preoccupied
with the devout affections of the individual soul. The purity and intensity
of the best mediaeval mystical piety must not blind us to the fact that it
represents a complete reversal in eucharistic devotion of the primary
emphasis laid by the no less ardent sanctity of the early church on the
corporate aspect of the eucharist.

This one-sided mediaeval view of the sacrament as above all the focus of
personal religion was maintained without much change by the protestant
reformers and the catholic counter-reformation alike, save that both
parties (with about equal energy) sought to replace personal adoration by
personal reception of the sacrament, as the central point of lay eucharistic
devotion. On the whole the Jesuits were more successful than Cranmer in
promoting irequent, even weekly, lay communion among those who came
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our derivation from the late mediaeval Western church that when the
Catechism comes to state in a popular way the spiritual benefit received by
the sacrament, it wholly ignores this, its ancient primary significance, to
concentrate on the late mediaeval view that the irfus is|‘the strengthening
and refreshing of our souls by the Body and Blood of Christ as our bodies
are by the bread and wine.” It would not be easy to estimate the impoverish-
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Englishman’s idea of the church of Christ, through the learning by rote of
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Maurice and the early Ritualists of the English slums down to Charles
Gore and Frank Weston, that a ‘high’ doctrine of the sacrament has always
been accompanied by an aroused conscience as to the condition of Christ’s
poor. We must thankfully acknowledge that the converse has not always
proved true. There have been many who have devotedly served Christ in
His afflicted members who might not have been willing to ‘confess that
the eucharist is the Flesh of Christ which suffered for our sins’. But it is
true, as protestant social historians like Troeltsch and Tawney and others
have repeatedly observed, that christian neglect or oppression of the poor
has generally been accompanied by a disesteem for the sacrament.

For the patristic like the apostolic church, however, the twin realities
of the church and the sacrament as Body of Christ were inseparably con-
nected, and were regarded in a sense as cause and effect.! They were
integrated by the idea of the eucharist as our Lord’s own action. We have
seen what a great variety of interpretations of the single eucharistic action
were already in circulation in the apostolic age, and these did not decrease in
later times. One can, however, trace the gradual elaboration of a synthesis
of all the main ideas about the eucharist into a single conception, whose
key-thought is that the ‘action’ of the earthly church in the eucharist only
manifests within time the eternal act of Christ as the heavenly High-priest
at the altar before the throne of God, perpetually pleading His accomplished
and effectual sacrifice.

The metaphors in which this conception was as a rule presented by the
Fathers are drawn from the striking imagery of the epistle to the Hebrews.
But this book does not stand alone in the New Testament; and though its
leading conception is not developed in the earlier epistles of S. Paul, it is
found in the epistle to the Ephesians and is implicit in all his thought. This
theme runs through all the later books of the New Testament. As Westcott
wrote on the words ‘We have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the
righteous, and He is the propitiation for our sins’,—S. John here represents
the eternal pleading “as the act of a Saviour still living and in a living rela-
tion with His people . . . He is still acting personally in their behalf and
not only by the unexhausted and prevailing power of what He has once
done. He Himself uses for His people the virtue of the work which He
accomplished on earth. . . . The “propitiation” itself is spoken of as some-
thing eternally valid and not as past’.?

It was this same conception which the whole early church understood
to be realised in the eucharist. Chrysostom in the fourth century may be

1 There is a curious ‘reversibility’ about this idea as it appears in the fathers.
Sometimes (and pethaps this is on the whole commoner in pre-Nicene writers) the
sacrament becomes the Body of Christ because it is offered by the church which is
the Body of Christ. Sometimes, as in S. Augustine, the church is the Body of Christ
because it receives the sacrament which is His Body. Both ideas are true, and both
go back to S. Paul in 1 Cor. for their starting-point.

% Westcott, Commentary on S. John’s Epistles, 1 John ii. 1 and 2.

o



- Lord Jesus lies as a slain Victim, when the Spirit is pre:
» sits at the right hand of the Father is here, when we h

252

THE SHAPE OF THE LITURGY

cited out of a multitude of writers as presenting the concept in its maturity.

Commenting on the words of Heb. x. 12 sqq., ‘After F

Je had offered one

sacrifice for sins for ever, He sat down at the right hand of God’, he says:

‘Do not because thou hearest that He “sitteth” supp

pse that His being

called “High Priest” is mere words. For the former, His sitting, pertains

to the dignity that He has as God, the latter [His prie:
Hislove of men and His care forus. For this reason he [

sthood] pertains to
e author of theep.]

elaborates this point [of His priesthood] and dwells upon it (vo. 14 sqq.)
for he was affraid lest the other truth [of His Godhead shewn by His sitting]
should overthrow the latter [that of His priesthood]. Sq he brings back his
discourse to this point, since some were questioning why He died, since
He was a priest. Now there is no priest without a sacrifice. Therefore He
also must still have a sacrifice. And in another way: haying said that He is
in heaven, he says and shews that He is still a priest from every considera-
tion, from Melchizedek, from the oath [“Thou art a priest for ever after
the order of Melchizedek”), from His offering sacrifice. . . . What are the
heavenly sacrifices which he here speaks of? Spiritual things. For though
they are celebrated on earth they are worthy of heayen. For when our
sent, when He Who
ve been made sons
by baptism and are fellow-citizens with those in heayen, when we have
our fatherland in heaven and our city and citizenship, when we are only
foreigners among earthly things, how can all this fail to E: heavenly? What?

Are not our hymns heavenly? Is it not true that those very songs which
God’s choirs of angels sing in heaven are the songs which we on earth
utter in harmony with them? Is not the altar heavenly? l!-low? It has nothing
carnal. All the oblations become spiritual. The sacritt:e does not end in
ashes and smoke and steaming fat. Instead it makes the oblations glorious
and splendid’.! Or take again this brief statement: ‘We have our Victim in
heaven, our Priest in heaven, our sacrifice in heaven’.? -

This was not a new application of the New Testament conception. From
the days of Clement of Rome in the first century, forf whom our Lord is

‘the High-priest of our offerings’ Who is ‘in the heights of the heavens’® it
cdn be said with truth that this doctrine of the offering of the earthly

2ucharist by the heavenly Priest at the heavenly altar
purposes the only conception of the eucharistic sacrif

anywhere in the church. It is the doctrine of Justin,* of

tullian® in the West in the second century. Our E:
eucharist are more scanty, but it is found in Cleme

is to all intents and
fice which is known
 Irenaeus® and Ter-
ern sources on the

t of Alexandria in

Egypt,” and perhaps in Polycarp’s epistle to the PHilippians from Asia

Minor ¢. AD. 1158 though the application to the e
Y In Heb. Hom., xiv. 1, 2. 2 Ibid. xvii, 3. -

¢ Dialogue, 117, 118. 5 Adv. Haer. iv. 18.

? Strom. iv. 25, ed. Potter, p, 637.

ucharist in this case

31 Clem. 36, ¢f. 61.
¢ Adv. Marc., iv. 9.

8 Ep. 12,
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is not brought out. In_the third century it is universal, as central in
the thought about the Sacrame#it of Origen in the East! as of Cyprian in the
West.2 There is no need to multiply references. I believe that with the
exception of three series of Origen’s Homilies 1 have read every sentence
of every christian author extant from the period before Nicaea, most of it
probably eight or a dozen times or oftener. It is difficult to prove a negative
from so vast and disparate a mass of material, but I have paid particular
attention to this point for some years. I think I can state as a fact that (with
two apparent exceptions which I will deal within a footnote)® there is no
pre-Nicene author Eastern or Western whose eucharistic doctrine is at all
fully stated, who does not regard the offering and consecration of the
eucharist as the present action of our Lord Himself, the Second Person of
the Trinity. And in the overwhelming majority of writers it is made clear
that their whole conception revolves around the M@g@i&t
at the altar in heaven.

This certainly is the conception of the early liturgical prayers. Addas and
Mari is directly addressed to the Son throughout, and in what may be
called its ‘operative clause’ appeals to Him to send His Spirit (= ‘Presence’)
upon the offering of the church, that it may become in truth the vehicle
of the redemption He has achieved for the partakers. In Sarapion the
‘operative clause’ is no less clearly that the Word—the Second Person of
the Trinity—may ‘come’ upon the bread and wine by an ‘advent’—care-
fully made parallel so far as the use of the same word can do so with His
advent upon the blessed Virgin at the incarnation. The prayer of Hippo-
lytus, which is perhaps the earliest of them all in their extant forms, does
not appear to have contained originally any such operative clause at all.
(This is probably significant of the way ideas progressed during the third
century to bring about the prevalence of such clauses as we now find in
Addai and Mari and Sarapion later in the third and early in the fourth
century. From the time of Cyril of Jerusalem onwards such ‘petitions for
consecration’ are common in East and West alike in various forms. But

1 Hom. in Lev. vi. 2; vil. 2; ix. I, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10; etc. etc.

2 Ep. 63, etc.

* These exceptions are (1) The statement of Theodotus ap. Clem. Al. Excerpta
82 already quoted that ‘the Bread is hallowed by the power of the Name’. At
first sight this is an impersonal conception probably derived in substance, as it
certainly is in form, from the jewish idea of the invocation of ‘the name of God’ as
essential to the berakah. But elsewhere Theodotus makes it entirely clear that ‘the
Name of God’ is for him a title of our Lord as the eternal Son of God. Cf. Exc. 21.
“The invisible part of Jesus is the Name, that is the only-begotten Son’; Exc. 33. 4.
‘.. . knowledge, which is a shadow of the Name, that is the Son’. Thus Theodotus,
though a gnostic, is on this point in line with the general catholic tradition. The
other (2) is the statement, unique in catholic pre-Nicene literature, of the Syri
Didascalia, c. A.D. 250. (ed. Connolly, p. 244): ‘The eucharist through the Holy
Spirit is accepted and sanctified’. I have discussed this statement elsewhere (p. 278),
but I may note here that this author also knows the doctrine that christian offerings
ought to be offered ‘zo Christ the true High-priest’ (ed. cit. p. 86) though this
doctrine is not here applied to the cucharist.
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consideration of such clauses is more conveniently deferred for the
moment.) But the prayer of Hippolytus, though it is addressed to the
Father, is entirely concerned with the activity of the Son, or Word,
operating alike in creation, in His own incarnation,! in redemption and in
the institution of the eucharist.

The important thing to notice from our immediate standpoint is that
when the pre-Nicene church thought and spoke of the eucharist as an
action, as something ‘done’, it conceived it primarily a5 an action of Christ
Himself, perpetually offering through and in' His Body the church His
‘Flesh for the life of the world’. It is the perpetuation in time by way of
anamnesis of His eternally accepted and complete redeeming act. As the
Epistle to the Ephesians puts it: ‘Christ loved the church and gave (pare-
doken) Himself for her’ in His passion, ‘that He might sanctify her by the
washing of water’ in baptism, ‘that He might present fier to Himself as the
glorious church’ in the eucharist. ‘So ought men to love their wives as
their own bodies’ for they are ‘one flesh® with them, with that indestructible
unity with which Christ is one with the church, His spouse and bride.
‘For no one ever yet hated his own flesh, but nowrisheth and cherisheth it,
just as the Lord does the church. For we are members of His Body’2. The
sacrament of baptism is clearly in the writer’s m%?d in 2. 26; but the
allusion to the eucharist as the perpetual ‘presentation’ to Himself of His
bride the church by Christ® has been missed by most modern commenta-
tors, though the phrase ‘nourisheth . . . as the Lord| the church’ seems to
make it obvious enough. -

If we seek a summary of the conception of the eucharist as action we may
well find it in the words of S. Paul at 2 Cor. iv. 10 sg. It is true that in S.
Paul’s thought these verses are applied to the christian life in general. But
for him as for the whole of catholic tradition the eucharist is the represen-
tative act of the whole christian life, that in which it finds its continu-
ance and its supreme manifestation. In the self-offering of the church
and the christian in the liturgy ‘We that live are always being handed over’
—paradidometha, the word always used of our Lord’s ‘betrayal’ or ‘giving
of Himself’ to death for us (¢f. Eph. v. 25 above)--‘to death for Jesus’
sake, that the life also of Jesus might be made jmanifest in our mortal
flesh’. This interpretation of the eucharist as an entering into the self-

! ‘Born of Holy Spirit and the Virgin’ in Hippolytus’ prayer (c) probably
meant to him what we should express as ‘Born of Word and the Virgin’:
¢f. his terminology in his contra Noétum 16, where he akks ‘For what was begotten
of the Father but the Spirit, that is to say the Word? This was the commonly used
terminology of his day; ¢f. the expression he quotes frgm his rival, Pope Callistus,
“The Spirit which was made flesh in the Virgin’ ap. Philosoph .ix. 12. For other
examples of this confusing ‘Spirit = Word’ terminology,|cf.
2 Eph. v. 25 sgg. (The words ‘of His flesh and of Hi
His Body” in the received text appear from the MS. evidence to be an early addition
to the authentic text. They spoil the point.)
*Cf. 2 Cor. xi. 2.

o
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offering of Christ %o death is echoed by Ignatius of Antioch as he foresees
in terms of a eucharist his own impending martyrdom in the amphitheatre:
‘] am God’s wheéat, and I am ground by the teeth of wild beasts that I may
be found pure Bread... supplicate the Lord for me that I may be found
a sacrifice to God by means of these instruments’; and again, still speaking
of his desire for the fulfilment of his martyrdom: ‘I desire the bread of God
which is the Flesh of Christ, . . . and for drink I desire His Blood which is
love incorruptible’.! In the proclaiming of the Lord’s death until the end
of time by the eating and drinking of the eucharist ‘We bear about in the
body the dying of the Lord Jesus, that the life also of Jesus might be made
manifest in our body’,2 where the word ‘body’ may stand as well for the
church corporately as for the individual christian.

The Eucharist as Manifestation

There is a further idea which runs, often very subtly and allusively,
through the liturgies and through much of what the early writers have to
say about the eucharist. It pervades even the details of their language in a
way which-we can easily miss because their standpoint is in some things
quite unfamiliar to our modern way of thinking. Thus, to take but a single
instance, though a very revealing one, when Tertullian speaks of ‘bread
whereby Christ makes His very Body to be present’® he uses in the word
repraesentat (‘He makes present’) a term which has for him and for other
early Latin christian writers® a particular association or ‘overtone’ which
is very significant.

Repraesentatio is the word by which Tertullian elsewhere describes that
‘coming’ of God’s Kingdom for which we pray in the Lord’s prayer.5 He
uses it more than once® of the second coming of our Lord to judgement,
visibly and with power. The ‘theophanies’ or manifestations of God in the
Old Testament, like those in the burning bush and at Sinai, are repraesen-
tationes.” The Son is manifested by the voice of the Father at the Trans-
figuration repraesentans eum, ‘declaring Him’—‘This is My Son’.® The
actual ‘appearing’ of men before the tribunal of God in body as well as in
soul at the last judgement is a repraesentatio.® The secure fruition of God in
the life to come by repraesentatio et possessio (‘manifestation and possession’)
is contrasted with the obscure laying hold of Him by hope which is all that
we can have in this world.® Tertullian declares that the repraesentatio
(physical presence) of Christ in His earthly life is what the apostles saw

1 Ignatius, Rom. iv. 1, 2; vii. 3. 22 Cor, iv. I1.

3 Adv. Mare., 1. 14. 4 E.g. S. Jerome, Comm. in Matt., on xxvi. 26.
¢ de Oratione, 5. ¢ E.g. adv. Marc., iii. 7.

* Ibid. iii. 10. 8 Jbid. iv. 22.

9 Lib. de Res. Carnis, 17 (twice). It is to be noted that in this chapter it is used as
synonymous with exhibitio, the technical term for the ‘production’ of the actual
person of a prisoner for trial before a court, which was the legal responsibility of
the gaoler or the sureties.

10 Jbid. 23.
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and were blessed in seeing, which prophets and kings
and had not seen.?

Itis obvious, of course, that a word with such associa
cannot be adequately translated into English in co
eucharist merely as ‘bread by which He “represents” His Body.’ A
similar caution is necessary in handling the use of such terms as ‘symbo?’,
‘antitype’, ‘figure’, applied to the relation of the sacrament to the Body and

¢
had desired to sce
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ions for Tertullian
ection with the

Blood of Christ. As Harnack long ago observed, ‘W

hat we nowadays

understand by “symbol” is a thing which is not that which it represents;

at that time “symbol” denoted a thing which in some ki
what it signifies’.2 The ‘symbol’ manifests the secret real

But there is much more in this than a mere question
words. It brings us close to a whole habit of mind and

ind of way really is
ty.

of the meaning of
thought about the

relation of this world and things in this world to the ‘world to come’ which
is almost entirely foreign to our ideas, but which is of the very substance
of early christian thinking and of the New Testament documents. We
must therefore try to gain at least an elementary grasp of it if we would

understand the apostolic conception of the eucharist
rites at all. The primitive eucharist is above all else an

d the primitive
schatological’ rite.

We have already referred more than once to this conception; this is the

most convenient point at which to investigate it a little
Its explanation takes us afield, back behind the gospels i
ment and the world of jewish thought from which g
apostles and the gospel came.?

Eschatology
One of the most striking differences between Greek a

of thought lies in the different significance which these
the process of history. From before c. 500 B.C. the Gy

1 Adv. Marc., iv. 25.
? Harnack, Hist. of Dogma, (ed. 2) 1888, I. p. 397. On Tert

in general, see C. H. Turner, Journal of Theological Studies, viil
where he concludes that it means something nearer to ‘actual ar
than to anything like ‘symbol’ or ‘figure’ in our sense. On ‘an

that it was regarded as being so closely related to ‘type’ that
interchangeable in ancient usage. Some writers call the O.T. ¢
N.T. ‘antitypes’ ( =realities); others reverse the terminology.
ment the ‘type’ and the physical Body of Christ the ‘antitype’;
ment the ‘antitype’ and presumably thought of the physical
Hippolytus uses both ‘type’ and ‘antitype’ both for the ‘figure’
haphazard way, which indicates that the two terms conveye
much an ‘opposition’ as a very close relation indeed.

more thoroughly.
nto the Old Testa-
ur Lord and His

nd Hebrew modes
> tWO races saw in
reck philosophical

ullian’s use of figura
(July 1906), 595 sg.,
d distinctive nature’
titype’ I would note
the two words were
figures’ the ‘type’ of
Some call the sacra-
others call the sacra-
Body as the ‘type’.
d the ‘reality’ in an

aWto his mind not so

* The clearest account of eschatological thought I know in English is the appen-

dix on ‘Eschatology and History’ to Prof, C. H. Dodd’s brill
Apostolic Preaching and its Developments (1936). To this these

mary are partly indebted, though I do not fully subscribe to h;

eschatology’. For a less “platonised’ account of the matter, see
The New Testamens Doctrine of the Christ (1926), pp. 32-41.

ant lectures on The
paragraphs of sum-
s theory of ‘realised
A. E. J. Rawlinson,
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tradition had adopted a ‘cyclic’ view of history. Probably this was ulti-
mately due to the influence of Babylonian astronomy and its theory of a
periodical revolution of the eight ‘circles of the heavens* by which after
every ten thousand years all the stars had returned to the exact relative
position from which they had started, and the whole cosmic process began
again. Through the astrological doctrine of the control of earthly events by
the movements of the stars, this was interpreted to mean that each ‘cycle’
(or according to Plato double-cycle) of the heavens caused an exact repe-
tition on earth of the events of the previous cycle, inexorably, mechanically,
precisely. The Stoic school, who made much of this cyclic theory, often
illustrated it by the statement that every cycle would see Socrates; in every
cycle he would marry Xanthippe, drink the hemlock and die ! Such a view
reduces history to a mere phantasm, without moral worth or purpose or
meaning. And though the Greeks were not as a rule so pessimistic as to
apply the full consequences of this iron doctrine to the significance of
individual human lives and actions, it stunted the development of Greek
thought in more than one direction.

The Jew had a very different philosophy of history. Where the Greek
saw only a closed circle endlessly repeating itself, the Jew saw a line—not,
perhaps, a straight line, for the sorrowful history of his nation made him
fain to confess that the unaided human mind could not follow all its
course—but still a line, with a definite beginning and end. The beginning
was the creation of the world out of nothingness by the sovereign Will of
God, which was the beginning of time and history. The end was what the
Old Testament calls the ‘Day of the Lord’, when time and history would
end with this world. Before the world and time, and always beyond the
world and time, there was God, ‘the high and lofty One that inhabiteth
‘eternity’. At the close of time and the end of the world there is still God,
ruling in the ‘age to come’.

The conception of the ‘Day of the Lord’ was probably taken over by the
Old Testament prophets from the Hebrew folklore, but if so they gave it
a wholly new meaning. It meant for them no sudden and irrational catas-
trophe which, as it were, would break history off short at a given moment.
History as a whole had in itself a direction, a purpose, a meaning. These
were given to it by the eternal purpose of God, Who ceaselessly over-rules
and guides all history towards an end which He has determined. Men who
dwell in the midst of the process of history, so to speak, cannot grasp its
purpose and meaning as a whole, because from the point of view of time it
is not yet completely worked out, though it is perfect in the mind of God.
To us the rule of God in this world is far from obvious; evil often seems to
triumph, chance seems to prevail, the holy purpose of God seems always
to be baffled. But secretly the kingly rule of God governs all history. When
the meaning of history is complete the ruling or ‘Kingdom’ of God in all its

1 So e.g. Nemesius (a very interesting christian Stoic), de Natura Hominum, 38.
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parts will be ‘manifested’, will be obvious and vindica
jewish theory it was the function of the mysterious b
called the ‘Messiah’ (the ‘Anointed one’)! to bring abo
completion of history which reveals its whole purpose,

the kingship of God in all that has ever happened in time.
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ted. In the later

eing whom they
this climax and
d so ‘manifests’

To take an illustration which is not altogether adequate? but which will

serve, this conception of history is in a way rather like

e mathematical

process of a sum. The answer is a part of the calculation; it cannot be

arrived at without the calculation; but without it the
meaningless. When it is reached the answer ‘manifests’ s
throu ghout the whole process; the answer “tests’ the worki
it; but it is also something which is separable from the p
be used as the basis of a new and different calculation!
‘beyond’ the process, even though it is the result of it. An
has been reached, there is no more to be done. That calc
continued; the only possibility is a fresh start on a n|
calculation.
The ‘Day of the Lord’, the eschaton (=‘the End’, hel
‘eschatological’) is the answer to the agonising problem o
apparent chaos of good and evil. This completion of h
which manifests the ‘kingdom’ (basileia = ‘kingship’) of
history in all its parts, does not interrupt history or desti
All the divine values implicit and fragmentary in history
and revealed in the eschaton, which is ‘the End’ to whic
In this sense the ‘Day of the Lord’ involves a ‘judgemen
whole, and of all that goes to make up history. ‘The End]
history and beyond it, the consummation of time and
into what is beyond time, the ‘Age to come’. Thus the pr;
see the eschaton as a definite event, and yet are forced to
fantastic language of myth, for no merely temporal cor
from the events of time can describe it. The ‘Age to come|
age of supernatural blessings of all kinds; but whether
crudely drawn from earthly pleasures like a celestial ban
spiritualised and poenc, they are all only symbols of a stat

t
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rocess, which can .
It is something
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lation cannot be
ew and different
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parnal values of time are perfectly fulfilled. To the religious mind of the

jew this meant first and foremost the vindication of the vs
more particularly of something which was the heart of|

lidity of religion,
his rehglon, the

Covenant between God and Israel, to which Israel for all its striving always

found itself being faithless. In ‘the days of the Messi
would be transcended in a ‘New Covenant’, and in

1 The actual word ‘Messxah’ is not attested until the first cen
other terms the conception goes back to the O.T. prophets,
m’ It is not adequate because it takes no account of the int
story.

* that Covenant
e fulness of His

B.C., but under
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Kingdom God Himself would have given to Israel the power to keep it.
Through the Messiah God would thus ‘redeem’ Israel from its own sins and
failures, as well as from the sorrows and catastrophes of temporal history.

The peculiar turn which primitive jewish christianity gave to this con-
ception ‘was the idea that in the life, death and resurrection of Jesus this
‘purpose’ of all history had already been manifested, and the Kingship of
God conclusively vindicated. When the Messiah had in solid historical
fact—‘under Pontius Pilate’—offered Himself in sacrifice that the whole
will of God might be done, the supreme crisis of history had occurred.
When He passed through death to life and so by His ascension into the
‘glory’ (shechinah) of God,! in His Person the ‘Age to come’ has been
inaugurated, in which the Kingship of God is unquestionable and un-
challenged. In Him—in His human life and death—the rule of God in all
human life had been proclaimed absolute and perfectly realised.

‘In Christ!” The phrase is perpetually upon the pen of S. Paul. This is
the meaning of the church, the Body of Christ. The redeemed, the New
Israel of the New Covenant, are those who have been made ‘members’ of
Him by baptism;® ‘incorporated’ (symphytoi) thus into Him, they have
been transferred ‘in Christ’ into that Kingdom of God into which He
entered at His ascension. ‘God has resurrected us together with Christ and
made us ascend along with Him and enthroned us along with Him in
heavenly places in Christ Jesus.’®

‘The Spirit’ and Eschatology

The medium, as it were, by which Christians within time are already
thus within the Kingdom of God in eternity is ‘the Spirit’. We should
beware of understanding the N.T. authors too rigidly in terms of developed
Trinitarian theology, even though their writings laid down thé lines upon
which the fourth century theologians would one day rightly interpret the
revelation of God to the apostolic church. In reality the thought of the jews
who wrote most of the New Testament is often more akin to that of the Old
Testament than it is to that, say, of S. Augustine’s de Trinitate. As-S. Peter
explained the coming of ‘the Spirit’ at Pentecost: “This is that which was
spoken by the prophet Joel: “And it shall come to pass in the last days
(eschatais hémerais—this reference to the eschaton is a significant christian
addition to Joel’s actual words)—saith God, I will pour out of My Spirit
upon all flesh” *.4 It is the old semitic notion of ‘the Spirit of God’ as ‘the
Presence of God with power’, of which we have already spoken.® Jesus,
‘being by the right hand of God exalted has received of the Father the ful~
filment of the promise about the Holy Spirit and has shed forth this which
you now see and hear.’® This ‘pouring forth’ of ‘the Spirit’ is an indication

1 This is, of course, the meaning of the ‘cloud’ at Acts i. 9. 3 Rom. vi. 3-5.

3 Eph. ii. 5 sq. ¢ Acts ii. 17, citing Joel ii. 28.
5 Cf. p. 183. ¢ Acts ii. 33.
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of the impersonal view still taken of ‘the Spirit’.! And
the Spirit as it is developed in the earlier strata of the 1
that of the ‘power’ or ‘presence’ of the Ascended Je:
Kingdom of God energising within time in His Body tl
its members, or rather His members, ‘walk no more after
the Spirit’;* or as S. Paul puts it elsewhere, ‘I have b
Christ yet I am alive; yet no longer I live but (the

Y
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confirmed may take part in the eucharist, which is the vital act of the
Body in time.

Thus the church, though ‘in Christ’ and one with Him in His eternal
glory and kingdom, remained within time. ‘The End’ had come and yet
history continued! Did not this fact suffice to discredit the whole con-
ception? I venture to think that there has been a considerable modern
misunderstanding of, at all events, the original jewish-christian eschatology
on this point. For pre-christian jewish thought the eschaton had a double
significance; (1) it manifested the purpose of history, and (2) it also con-
cluded it. But even in jewish thought these two aspects were not regarded
as necessarily coincident in time. To take but one example, Dan. vii., the
classic eschatological passage of the Old Testament:—‘One like unto the
Son of Man (explained later as ‘the people of the saints of the Most High’)
came with the clouds of heaven and came to the Ancient of Days . . . and
there was given him . . . the kingdom’.! This is for Daniel the climax of
history, but it is not simply its conclusion. In the immediately preceding
verse he had written: ‘As for the beasts (the earthly kingdoms) they had
their dominion taken away, yet a prolonging in life was given them for
time and time’.2 What happened to them afterwards is never explained.
It is irrelevant or trifling beside the unfolding of the ultimate purpose of
history. But the continuance of some sort of earthly history for a while
side by side with this overwhelming theme is at least hinted at.

In Jesus of Nazareth those jews who had accepted Him as Messiah
understood that both aspects of the eschator found their fulfilment. But it
seems to be a mistake to suppose that for the original jewish christians the
conception of the last judgment at the end of time represented an adapta-
tion of eschatology to meet the disappointing postponement of those
elements of finality and publicity which had failed to manifest themselves
when they were first expected, immediately after the ascension. That was
a later understanding of the matter by the gentile churches, to whom the
whole eschatological conception was strange. Nothing is more certain than
that the whole idea of ‘the Spirit’ and its activity in the church postulates a
continuance of time as the sphere of its activity; and the idea of ‘the
Spirit’ goes back into the very roots of jewish christianity.

The accident that so much of our New Testament material comes to us
from Pauline sources, and thus represents a process of translation from

the Spirit of Christ, he is none of His’ (Rom. viii. 9). It could only happen in the
case of those baptised in grave emergency—sickness or some other danger of
death—for normally baptism was only given in the presence of the bishop. If a man
died, then baptism took its eternal effect. If he continued to live in this world he
needed confirmation with the gift of the Spirit, the equipment of the christian in
time; and he was expected to present himself to the bishop for it as soon as possible,
¢f. e.g., Cornelius of Rome (c. A.D. 240), ap. Eusebius Eccl. Hist., vi. 43, 14 sg. On
the whole question of the relation of baptism to confirmation in the primitive
church, see Theology Occasional Papers,No.v. .
1 Dan, vii. 13. ? Dan. vii. 12.
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Clouds of Heaven (Divine Humanity, 1937, reprinted from Thgology, xxxi. August
and September, 1935, pp. 61 sg. and 125 sg.), of which insufficient notice seems to
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3 So Ignatius, Philad., ix. Cf. Acts vii. 52 (where the word is ¢/
¢ Mark xiii. 7. ¢ Dialogue, 121.

is) and 2 Pet. . 16.
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in eternity. The same eternal fact can touch the process of history at more
than one point, and if there is an apparent difference in the effects of such
contacts, that difference is entirely on the side of the temporal process, for
eternity knows no ‘difference’, and no ‘before’ or ‘after’. This view of
eschatology as manifesting the purpose of history already within time does
notdeny a ‘last judgement’; rather it demands a total judgement of all history
in the light of that purpose.

Eschatology and the Eucharist

This brief and inadequate discussion will have served its purpose if it
enables us to grasp more clearly the eschatological character of the primi-
tive eucharistic rite. It is one of the strongest reasons for excluding any
theory of influence from the pagan mysteries, or indeed from any hellenistic
source whatever, on the primitive liturgical tradition, that not only is its
form intrinsically jewish, but its content turns out upon examination to
be deeply impregnated with a mode of thought altogether alien to the
hellenistic mind. It is even true to say that though the increasingly gentile
churches of the second, third and fourth centuries tried hard to retain
the original eschatological emphasis in the eucharist, they did in the end
find it something which in its original form the gentile mind proved
unable to assimilate.

When we examine the early liturgical material, however, the evidence
is plain. It is not merely that the language of the earliest prayers is full of
eschatological reminiscences, so that Hippolytus opens by recalling that
‘in the last times’ (ep’ eschatois chronots) God sent the Word ‘to be the
Redeemer and the Messenger of Thy plan’ or purpose (bowle), and Addai
and Mari ends with communion ‘for new life in the kingdom of heaven’.
The whole conception of anamnesis is in itself eschatological. Dr. Dodd
puts the matter clearly when he says: ‘In the eucharist the church per-
petually reconstitutes the crisis in which the kingdom of God came in
history. It never gets beyond this. At each eucharist we are there—in the
night in which He was betrayed, at Golgotha, before the empty tomb on
Easter Day, and in the upper room where He appeared; and we are at the
moment of His coming, with angels and archangels and all the company
of heaven, in the twinkling of an eye at the last trump. Sacramental com-
munion is not a purely mystical experience, to which history . . . would
be in the last resort irrelevant; it is bound up with a corporate memory
of real events’.

The word ‘memory’® here is, as always, not quite adequate to represent

1 0p. cit., p. 234.

2 It is borrowed by Dr. Dodd from Prof. C, C. J. Webb’s profound discussion of
the idea of ‘the memory of a society’ in The Historical Element in Religion ( 1935),
pp- 84 sg. I must admit that this idea as Prof. Webb treats it (whatever its validity

in -other directions) seems awkward to apply to the primitive eucharist in some
ways. I do not think the primitive church would have agreed with Prof. Webb that
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anamnesis. What the church ‘remembers’ in the eucharist is partly beyond
history—the ascension, the sitting at the right hand of the Father and the
second coming. What has helped to confuse the whole matter is the fact
that the aramnesis paragraph of the eucharistic prayer in most of the
present Eastern rites does now set these meta-historical facts of the
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found that directly or indirectly they are all (except that of Addai and Marz)
derived from the form in Ap. Const., viii. It appears, therefore, that the
custom of including the explicit mention of the ascension, the sitting at
the right hand of God and the last judgement in the anamnesis only began
in the East in the later fourth century. As so often, the present texts of
the Eastern rites are a very unsafe guide to the conceptions of the prim-
itive church, The present Roman anamnesis of the passion, resurrection
and ascension only is nearer in form to the original usage as found in
Hippolytus.

It is a little disconcerting at first sight to find that this, which has almost
become the ‘stock example’ of the primitive eschatological interpretation
of the eucharist, is not primitive at all, but a relatively late elaboration. But
let us be quite clear as to the point at issue, It is not whether the eucharist
was eschatologically interpreted by the primitive church; that is certain.
What is in question is how that interpretation was expressed and how
eschatology itself was originally understood. And I think that upon con~
sideration it will be realised that this particular fourth-fifth century Eastern
expression of it in the development of the anamnesis represents not the
continuance but the breakdown of the primitive conception. By cataloguing,
as it were, the meta-historical and eternal facts (of the resurrection, ascen-
sion, session and judgement) side by side with an historic event in time (the
passion) the whole notion of the eschafon is brought in thought entirely
within time, and split into two parts, the one in the historic past and the
other in the historic future, instead of both in combination being regarded
as a single fact of the eternal present. In the primitive conception there is
but one eschaton, one ‘coming’, the ‘coming fo the Father’ of redeemed
mankind, which is the realisation of the Kingdom of God. That Kingdom
is realised in its fulness in the sacrifice of Christ and its acceptance—‘His
death and resurrection’—of which the eucharist is the anamnesis. ‘In Him’
all the redeemed enter into that Kingdom. That is the purpose and mean-
ing of all history, however long it may continue. The eucharist is the con-
tact of time with the eternal fact of the Kingdom of God through Jesus.
In it the church within time continually, as it were, enters into its own
eternal being in that Kingdom, ‘in Him’, as Body of Christ, through His act.

That this is the original interpretation of the rite seems plain from the
language of the early prayers themselves. In Addai and Mari, “Thou hast
restored our fall and raised our mortality . . . and condemned our enemies
and granted victory . . . we stand before Thee at this time (for judgement)’;
communion is ‘for new life in the kingdom of heaven with all those who
have been well-pleasing in Thy sight’. This is the language of achieved
triumph, of the ‘coming’ of the ‘Perfect Man’, Head and members together,
into the Kingdom of God by the gate of judgement. By a singular use of
language which it is impossible to render adequately in English, but to
which a Greek-speaking church could not be blind, Daniel had spoken of
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cucharistic prayer): ‘beseeching Thee that Thou wouldest be pleased to
pour Thy Holy Spirit into us who eat and drink those things that confer
eternal life and the everlasting kingdom’.! Indecd, this most primitive
notion is even now found in the Western rite. The post-communion
thanksgiving of ‘the Roman missal for Easter Day, which is also used at
the administration of communion from the reserved sacrament throughout
Eastertide, runs thus: ‘Pour-into us O Lord the Spirit of Thy charity, that
we whom Thou hast satisfied with Thy paschal sacraments may by Thy
love be made of one mind’. As S. Paul said, “We have all been made to
drink of one Spirit’,? as Israel long before in the desert ‘did all eat the same
spiritual meat and did all drink the same spiritual drink’.3

The whole eschatological understanding of the eucharist is foreign to
our way of thinking though it is of the essence of its primitive meaning.
At the root of all primitive eschatology lies the paradox that by the christian
life in this world you must strive ‘to become what you are’. It is by the
sacraments that you receive ‘what you are’, your true christian being; it is
by your life that you must ‘become’ what they convey. By baptism a chris-
tian even in this world truly is ‘a member of Christ, a child of God and an
inheritor (not heir) of the Kingdom of heaven’. But because he is in the
Body of Christ within time, the gift of the Spirit is given to him in con-
firmation that by His life in time he may become these things in eternal
fact, The church is in‘the sight of God the Body of Christ; at the eucharist
and by the eucharist for a moment it truly fulfils this, its eternal being; it
becomes what it is. And the church goes out from the eucharist back to
daily life in this world having ‘received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we
cry ““‘Abba, Father” ’,—the syllables always upon the lips of the Son when
He dwelt in time. As S. Thomas said, the ‘spiritual benefit’ (res) received
in this sacrament ‘is- the unity of the mystical body’—and in the New
Testament this unity is above all ‘the unity of the Spirit’.
" 1 Missale Gothicum, Mass 79 Posz-secma (ed Mabillon, Paris, 1729, p. 298).

2 1.Cor. xii. 13. 3 Ibid., %. 4.



CHAPTER X
THE THEOLOGY OF CONSECRATION

HE eucharist, then, manifests the true being of the church as the Body

of Christ and of the christian as the member of Christ, because it
manifests the being of Christ as the Redeemer—the Redeemer by the
sacrifice of Himself. It is the act of Christ in His Body the church, trans-
ferring all who are ‘in Him’ into the eternal Kingdom of God beyond
time. Of this interpretation the imagery of the eternal High-priest offering
the earthly eucharist at the heavenly altar became the accepted expression
from before the end of the first century, as the evidence of Clement shews.
The heavenly Christ as the abiding ‘propitiation for our|sins’ is the super-
natural life of all who are His, who in the eucharist are at once ‘offered’
and ‘brought to’ the Father.! The individual effectively fulfils himself in
this world as a living member of Christ above all by discharging personally
his own proper function in the Body of Christ, his proper ‘liturgy’ (as
bishop, cleric or layman) whose climax is his share in the ‘doing’ of the
great corporate action of that Body prescribed by our Lord.
The eucharist, the characteristic vital act of the Body] of Christ, is per-
formed by the church as a whole (not merely by the clergy on behalf of the
laity) in those two actions in which all have their part, offertory and com-
munion. These are summarised by the twofold plural command, ‘Take ye;
eat ye ...’ (labete, phagete).? These words are no part of the authentic text
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christian chabdirah in the name of the whole society at the beginning and
end of its corporate meal, following the invariable jewish custom which
had been observed at the last supper. It is for S. Paul the business of him
‘who fulfils the place of a private person’ to say ‘Amen’ to the eucharistia
(==berakah, thanksgiving) said by someone else. So for Clement a genera-
tion later it is the ‘proper liturgy’, the especial function, of the episcopé,
‘the bishop’s office’, to ‘offer the gifts’.2 This is what distinguishes the
christian ‘high-priest’ from the ‘priestly’ people of God.? Is there not here
some contradiction between this exclusive prerogative of an individual or
of one particular ‘order’ in the Body, and that corporate offering of the
eucharist which is insisted on in 1 Cor. xi. (as Dr. Moffat and others have
so carefully emphasised) and which reappears in Clement’s own appeal,
‘Let each of you, brethren, make eucharist to God according to his own
order’?*

Not at all. Because Christ is one with His church in its corporate unity
as His Body, the eucharist which is His act cannot be the act only of the
christian individuals present at it, whether considered singly or as a mere
aggregate, but of the church as an organism. But equally because Christ is
One in Himself, any particular eucharist is not the act of the local church
only, even in its organic unity; it must be the act of the whole catholic
Body of Christ, throughout the world and throughout the ages. The
eucharist is the ‘coming’ to the Father of redeemed humanity ‘in Christ’,
and can never be less than that, however many or however few may be
present at any particular celebration. The eucharistic prayer states the total
meaning of what is there done; and that meaning can only be authorita-
tively stated by one who is entitled to speak not only for the congregation
there present or even for the whole local church, but for the universal
church in all ages and all places.

There is only one member of a local church in pre-Nicene times who
bears a commission from outside itself, its bishop ordained by bishops
from other churches to a share in the universal apostolic commission. The
bishop can speak for his own church in virtue of his election by it as the
chosen centre of its unity, the chief organ of its corporate being, and
the guardian of its tradition. But he can speak also for the universal church,
because he has been accepted and consecrated into that apostolic college
to which our Lord committed not the charge of particular churches but a
special relation to or function in His Body, the whole church. As such the
bishop has authority to witness to and in the universal consent of the whole
catholic church. ‘ :

The local episcopé, the ‘bishop’s office’ in a local church, is already for
Clement in the first century the christian ‘high-priesthood’, the earthly
representative of that ‘High-priest of our offerings’ Who ‘abideth in the
heaven of heavens’, into Whose eternal offering of Himself the earthly

1 1 Cor. xiv. 16. 1 Clem., 44. % Ibid., 40. 4 Ibid., 41.
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eucharist is taken up. As such the bishop is by office

Y
and ‘liturgy’: the

proper minister of all sacraments to his own church, though he was soon

forced by growth of numbers to exercise much of that
gating it to presbyters.

church is also a successor of the apostles and a guardi

ministry by dele-

of the universal

By contrast with the pre-Nicene bishop, who though a%:&cident of a local

church, the pre-Nicene presbyter is ‘essentially the m
church, the ‘elder’ chosen and ordained within itself

of his own local
r the day-to-day

decision and administration of its own local concerns as a member of its

‘executive committee’, under the ‘chairmanship’ of its
that the steady practice of the church for some fifteen
now attached the exercise of the ‘high-priestly’ office o

brant to the second order of the ministry as well as t

regular and normal thing, so that this is now an inseparat
lege of the presbyterate. It is, indeed, commonly reg;
function of the presbyterate, with which in consequ
eucharistic ' ‘priesthcod’ has now become especially

practical exclusion of the old idea of the whole ‘pri
church offering its priestly service to God in the euc
unfortunate and unforeseen consequence of the hesitatiof
century (when the presbyterate for the first time foun
chiefly employed in the administration of the sacramen
to the second order the full title of ‘high-priest’, traditi
bishop as minister of the sacraments. The compromise

of equating. the presbyt