
Christ Centred Communion – Further Thoughts 

During September and October of last year I posted a series of blogs on the subject, “Christ 

Centred Communion”.  Since that time I have had a few interesting conversations with 

various people and would like to elaborate further on some of the material presented there.  In 

particular I will review a few of the early writings pertinent to the issue and then explore 

some features of, “Do this in remembrance of me.” not previously considered.  Some other 

relevant matters will also be discussed. 

References in the first few centuries to a Christian rite associated with the elements of a 

meal and references to meals that Christians shared with each other 

Hippolytus of Rome – The Lord’s Supper 

In the earlier series I noted that except for one document of uncertain date, there is no 

evidence that anyone referred to “what some might claim was akin to the Lord‟s Supper, by 

the title „The Lord‟s Supper‟”.  The text of that particular document, purportedly written by 

Hippolytus of Rome, with a possible date of ca. 215 A.D. has been difficult to reconstruct and 

the authorship and date are disputed.  The relevant sentence has been translated, “The 

catechumen may not take part in the Lord‟s Supper.”
1
  Previously I argued that 1 Corinthians 

11: 20 should be translated something like, “When you come together
2
 it is not to eat a meal 

with which the Lord is associated.”  Furthermore I made the claim that the words, “the Lord‟s 

Supper” or similar that appear in our translations are in fact not a title to anything, let alone a 

ritual or ceremony.  There is no definite article in the Greek and the adjective “Lordly”, 

conveying the idea of ownership, is used rather than the noun “Lord”.  As part of a negative 

statement, Paul is claiming that their meals, being disgraceful in the way they are conducted, 

are not owned by the Lord.   

Pliny’s Letter to Trajan (ca 112 A.D.) – The Meetings of Early Christians 

Outside of the New Testament, one of the earliest references to followers of Christ coming 

together to share a meal, is found in a letter by Pliny the Younger, reporting to the Emperor 

Trajan.  He wrote, “It was their habit on a fixed day to assemble before daylight and recite by 

turns a form of words to Christ as god; and that they bound themselves with an oath 

[sacramentum], not for any crime, but not to commit theft or robbery or adultery, not to break 

their word and not to deny a deposit when demanded.  After this was done, their custom was 

to depart, and to meet again to take food, but ordinary and harmless food; and even this (they 

said) they had given up doing after the issue of my edict by which in accordance with your 

commands I had forbidden the existence of clubs.”
3
  If Pliny understood matters correctly, it 

seems that the followers of Christ he referred to met before daybreak but not for a meal.  
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They had a meal together but that was in the evening.  The meal may have been somewhat 

more formal than a normal family meal but it was certainly a meal. 

Clement of Rome (ca 80 A.D.) – The Ordering of Offerings or Sacrifices 

Clement  wrote of “Jesus Christ, the high priest of our offerings [prosphoron]”  and “the 

Master” who “ordered sacrifices [prosphoras] to be performed ... at the times and seasons he 

fixed” and  that “where he wants them performed and by whom, he himself fixed by his 

supreme will.”
4
  It could be that in his reference to “sacrifices” or “offerings” he is making a 

comment about a ceremony or ritual and that he has the words of Jesus, “Do this in 

remembrance of me” in mind when referring to “the Master” who ordered them to be 

performed.  However this is by no means certain and his use of the plural “sacrifices” or 

“offerings” might suggest otherwise.  Of note is the regulatory nature of when and by whom 

these “sacrifices” or “offerings” are to be performed. 

Ignatius of Antioch (ca 110 A.D.)- The Eucharist and the Love Feast 

Perhaps the first clear evidence of the performance of a ceremony or rite that some might 

regard as of the same mould as “the Lord‟s Supper” comes from the writings of Ignatius of 

Antioch.  He wrote, “They remain aloof from Eucharist ... because they do not confess that 

the Eucharist is the flesh of our saviour Jesus Christ which suffered for our sins.”
5
  “Let that 

be regarded as a valid eucharist which is held under the bishop or to whomever he entrusts it.  

... It is not permissible apart from the bishop either to baptize or celebrate [poiein] the love 

feast [agapen].”
6
 “I want the bread of God which is the flesh of Jesus Christ ... and for drink I 

want his blood.”
7
 “Be eager, then to celebrate one eucharist; for one is the flesh of our Lord 

Jesus Christ, and one the cup of union through his blood, one the altar just as one the bishop 

along with the presbytery and deacons.”
8
  It could be that in his writings, eucharistia 

represents both a ceremony and the bread and wine.  Furthermore, his reference to the agapen 

could have been a reference to the Eucharist – he asserts that the love feast together with 

baptism are to be under the control of the bishop and that the Eucharist is to be under the 

control of the bishop.  The first and fourth quotes could be understood as referring to a belief 

that in some sense, in the Eucharist, the actual flesh and blood of Christ is present. 

Justin of Caesarea (ca 155 A.D.)- The Eucharist 

Justin wrote, “There is then brought to the president of the brethren bread and cup of wine 

mixed with water; and he taking them, offers praise and glory to the Father of the universe ... 
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and gives thanks at considerable length for our being counted worthy to receive these things 

at his hands.”
9
  “This food is called among us “Eucharist” ... For not as common bread and 

common drink do we receive these; but in like manner as Jesus Christ our Saviour, having 

been made flesh by the word of God, had both flesh and blood for our salvation, so likewise 

have we been taught that the food which is blessed by the word of prayer transmitted from 

Him, and by which our body and our flesh by assimilation are nourished, is the flesh and 

blood of that Jesus who was made flesh.  For the apostles ... have thus delivered unto us what 

was enjoined upon them: that Jesus took bread, and when He had given thanks, said, This do 

[poieite]in remembrance of me, this is my body
10

; and that after the same manner, having 

taken the cup and given thanks, He said, This is my blood; and gave it to them alone.”
11

  The 

first reference highlights the importance of the giving of thanks while the second seems to 

have an understanding that the bread and wine become in some sense, the actual body and 

blood of Jesus.  There is also an emphasis on the nourishment obtained by the assimilation of 

this bread and wine rather than the necessity of sinners to appeal to the death of Jesus for 

their salvation.  In his appeal to the apostles Justin sees the “doing in remembrance” as a 

command. The absence of any explicit reference to the death of Jesus apart from what the 

“flesh and blood” of Jesus might imply is notable, though in another work he refers explicitly 

to the suffering of Jesus in connection with references to the Eucharist
12

 

Others 

Further references could be made to Irenaeus of Lyons (ca 180 A.D.), The Didache (1
st
, 2

nd
 or 

3
rd

 century A.D.), Tertullian of Carthage (ca 200 A.D.), Clement of Alexandria (ca 200 

A.D.), again Hippolytus of Rome (215 A.D.), Origen of Alexandria (1
st
 half of 3

rd
 century 

A.D.), Cyprian of Carthage (ca 250 A.D.) Minucius Felix (160-300 A.D.?), Augustine of 

Hippo (392-398 A.D.), various councils beginning with the Council of Gangra (between 325 

and 381 A.D.) and so on.   

The general picture that emerges for the early centuries is as follows. 

From early times, the words of Jesus concerning his flesh and blood seem to have been 

understood in some sense literally with the reception of wine and bread perceived as other 

than ordinary wine and bread. These elements were also understood to convey nourishment 

beyond what mere wine and bread could provide.   This type of understanding of the bread 

and wine and what they provided seems to have developed and to have become an 

established point of view over time.   In some instances it is difficult to avoid the conclusion 

that there was a belief that the actual body and blood of Jesus, in some sense, were being 

consumed. 
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The term “Eucharist” is sometimes understood as a reference to the “consecrated” bread and 

wine, that is, the elements themselves, and sometime as a reference to the rite. That the term 

conveys the concept of “thanks” is understandable, both with respect to the elements and the 

rite, given the part played by the giving of thanks for the elements and what they symbolised 

in the rite.  However sometimes such thanks, while presumably associated with the death of 

Jesus, seem to have had as a primary focus the elements themselves as gifts from God and 

necessary for life, whatever else they signified.  Generally the giving of thanks for the death 

of Jesus for the forgiveness of sins is not all that explicit.  While one would assume that his 

death was of importance in the Eucharist, it is not clear that the redemption for sinners gained 

through the death of Jesus often had the prominence in the Eucharist that it had at the last 

Passover meal.   

Though the rite was almost certainly different and conducted differently in different places 

and at different times, it seems to have been fairly formal in character. “Presiding” over the 

Eucharist was generally limited to those in leadership roles 

From early times a distinctively Christian meal may have been a regular feature of Christian 

life but held as a separate meeting from that of a Christian “service”.  Later, these meals, 

often referred to as agape meals, may have been associated with a Eucharistic service.  Still 

later, agape meals, if they ever were part of Eucharistic services, became quite separate.  In 

fact, they may never have been closely associated with a rite. In reality, the actual 

relationship between agape meals and a Eucharistic rite may have varied from place to place 

and from time to time.  Agape meals were sometimes spoken of in a disparaging manner 

because of what became their inappropriate nature and the improper behaviour of their 

participants.  In time, the holding of an agape meal in a “sacred” church building was 

forbidden in some quarters because of such features.   

It is disturbing that meals shared by Christians degenerated over time.  It is also of concern 

that Christian services began to become highly formal and regulatory in nature.  However, 

what is surely most disturbing is that increasingly, the bread and wine in the Eucharistic rite 

were in some sense considered to be the actual body and blood of Jesus and that sometimes 

the giving of thanks to God seemed to be more for the elements themselves and their life 

giving properties than for his Son who died for our sins.   

We do well to avoid developing or supporting our theology by appeal to such writings. 

Do this in remembrance of me – Luke 22: 19 

Recapping 

In the previous blog series, “Christ Centred Communion” I maintained that Passover meals 

were essentially remembrance events and that Jesus in saying, “Do this in remembrance of 

me.” was indicating that in the Last Passover meal the remembrance event was to be 

understood in a new way.  In past Passover meals, Jews remembered God‟s deliverance from 

slavery and the judgement meted out to the Egyptians who had enslaved them.  Now, the 

disciples of Jesus were to understand that by his death, they were to be delivered from the 



judgement of God upon them.  I also suggested that the description of the Last Passover meal 

pointed to the death of Jesus in a number of ways. I will elaborate upon these here. He 

referred to his body given “for you” and his blood poured out “for you”, as an indication of 

whom his death would benefit.  The separation of the references to his body and blood by the 

main course, reflective of body and blood separation at death, was suggestive of his death.  

Finally, the main course, consisting of the Passover lamb sacrificed earlier in the day, 

bracketed by his two interpretative statements, could also be understood as a pointer to his 

death and the purpose of that death.  I also argued that the words of Jesus should be 

understood as a heart-felt request rather than as a severe command.  Furthermore I claimed 

that in all future Passover meal celebrations, the disciples could do nothing other than see in 

such meals remembrance events that focussed on the death of Jesus rather than on the Exodus 

event.  Of course, these Passover meals were once a year events.  I also maintained that as 

with circumcision, food laws and the observance of special days, there was no compulsion for 

either Jews or even Gentiles to participate in future Passover meals though they could if they 

wished to. 

The Grammatical Mood of “Poieite” (Do?) 

A friend of mine, George May, recently raised with me the possibility that Luke 22: 19 could 

be understood in a slightly but significantly different way to how it is commonly understood.  

He asked if I had considered the idea that the central sentence under discussion might be in 

the indicative mood rather than the imperative mood.  Was it a command or a simple 

statement?  I was a little stunned.  I realised that the Greek, “poieite” could be understood 

either as “you plural, present tense indicative” or “you plural, present tense imperative”.  In 

either case, the same Greek form is used.  However, I along with everyone else I had ever 

come across had simply assumed that a command was involved - “poieite” had to be 

understood as being in the imperative mood.  I had never thought otherwise. From early times 

Christians referring to the Last Passover meal in one way or another and for whatever reasons 

saw it as a command and those who came afterwards simply considered this understanding to 

be correct seemingly without question.  I have previously argued that sinful humanity would 

rather live under rules, regulations and ceremonies than live under grace and the work of the 

Spirit. I suspect this provides part of the explanation as to why the understanding that a 

command was involved was adopted.  However, I am not hereby arguing that this 

understanding was in fact incorrect.  I am merely suggesting how such an understanding 

might have become entrenched, whether correct or incorrect. 

Poieite – Present Tense Form, Indicative Mood? 

Let us however consider the possibility that “poieite” has a present tense form that is to be 

understood as being in the indicative mood.  A translation of Luke 22: 19 might then read, 

„And he took bread, and when he had given thanks he broke it and gave it to them, saying, 

“This is my body, which is given for you.  You are doing this in remembrance of me.”‟  (Let 

us leave consideration of 1 Cor. 11: 24, 25 until later.)   



Present tense forms are not inappropriate for discourse and within the words of Jesus we 

have, the present tense form for the verb, “to be”, the verb, “to do” and the participle, 

“given”
13

. Likewise, in the following verse, where Jesus refers to the cup, we find the present 

tense form for the participle, “poured out”.  With respect to both present tense forms and the 

indicative mood, in the text, the verb “to be” is clearly in the indicative mood and has a 

present tense form.  The verb, “to do” in close proximity to and within the same discourse as 

the verb, “to be, and likewise having a present tense form might also be considered to be in 

the indicative mood.   Such a suggestion cannot be considered far-fetched. It is simply that 

people have not considered the possibility.   

An oddity which might spring to mind is that Jesus has only just given them the bread and 

they haven‟t yet eaten it, so how could he say, “You are doing this ...”?  This scenario may or 

may not be true.  It could be that they receive the bread, they begin to eat it and as they are 

eating it Jesus says, “You are doing this in remembrance of me.” Either way, one should not 

see any difficulty in the temporal ordering of events.  Whether an indicative or imperative 

mood is involved, Jesus is referring to his death which has not yet occurred.  Suffice it to say, 

that at this point in the argument, there is no good reason within the text itself as to why Jesus 

could not have said, “You are doing this in remembrance of me.” 

“You are doing this in remembrance of me.” – Meaning?   

If understood in this way, what might Jesus have meant?  We know he is referring to his 

death.  It is the significance that he attaches to his death however that comes to the fore.  

Rather than Jesus simply indicating that at this point in time, his disciples are to see in the 

Passover meal a new and different remembrance event from that associated with the Exodus, 

could he not additionally be claiming that the deliverance God brought about in ancient times 

has its fulfilment in that deliverance to be brought about within a few hours?  Rather than the 

focus being simply upon the Exodus event providing illumination for the death of Jesus it 

could be that Jesus is additionally claiming that his death provides illumination for the 

Exodus event.  The deliverance from the death meted out to the Egyptians and the 

deliverance from the slavery brought about by them was always a portent of, a precursor for 

and that which intimated and called for, the greatest salvation event of all time.  The death of 

Jesus for the salvation of sinners had to come about.  The blood of a lamb would never be 

sufficient.  Only the blood of the precious Son of God would suffice.  Each of us needs 

deliverance from the great judgement that will fall on all mankind at the end of this age - a far 

more fearsome event outside of history than any catastrophic event within it.   

We can understand Jesus to be saying something like this - “You have not realised it, you 

don‟t even realise it now, but the truth is, as you eat this Passover bread, you are dealing with 

an event, though occurring long ago, that has its fulfilment in me.  My imminent death is for 
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that salvation that the Exodus event only points to.  You are at the peak of history.  You are 

doing this not ultimately in remembrance of an event past but in remembrance of the event 

about to take place - my death that inaugurates the new covenant.”  On this understanding he 

is not issuing a ceremonial command or indeed even making a request, but teaching a rich 

truth.  Understanding “poieite” as a command, though the command is concerned with the 

Christ who suffered, points to the future with a focus on a need to obey the command.  

Understanding “poieite” as a statement, points both to the past and the future with the focus 

being on the Christ who suffered. 

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are Doing” and Luke’s fulfilment texts  

The Gospels of Matthew, Mark and John each record Jesus in one way or another indicating 

that his suffering was in fulfilment of the Scriptures (e.g. Matthew 26: 24, 54; Mark 9: 12; 14: 

21, 27; John 3: 14; 15: 25).  However it is in Luke‟s Gospel that the references that Jesus 

makes to the Scriptures concerning his death are the most pointed and explicit, presumably 

because his explanations are post resurrection - “ „O foolish men, and slow of heart to believe 

all that the prophets have spoken! Was it not necessary that the Christ should suffer these 

things and enter into his glory?‟ And beginning with Moses and all the prophets, he 

interpreted to them all the scriptures the things concerning himself.” (24: 25-27) and “ „These 

are my words which I spoke to you while I was still with you, that everything written about 

me in the law of Moses and the prophets and the psalms must be fulfilled.‟ Then he opened 

their mind to understand the scriptures, and said to them, „Thus it is written that the Christ 

should suffer and be raised from the dead‟ ” (24: 44-46). 

Given that it is Luke‟s Gospel that records Jesus making the most pointed and explicit 

fulfilment references to his suffering it may be significant that Luke is also the Gospel that 

contains the words of remembrance, concerning the suffering Christ - words uttered by Jesus 

at the Last Passover meal (see also below). If “poieite” is understood as “You are doing” then 

the words of remembrance are an expression of a fulfilment of the Scriptures.  The words, 

“Do this in remembrance of me” do not express such a fulfilment.  In recording, “You are 

doing this in remembrance of me”, Luke provides us with an example of his suffering Christ 

fulfilment motif and as with the post resurrection fulfilment words it is what Jesus himself 

says. 

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are Doing” and an apparent Textual Oddity 

Understanding Jesus‟ words of remembrance this way, delivers us from a significant problem 

that generally is dismissed too readily.  If Jesus were commanding that a ceremony had to be 

performed in the future by his people in memory of his death, why was such an important 

command not referred to in each of the other Gospels?  A traditional answer has been, “That 

it is mentioned in only one Gospel is sufficient.”  In response one could reply, “The death of 

Jesus is mentioned in all four Gospels, why not the ceremony that has to be conducted in 

memory of his death?”  If however Jesus is not issuing a command but giving some 

understanding of his death in the light of and as a fulfilment of the Exodus event, Luke, in 

mentioning these words of Jesus is simply giving a particular perspective on his death as do 



each of the Gospels.  Matthew, Mark and Luke each refer to the Last Passover meal, but Luke 

has a point to make about the death of Jesus that is not made in Matthew and Mark.  Matthew 

and Mark refer to the anointing of Jesus “in preparation for his burial” but Luke does not.  

Only Matthew records Pilate‟s wife referring to Jesus as “that righteous man”.  John does not 

mention the last Passover meal but alone records the significance that not a bone of his was 

broken.  Even though there are many perspectives on the death of Jesus that are common to 

all Gospels, one might rightly expect some differences. However, that only one refers to a 

ceremonial commandment to be observed by all disciples throughout time strikes me as 

rather odd.   

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are Doing” and a Pastoral Problem 

Understanding the words of Jesus as a statement also deals with what may be considered a 

pastoral and practical problem if a command is involved.  Why would it be sufficient for us to 

simply have a special remembrance of his death once a year?  Passover is once a year.  Why 

shouldn‟t a remembrance of the death of Jesus feature often and regularly in our daily lives?  

For Paul, the death of Jesus was a paramount feature of his gospel proclamation no matter 

how often he preached - “We preach Christ crucified” (1 Corinthians 1: 23) and “I decided to 

know nothing among you except Jesus Christ and him crucified” (1 Corinthians 2: 2). It was 

the death of Christ that in fact should have affected the way the Corinthians conducted their 

meals - probably weekly events - when they came together as a “church”.  No wonder, given 

their disgraceful behaviour, that Paul said they could be found guilty of the body and blood of 

the Lord (1 Corinthians 11: 27).  If Christians have been considering that a ceremony was 

basically the way to remember the death of Jesus one can understand why customarily they 

have wanted to have such a remembrance event more regularly than once a year.  Let it be 

four times a year, once a month, once a fortnight, once a week, even once a day.  However let 

us not forget that the setting for the words of Jesus under consideration is that of the 

Passover. If the words of Jesus are considered a command then they relate to a command to 

be obeyed once a year. But what if Jesus is not issuing a command concerning how his 

disciples should understand Passover meals as meals that are meant to trigger the memory of 

his death?  What if he is making a statement that highlights the redemptive purposes and 

actions of God, culminating in his death?  Could it be that genuinely understanding the death 

of Jesus for what it is really, is likely to affect our thinking and our doing more fundamentally 

and pervasively than remembrances brought about by ceremonies no matter how often 

conducted?  This is not an argument against remembrance ceremonies. The suggestion is 

however that Jesus might never have commanded such a ceremony.  It is being further 

suggested that the remembrance of the death of Jesus and its significance should form part of 

our “heart and soul” and so be more effective in its outworking than any ceremony, no matter 

how often conducted. 

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are Doing” and the Lack of Reference to a Ceremony in 

the Epistles 

The death of Jesus in one way or another underlies and comes to the surface of the N.T. 

epistles.  Yet a ceremonial command relating to the death of Jesus does not clearly feature at 



all in the Epistles unless it is to be found in 1 Corinthians 11.  In “Christ Centred 

Communion” I argued that such a ceremony is not even to found there.  Even if an alternative 

view is taken, it is clear that Paul did not introduce discussion on the so-called “Lord‟s 

Supper” because he wanted them to remember to celebrate it.  He is concerned with how the 

Corinthians conducted their meals. It is interesting that he provides the solution to their 

problem in terms of, “So then my brethren, when you come together to eat, share.” (1 

Corinthians 11: 33).  In fact in “Christ Centred Communion” it was argued that no such 

ceremonial command is referred to in any of the epistles and that is the position maintained 

here. The absence of a reference to a remembrance ceremony in the epistles is explicable if 

Jesus never issued a command for such a ceremony to be performed in the first place.  

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are Doing” and Luke’s Restricted Reference to it 

concerning the Bread 

Luke 22: 20 reads, “And likewise the cup after supper, saying, „This cup which is poured out 

for you is the new covenant in my blood.‟ ” There is no explicit reference to “remembrance”.  

However, in answer to the question, “Why does Luke only mention the words of 

remembrance in connection with the bread but not in association with the wine?”
14

 appeal 

may be made to the word, translated, “likewise”.  It may be argued that “likewise” indicates 

that what Jesus said earlier in reference to the bread, “Do this in remembrance of me.” applies 

to the wine as well. This is by no means certain.  The “likewise” may be understood as 

simply indicating that as Jesus referred to the bread in connection with his death for them, so 

too he referred to the cup in connection with his death for them.  If this is the case, the 

question of why there is no reference to “remembrance” in connection with the wine remains 

unanswered.  Consequently, if a command is entailed with respect to the bread, there is no 

clear indication that a command is entailed with respect to the cup or the wine. 

If “poieite” is understood as “You are doing” I think that extra weight can be given to a 

different attempt to answer the question of Luke seemingly restricting “remembrance” to the 

bread.  However one understands, “poieite”, it is not unreasonable to claim that the reference 

to remembrance being made only in connection with the bread is sufficient for seeing the 

notion of remembrance attached to the whole meal and not just also the wine.  Bread was an 

essential feature of the Passover meal, indeed almost any meal, including formal meals, and 

was probably available at the early stages of the Passover meal.  Perhaps more to the point, in 

the Passover meals celebrated at the time of Jesus it appears that unleavened bread, over 

which thanks was given, introduced the main course.  Making a reference to “remembrance” 

in association with the bread that introduces the main course could be considered to be 

making a reference to the course as a whole, concluding as it does with thanks said over, 

what is commonly termed, the third cup.  However, for me, this line of argument is a little 

stronger if Jesus is understood to be saying, “You are doing this in remembrance of me” 

rather than “Do this in remembrance of me.”  A wider coverage is given to the notion of 

remembrance if it is associated with a statement rather than a command. A command, 
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because of its very nature, focuses on that to which it is attached.  If the situation is that Jesus 

breaks bread and then says, “This is my body which is given for you.  Do this in 

remembrance of me” primary attention is directed towards the bread with a “spill over” effect 

to other aspects of the meal.  Alternatively, if Jesus breaks bread and then says, “This is my 

body which is given for you.  You are doing this in remembrance of me”, while attention is 

still primarily directed towards the bread, that an activity is involved, rather than a command, 

is more likely to create a greater “spill over” effect to other aspects of the meal. 

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are Doing” and the so-called Oddity of Jesus not having 

yet Died 

Whether Jesus uttered a command or a statement, his words, “This is my body which is given 

for you. „Poieite‟ this in remembrance of me.” is a reference to his death that has not yet 

occurred.  Thus there might appear to be two oddities. His body has not yet been given and 

furthermore, as a consequence, the remembrance is associated with the future rather than the 

past.  Traditionally, we recognise that Jesus is stating something in a startling fashion and we 

do not baulk at the idea that he can speak of his “body given for you” though it has not yet 

been given.  Traditionally we also consider that Jesus is issuing a command or making a 

request to call to mind, to remember, what he is about to accomplish.  However I have argued 

that Passover meals were in themselves remembrance events and that Jesus is saying that his 

disciples must look on this last Passover meal itself, as well as any future Passover meals that 

they celebrate, in a new way, seeing in what they do a new remembrance event in which he 

and his death are central.  

Now, if we understand that Jesus is making a statement rather than a command, the 

remembrance he refers to is less of an oddity.  He is indeed referring to his death in terms of 

his body which has not yet been given but the remembrance is in terms of what they are in 

fact currently doing.  As suggested earlier, he is saying, that though they don‟t know it they 

are involved in a remembrance event that has his redemptive death as its focus. God‟s great 

act of deliverance in the past could not but point forward to his greatest of all great acts of 

deliverance, an act of salvation about to take place. Additionally, perhaps he is saying that 

this has always been the case whenever the Passover has been celebrated. He has been the 

focus of the remembrance event without anyone realising it.  This idea is taken up again 

when considering 1 Corinthians 11: 24-26. 

--------------------------------------------------------- 

Concluding the argument at this stage, I think the suggestion that Jesus is making a statement 

rather than a command has greater explanatory power from a number of points of view.  Even 

if this is not admitted, one is not entitled to categorically state that “poieite” has to be 

understood as a command on the basis of the text of Luke alone.  That it could be understood 

as a statement is at least equally justifiable.  In fact in my judgement the evidence favours the 

idea that Jesus is making the statement, “You are doing this.” 

  



Do this in remembrance of me – 1 Corinthians 11: 24, 25 

Recapping 

In the previous blog series, “Christ Centred Communion” I argued that in 1 Corinthians 11, 

“The Lord‟s Supper” was not a title to a ceremony, that Paul did not refer to any ceremony 

that the Corinthians conducted and that his main concern was with the behaviour of the 

Corinthian believers when they came together to participate in a meal.  Specifically I argued 

that Paul appealed to the Last Passover meal in order to demonstrate the inconsistency 

between their behaviour in not sharing their food with one another and the ramifications of 

what Jesus said about himself and his disciples at that Last Passover meal.   He did this in an 

unusual way but not without some type of precedent, by treating their meal as though it were 

the Last Passover meal.  I understood Paul‟s reference to “as often as” in 1 Cor. 11: 25 as 

signifying that at the time of the Last Passover meal Jesus was indicating that not only at that 

meal but at all future Passover meals, held once a year, his followers would have to see 

Passover meals in this new way – still remembrance events – but remembrances of his death. 

However, understanding Jesus to be making a statement rather than issuing a command 

forces us to make some changes to understanding the text, though not the main thrust of the 

text, nor Paul‟s basic argument or overall strategy. 

The words of Jesus quoted by Paul and those quoted by Luke 

In the Revised Standard Version, the words of Jesus as quoted by Paul are, “This is my body 

which is for you.  Do this in remembrance of me.” and “This cup is the new covenant in my 

blood.  Do this as often as you drink it, in remembrance of me.” (1 Cor. 11: 24b, 25b)  They 

are similar to those words quoted by Luke but there are some differences.  Textual variations 

aside, one striking difference is the use of the word “given” in connection with the word, 

“body”, present in Luke but omitted in 1 Corinthians.  Another relates to what is reported that 

Jesus said in connection with his blood.  Luke reports Jesus as saying, “This cup which is 

poured out for you is the new covenant in my blood.” Paul omits the reference to “which is 

poured out for you”.  In turn, in the Corinthian letter, reference is made to Jesus saying, “Do 

this as often as you drink it in remembrance of me.” a statement omitted by Luke.  Paul also 

introduces the verb “to be” in connection with the cup, which in Luke is understood. 

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are doing” - 1 Corinthians 11: 24, 25 

Almost all of what was said earlier in terms of the possibility of “poieite” in Luke 22: 19 

having a present tense form in the indicative mood is applicable to “poieite” in 1 Corinthians 

11: 24b 25b.  In what follows, however, attention will be given to “poieite” as it appears in 1 

Corinthians 11, in terms of what is considered additional to what was formerly stated in 

connection with “poieite” as it appears in Luke 22.  Some consideration will also be given to 

the part played by the words, “this” and “as often as” in their association with “poieite” in 1 

Corinthians 11: 24, 25 and in their appearance in v. 26.   

In the Corinthian text “poieite” is in close proximity to the verb “to be” in connection with 

the body but additionally a second “poieite” appears in connection with the cup and in that 



reference there is a second verb “to be”.  In each case, the verb “to be” is clearly present 

indicative in form.  There is also the verb “to drink” appearing as a present subjunctive in 

form.  Consequently, it would seem quite legitimate to translate 1 Cor. 11: 23-25 as follows. 

“The Lord Jesus ... took bread and when he had given thanks, he broke it and said, „This is 

my body which is for you.  You are doing this in remembrance of me.‟  In the same way also 

the cup, after supper, saying, „This cup is the new covenant in my blood.  You are doing this 

as often as you drink it, in remembrance of me.‟ ” 

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are doing” as suited to Paul’s treatment of the 

Corinthians’ meal as though it were the Last Passover meal - 1 Corinthians 11: 26 

Traditionally, 11: 26 is regarded as the principal verse (along with v. 21, for protestants, 

where translations generally refer to “the Lord‟s Supper”) to which appeal is made in arguing 

that a Eucharistic type celebration formed part of or was attached to the Corinthians‟ meal.  

Once it is assumed that v. 26 contains a reference to a rite or custom of some kind, what 

immediately follows that verse is also understood as a reference to that rite or custom.   

However in “Christ Centred Communion” it was argued that v. 26 is actually a transitional 

text between Paul‟s reference to the Last Passover meal and his reference to the Corinthians‟ 

meal.  In v. 26 Paul may be alluding to what Jesus said at the Passover meal at the same time 

as offering a comment on their meal.  The reference to “this bread” and “the cup” could be 

reminiscent of the Last Passover meal, and meant to be so, because Paul wants to put the 

Corinthians‟ meal up against the Last Passover meal and so shock them into taking serious 

stock of what they are doing.  However references to “this bread” and “the cup” can also be 

considered as references, by way of summary, to their meal.  

A formal meal in the Graeco- Roman world consisted of two main components - the meal 

itself and the wine drinking session that followed.  “Bread” could represent the first 

component of such a meal.  Bread was part of the staple diet and many varieties might be 

available at a formal meal
15

 of which it could constitute a significant part
16

.   

“The cup” could represent the second part of these meals
17

. At the beginning of the drinking 

session, the wine that might have been supplied earlier was now diluted with water in a bowl, 

from which each individual was given a portion.  At some point, either during the meal 

proper or during the drinking session, each guest might drink from the same cup
18, 19, 20

. There 
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was one custom where, upon mixing the wine with water, it was then poured into one cup, 

described as “the first cup”, and this was then passed from person to person.  Each person 

would take a sip and cry out, “To Zeus, Saviour” (Dios Soteros) 
21

.  The Greek expression is 

in the genitive case. 

With respect to the word, “this” in connection with the word, “bread”, its use relates the 

bread of the Corinthians to the bread of the Passover meal with perhaps the main emphasis 

being on the bread of their meal.  (But see below where the use of the word “this” is again 

discussed.) 

Understanding “poieite” to be either a command or a statement does not affect the basic 

position adopted here, that Paul treats the Corinthians‟ meal in some way as though it were 

the Last Passover meal.  However, it would appear to better suit his purpose if “poieite” in 

vv. 24b and 25b is understood as being in the indicative mood rather than the imperative 

mood.  The imperative mood points to potential future fulfilments of a command or request. 

The indicative mood with the present tense form can be understood to relate to current 

activity.  The reality is that Paul is very much concerned with the current behaviour of the 

Corinthians at their meals.  He wishes to confront them with what they are in fact doing.  

There is a more intimate connection between what they are “doing” and what Jesus said if 

what Jesus said related to “doing” rather than to “do”.   

An Aside – Proclaiming the Lord’s Death and the Drinking of a Cup  

In v. 26, in moving from recalling the words of Jesus at the Last Passover meal in vv. 24, 25 

to statements about the Corinthians‟ meal, Paul remarks, “For as you eat this bread and drink 

the cup you proclaim the Lord‟s death until he comes.” In this statement he has used the 

subjunctive mood in a present tense form with respect to “eating” and “drinking”. Clearly 

from the context, “proclaim” is to be understood as being in the indicative mood.  It also has 

a present tense form. The verse could then be read as, “For as you would eat this bread and as 

you would drink the cup, you are proclaiming the Lord‟s death until he comes.”  The 

concluding part of this statement, “You are proclaiming the Lord‟s death until he comes.” 

could be understood to convey the idea that, “In your meals, you proclaim the Lord‟s death 

because that is the only reason that has brought you together to take part in a meal in the first 

place.”  
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However as an alternative the Corinthians could have adopted, with modification, something 

akin to the custom, referred to above, where for some in the pagan world, after the main 

course, a cup having been passed from person to person, each, upon taking a sip, cried out, 

“To Zeus Saviour”.  Athenaeus, who referred to this custom, also mentioned that “when the 

unmixed wine is poured during the dinner, the Greeks call upon the name of the Good 

Divinity, doing honour to the divinity who discovered the wine; he was Dionysus”
22

. 

Referring to different circumstances he also reported, “After that discussion ended, most of 

the guests called for a cup in honour of the Good Daemon, some, in honour of Zeus Saviour, 

others in honour of Hygieia, one naming one divinity, another, another.”
23

 In their case, the 

Corinthian believers might well have cried out, in stark contrast to and in contradiction of 

anything the pagan world did, “To Jesus, the Saviour”.  If something like this did in fact 

happen, and it is not improbable, then Paul‟s comment, “For as you ... drink the cup you 

proclaim the Lord‟s death until he comes.” makes eminent sense as a direct reference to what 

occurred during their meal and regularly at such meals. (Although the proclaiming is 

associated with both eating “this bread” and drinking “the cup”, the words, “the cup” being in 

greater proximity to the word “proclaim” may be the main trigger for Paul making the 

statement that he did.) 

Furthermore, in the following two verses, the phrases “Whoever ... drinks the cup of the 

Lord” and “Let a man examine himself, and so ... drink of the cup” could be references to the 

same practice.  (It should be noted that it is never “the bread of the Lord”, only “the cup of 

the Lord”.) The same might also be true of the phrases, “the cup of blessing” and “a cup of 

the Lord” in 1 Corinthians 10: 16 and 21.  Indeed, the phrases “the cup of the Lord” (to 

poterion tou kuriou) and “a cup of the Lord” (poterion kuriou) could be translated, “the cup, 

„To the Lord‟ ” and “a cup, „To the Lord‟ ” respectively.  Certainly the phrases would appear 

to carry overtones of something like “in honour of the Lord” with possibly a special cup 

being assigned for the purpose of giving him praise
24

.  A cry similar to, “To Jesus the 

Saviour” or “To the Lord” in association with the drinking from a common cup may have 

become an established custom.  

Similarly, with respect to Passover meals, the drinking from the various cups in each case 

would most likely have been associated with some note of praise or thanks to God.  

Concerning the Last Passover meal, Jesus gave thanks in association with a cup over which 

he uttered the words of remembrance (Matthew 26: 27 and Mark 14: 23) and gave thanks in 

association with an earlier cup taken before the breaking of bread (Luke 22: 17).  

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are doing” and the words, “as often as” - 1 Corinthians 

11: 24 -26 
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What are we to make of Paul quoting Jesus as saying “as often as” in relation to the drinking 

of the wine in v. 25 and Paul‟s own use of that notion in v. 26 remembering that Luke makes 

no mention of Jesus saying, “as often as”?  It may be that Jesus never actually used a word 

that could be translated, “as often as”.  However, it is inconceivable that in any future 

Passover meal celebrations the disciples would not see the meal as a remembrance event that 

focussed on the death of Jesus.  Consequently even if Jesus did not explicitly refer to the 

notion, “as often as” it would certainly be implicit.  However, let us assume that Jesus made 

an explicit reference to, “as often as” which Luke himself did not explicitly refer to.  Let us 

also make the reasonable assumption that Paul‟s “as often as” in the discourse of Jesus is just 

as applicable to the eating of the bread (v. 24) as it is to the drinking of the wine (v. 25) 

Let us also consider the possibility that “poieite” should be understood as a statement and not 

a command.  Then we seem to have Jesus, as Paul reports him, in effect saying, with respect 

to both the bread and the wine, „You are doing “this” in remembrance of me, whenever you 

celebrate Passover.‟  That Passover would have been in mind is assumed because the setting 

for these statements made by Jesus is the Passover meal and the bread and wine referred to 

are bread and wine of that meal.   

Of course, the theology of 1 Corinthian 11: 24-26 is at least as rich as that which was 

unpacked in our discussion of Luke 22: 19.  Repeating, with a few additional words
25

, what 

was said earlier, Jesus is saying, “You have not realised it, you don‟t even realise it now, but 

the truth is, as you eat this Passover bread and as you drink this Passover wine, you are 

dealing with an event, though occurring long ago that has its fulfilment in me.  My imminent 

death is for that salvation that the Exodus event only points to.  You are at the peak of 

history.  You are doing this not ultimately in remembrance of an event past but in 

remembrance of the event about to take place - my death that inaugurates the new covenant.”  

Furthermore, if what was argued above is correct, the Corinthian text makes explicit what 

was implicit in Luke -“whenever you participate in Passover meals you will be remembering 

me”. 

Additionally however, what is implicit in Luke, and explicit in 1 Corinthians, could be 

considered to have another aspect.  Jesus could be saying, “And this has always been the 

case.  The redemption of the Israelites was always a reflection of, always a pointer to, the 

greatest redemption event - my death.” That is, Jesus could be understood to be claiming 

overall that, “Though not known, though not understood, the celebration of Passover in the 

past has always been a remembrance event of me and the redemption I accomplish. Though 

you do not know, though you do not understand, the celebration of Passover on this occasion 

is a remembrance event of me and the redemption I accomplish.  Furthermore, whenever in 

the future you celebrate Passover, you will be doing so in remembrance of me and the 

redemption I accomplish.”   

Jesus spoke of the Scriptures bearing witness to him (John 5: 39) and that in particular Moses 

wrote of him (John 5: 46).  And as mentioned earlier, Luke‟s fulfilment texts, specifically 
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refer to the suffering Christ (Luke 24: 25-27, 44-46).  Do we not have rich evidence of the 

scriptures bearing witness to the Christ who was to suffer in the Last Passover meal and all 

the richer if “poieite” is understood as a statement rather than a command? 

“As often as” and “this” - 1 Corinthians 11: 24-26 

But why does Paul introduce the “as often as” when Luke chooses not to and why is it in fact 

attached only to the cup and not to the bread in v. 25?  My suggestion is, as I have argued 

above and in a previous blog series, that at this point in his argument, he wants to refer to the 

Last Passover meal in such a way that he can link it to the Corinthians‟ meal.  In fact he 

makes this link immediately upon quoting the words of Jesus at the Last Passover meal by 

saying, in v. 26, “For as often as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the 

Lord‟s death until he comes.” - a reference at least to their meal.  My argument previously 

has been that his use of the word, “this” five times in vv. 24-26 is one way that he attaches 

the last Passover meal to their meal, as though it were their meal.  A further way in which he 

brings about this attachment is his repeated use of the word translated, “as often as”. He first 

uses it as one of the words of Jesus in connection with the drinking of the cup in v. 25.  Six 

words later he uses it in connection with the eating of the bread and the drinking of the cup in 

v. 26. 

I take it that in appealing to the words of Jesus Paul relates “as often as” to the drinking of the 

cup because he wishes to make the connection between the Last Passover meal and the 

Corinthians‟ meal as obvious as possible. The drinking of the cup in remembrance of Jesus is 

his last reference to the words of Jesus uttered at the Last Passover meal.  His first reference 

to the Corinthians‟ meal, as I understand it, which immediately follows his citing of the 

words of Jesus, begins with, “For as often as”.  He has made the connection he desired. 

Along with “poieite” Paul‟s use of “this” and “as often as” enables him to firmly attach the 

Last Passover meal to the Corinthians‟ meal and so strikingly confront them with their 

appalling behaviour. 

Understanding “Poieite” as “You are doing” and the word, “this” - 1 Corinthians 11: 24, 

25 and Luke 22: 19 

The words, “touto” (“this” as object) and “poieite” appear alongside of each other in the 

same clause three times in the New Testament -  Luke 22: 19 and 1 Corinthians 11: 24 and 25 

- the texts relevant to the discussion.  If “poieite” is to be understood as a command, being in 

the imperative mood, then one might expect the order in which these words occur to be, 

“poieite” followed by “touto” - the emphasis being on the command.  The words, “poieite 

touto” occurring together are found once in the New Testament in that order, in Mark 11: 3, 

within the question, “Why are you doing this (untying the colt)?” If there is a particular 

emphasis here, though that is questionable, it could be on “the doing”, though in this case the 

verb is clearly in the indicative mood.  However in Luke 22: 19 and 1 Corinthians 11: 24 and 

25 the word order is reversed - “touto” is followed by “poieite”.  This might indicate that the 

emphasis is to be placed upon what the “this” signified with “poieite” being understood to be 

in the indicative mood, that is, not a command.  Of course it is possible to argue that in these 



passages there is some emphasis on the “this” and at the same time maintain that they are 

concerned with a command involving “remembrance of me”.  If this position is adopted it 

would add weight to the claim that it is the Passover meal, celebrated once a year, that is in 

view and not some abstraction from that meal, held more regularly. 

An examination was made of all known instances dated between the 6
th

 century BC and a 

little beyond the 2
nd

 century AD, where in the same clause “poieite” or “poieis” ( “you do” -

singular) immediately precedes “touto” or “tauta” (“this” plural as object) and vice versa.  

The three New Testament texts under discussion and any instance where these texts were 

quoted by an external source were excluded from the analysis. A distinction was made 

between an instance occurring in the New Testament and an instance occurring in sources 

external to the New Testament. All instances were examined in terms of whether the phrase 

appeared to be in the indicative or the imperative mood.  In determining this, reliance was 

placed in almost all cases upon translations made by others. However the context in almost 

all instances made it clear whether the imperative or indicative mood was involved. The 

results of the analysis appear in Table 1 below. 

 Do “This” (“poieite” or “poieis” 

preceding “touto” or “tauta”) 

“This” Do (“touto” or “tauta” 

preceding “poieite” or “poieis”) 

Indicative 

Mood 

Imperative 

Mood 

Indicative 

Mood 

Imperative 

Mood 

New Testament 1  - 6  - 

Outside of the New Testament 2  3  29  1  

Table 1 

Of the 38 instances assessed to be in the indicative mood, 19 were in the form of questions. 

Of the total of 42 instances, 21 involved “tauta” rather than “touto”. 

To begin with, considering only those instances external to the New Testament, if the 

statement is in the imperative mood “poieite” or “poieis” immediately precedes “touto” or 

“tauta” in 3 out of the 4 instances.  If the statement or question is in the indicative mood 

“touto” or “tauta” immediately precedes “poieite” or “poieis” in 29 out of the 31 instances.   

The exceptions may be instructive. In the two instances where “poieite” or “poieis” 

immediately precedes “touto” or “tauta” but the indicative mood is involved, the emphasis 

appears to be on the “doing”.  The translation of one, which involves “poieis touto”, reads, 

“Is it not iniquitous and outrageous to stigmatise today measures which at the time you were 

unable to amend?”
26

 The translation of the other, involving “poieis tauta” reads, “Father, why 

do this?”
27

 The latter is part of a play where an ongoing dialogue revolves around the action 
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taken.  In the single instance where “touto” or “tauta” immediately precedes “poieite” or 

“poieis” (actually it is “tauta” preceding “poieis”) but the clause is in the imperative mood, 

the emphasis appears to be on what is signified by the “this”.  The translation reads, “That is 

what you have to attend to.”
28

 The requirement concerns a set of instructions that should be 

given to soldiers coping with fear, lined up ready for battle. 

 

Mention has already been made of the single instance in the New Testament – Mark 11: 3 

where “poieite” immediately precedes “touto”.  It should be noted that there are no instances 

in the New Testament (unless it be the three exempted from the analysis) where the 

imperative mood appears to be involved.  Furthermore, 6 of the 7 of these instances have 

“touto” or “tauta” (actually it is “tauta” in all cases) immediately preceding “poieite” or 

“poieis”. 

Overall, the high proportion of instances where “touto” or “tauta” immediately precedes 

“poieite” or “poieis” is noteworthy.  Indeed there are at least another 24 instances in the New 

Testament where either “tauta” or “touto” is alongside of  a grammatical form related to 

“poieite” and “poieis” though not a form involving the imperative mood, and in each case, 

either “tauta” or “touto”  precedes that grammatical form. This general phenomenon is 

perhaps not an unexpected one.  When any “this” is related to any “do” the emphasis is more 

likely than not to be placed upon the “this” rather than the “do”.  An examination of the 36 

instances where “touto” or “tauta” precedes “poieite” or “poieis” confirms this 

understanding. 

The significance of word order is always open to dispute.  Yet, as it stands, the analysis is 

more suggestive of the words, “touto poieite” in Luke 22: 19 and 1 Corinthians 11: 24, 25 

being understood as a statement rather than a command.   

However, if it is maintained, that the passages are concerned with a command involving 

“remembrance of me”, the emphasis would none the less appear to be on what the “this” 

signifies, rather than on the command, as suggested earlier.  Yet this would appear to be a 

little odd.  The “this” is a reference to something that is done at every Passover meal.  There 

is nothing unusual or detailed about it.  One might think that the command involving 

“remembrance of me” would be of greater import than the “this‟ and take priority.  If 

however, no command is involved, perhaps understandably the “this” would take pride of 

place with the important notion of “remembrance of me” being attached to both what the 

“this” signifies and the “doing”. 

Concluding Remarks 

It is unhelpful to go to the writings of the Early Fathers in order to decide how to understand 

the words of Jesus uttered at the Last Passover meal.  
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That “poieite” as it appears in Luke 22: 19 and 1 Cor. 11: 24, 25 should be understood to be 

in the indicative mood, rather than in the imperative mood, is perfectly legitimate.  There is 

nothing inherently far-fetched or odd about such a position.  Indeed I suggest that it is the 

preferred position to be adopted.  The theology involved in such a position, rather than the 

traditional view is certainly not diminished.  Rather it appears to be enhanced.  Jesus can be 

understood to be explaining, “As you partake of this meal, you are remembering me.  The 

Exodus event points to me.”  Additionally he would appear to be saying, “Whenever you 

partake of this meal, you will be remembering me.”  Furthermore, he might also be 

indicating, “Indeed, I have always been remembered whenever this meal has been partaken 

of.  Israel has always been remembering me.  The Exodus event has always pointed to me.”   

Understanding “poieite” to be in the indicative mood in the Luke and Corinthian passages 

also suggests possible solutions to, sheds some light on or adds texture to certain textual 

matters:   Of the four Gospels, it is Luke that records Jesus making the most pointed and 

explicit references to the scriptures in terms of his suffering and it is Luke that records him 

uttering the words of remembrance. Of the four Gospels, it is in Luke alone that these words 

of remembrance are recorded.  A ceremonial command relating to the last Passover meal is 

not mentioned anywhere in the Epistles.  Luke records the words of remembrance only in 

connection with the bread.  Jesus refers to “remembrance” though he has not yet died.  The 

pastoral oddity of attaching “remembrance” to a command, as though it is predominantly by 

responding to a command that one remembers the death of Jesus, disappears.  Furthermore, 

the indicative mood for “poieite” is well suited to Paul‟s treatment of the Last Passover meal 

as though it were the Corinthians‟ meal - a strategy further assisted by his use of the words, 

“whenever” and “this”.  Finally, that “touto” (this) occurs before “poieite” in both Luke and 1 

Corinthians could be considered to focus on what the “this” signified rather than on “the 

doing”. If a command were involved, one might expect “poieite” to occur before “touto”.  

In an aside, a case was made for considering the phrases involving the word, “cup” in 1 

Corinthians 10 and 11 to be reflective of but distinctly different to Greek customs associated 

with honouring the gods and others.  

Consider the following scenario:  There is a Jew living in the early part of the first century.  

He has been attending Passover festivities ever since he can remember.  About three years 

ago he gave up his profession and became one of the disciples of Jesus.  And now, he is 

experiencing the most extraordinary Passover meal in which he has ever participated.  At the 

beginning of the meal Jesus told his disciples how he has had this meal in mind for some time 

and more than once he made it clear that there would be no such future meals for him until 

God‟s kingdom would come. And now this disciple tells us first hand some of the astonishing 

things Jesus said at that meal and his reactions to what Jesus said. 

(And now consider two possibilities.) 

 “At the beginning of the main course Jesus gave thanks, broke the unleavened bread 

and gave it to us all, saying, „This is my body given for you.  Do this whenever you 

eat it in remembrance of me‟ and at the end of the meal, having given thanks he 



passed the cup around and said to us all, „This cup is the new covenant in my blood 

which is shed for many for the forgiveness of sins.  Do this whenever you drink it in 

remembrance of me.‟  It appears that he has a couple of passages from the prophets in 

mind and it looks like he is talking about his death. He seems to be saying that he is 

going to die – something to do with the forgiveness of sins. May God never allow his 

death! Not right now. In this meal we remember God‟s great deliverance from slavery 

to the Egyptians and from the judgement they suffered.  He is now asking us to 

remember him!  Is he telling us that he is going to die soon and that we should not 

forget him?  Is he saying that whenever we celebrate Passover in the future we should 

remember him as we eat this bread and drink from this cup?  But how could we ever 

forget him!  It does not make sense.  Remembering him just at Passover time would 

be like remembering anyone only on their birthday.  How could we ever forget him no 

matter what happens in the future!” 

Or, 

 “At the beginning of the main course Jesus gave thanks, broke the unleavened bread 

and gave it to us all, saying, „This is my body given for you.  You are doing this 

whenever you eat it in remembrance of me‟ and at the end of the meal, having given 

thanks he passed the cup around and said to us all, „This cup is the new covenant in 

my blood which is shed for many for the forgiveness of sins.  You are doing this 

whenever you drink it in remembrance of me.‟  It appears that he has a couple of 

passages from the prophets in mind and it looks like he is talking about his death.  He 

seems to be saying that he is going to die – something to do with the forgiveness of 

sins. May God never allow his death! Not right now.  But what does he mean that as 

we are eating this bread and drinking from this cup we are remembering him? How 

can we ever forget him!  In this meal we remember God‟s great deliverance from 

slavery to the Egyptians and from the judgement they suffered.  How is it that we are 

remembering him? How is he connected to what happened in Egypt? Is he talking 

about future Passover meals as well as this one?  Does he have in mind even Passover 

meals that belong to the past?” 

 Which possibility makes the more intimate connection between the death of Jesus and the 

Exodus event?  Which possibility seems the more likely to have occurred? 

Finally 

 

I have previously argued that what is claimed as evidence in the New Testament for a rite or 

custom resembling what is sometimes referred to as the Lord‟s Supper has been 

misunderstood and that in reality there is no such clear evidence. I am now suggesting that 

there may never have been a command of Jesus upon which it is claimed that the rite or 

custom is based, in the first place.  If one were to convincingly establish from the pages of the 

New Testament that there had been such a command, how would one go about it? 

 



Looking for an imperative?  The lion of the tribe of Judah, the root of David, is the slain 

lamb, the one who by his blood ransomed men for God from every tribe and tongue and 

people and nation, the one worthy to receive power and wealth and wisdom and might and 

honour and glory and blessing (Revelation 5: 5 - 14).  All who come under the Lordship of 

Jesus Christ remember him and his death, always. 


