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The words of institution of the Lord's Supper have, in the
history of the Christian Church, been the subject of much
controversy and dispute. Although it would appear that any-
one who peruses these words with an unbiased mind cannot
fail to arrive at the one true intended meaning, nevertheless
these words have been subjected to various interpretations,
with the result that much scandal and dissension have there-
by been perpetrated within the Church and that the minds of
many Christians have been bewildered and confused. It strikes
one as being rather strange that, in these clear passages of
Holy Writ, there has been such wanton deviation from the safe
and sane rule of interpretation, viz., that, in expounding Scrip-
ture, one must not depart from the plain, simple, common, and
established meaning of the words in question, unless there be
sufficient grounds to warrant such departure. The reason for
all such deviation in interpreting the words of institution of the
[,ord's Supper, however, lies in the fact that reason has ever
been consulted as to the comprehensibility of the simple
import of these words; and finding that the simple meaning of
the words lies beyond the grasp of human reason, this mean-
ing has been rejected, and the words have been interpreted
according to the dictates of human reason. Reason, however,
does not furnish sufficient grounds for departing from the
aforementioned rule; Scripture itseHmust make the deviation
imperative. And thus, in seeming keeping with this require-
ment and in a vain endeavor to give a human fabrication the
appearance of a Scriptural doctrine, other passages of Holy
Writ have erroneously been regarded as tl:e seat of the doctrine
of the lord's Supper. As the Baptists have sought to give tleir
false doctrine of Baptism Scriptural support from Rom. 10:14
"How shall they believe in Him of who they have not heard?"
just so the Reformed church-bodies have resorted to the 6e
chapter of the Gospel of St. John in search of Scriptural proof
of their doctrine of the lord's Supper.

Now, it is not ttre purpose of this paper to show in detail
which ane, and which are not, the words of institution of the



Holy Supper. However, since chapter 6 of St, John's gospel
has constantly been misapplied to disprove the clear meaning
of tJle essential part of the actual words of institution, it may
be well before taking up the theme, to state briefly a few
reasons why this passage of Scripture does not treat of the
Sacrament of Christ's body and blood. In the first place, these
words were spoken by the Lord about one year before the time
of His actual institution of the Holy Supper. Again, no earthly
elements are here mentioned, whereas such elements are
essential to constitute a sacrament; neither do we here find
any reference to a bodilg eating and drinking, which is another
essential part of the Sacrament according to the plain words of
institution. Furthermore, the assumption that these words
treat of the Lord's Supper results in the following, viz, 1.) That
no one can be saved unless he has partaken of the lord's
Supper; for, applied to the Lord's Supper, such must be the
meaning of Christ's words in the 53'd verse: "Verilg, uerilg, I
sag unto gou, Etrcept ge eat tte flesh of tte Son of Man and
drink His btood ge twue no life in gou";2) that every coflrmun-
icant has eternal life; for in the following verse Jesus says:
oWltoso eateth Mg flesh and drinleeth Mg blood hoth eternal
life." Accordingly, all who depart this life before partaking of
Holy Communion, which is often the case, especially with
children, perish eternally, regardless of whether they believe in
Jesus or not; and on the other hand, communing saves, be the
communicant worthy or unworthy, a believer or an unbeliever.
A11 this, however, is so directly contrarSl to the ctear teachings
of Scripture that it appears superfluous to cite passages in
refutation thereof. Of the malefactor on the cross, although he
had never communed, we know that he entered Paradise after
death, Luke 23:43; of Christian children who die in faith before
partaking of tl'e Lord's Supper Jesus gives us the same assur-
ance, saying: "He thnt belieueth and.is baptiz.ed shnll be santed,o
Mark 16:1.6; and of tJre unworthy communicant St. Paul says,
"He eateth and drinketh damnation to himself.o, I Cor. 11:29.
Holding fast, then, to what the Scriptures plainly teach, it
becomes clear and certain that chapter 6 of the Gospel of St.
John does not treat of the Sacrament of the Altar, but speaks
of a spirihtal eating and drinking of Christ's body and blood,
i.e., of an appropriation of tlre merits of tlre l"ord's suffering
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anil death, which is done by faith. Indeed, the entire disputed
portion of this chapter of St. John's gospel speaks of faith, some-
times expressly, as in verses 35,40,47, et al.; sometimes figura-
tively, as in verses 51, 53r 54r 56,51, et al.

The words of institution of the Lorffs Supper in which the
true doctrine of this Sacrament is to be sought, are none other
than the quaint words which the Lord spoke in the same night in
which He was betrayed. Of these words we have a fourfold record.
It has pleased the Iloly Spirit to have these worcls repeated by
four of His inspirecl penmen: lVlatthew, Mark, Luke, and St. Paul.
The purpose of the repetition is nicely stated. in our Small Cat-
echism thus: "That they [these words] **y be unto us all the
more clear, sure, and important."

The followi:rg are the words as we find them in the various
records. Matthew states them thus: "Anc[ as they were eating,
Jesus took breacl, and blessed it, and brake it, ancl gave it to the
d.isciples, anil said, Take eatl this is My body. AncI He took the
cup and. gave thanks ancl gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all of it;
for this is My blood of the new testament, which is shed for many
for the remission of sins." Matt.26,26-28. Mark writes thus:
"And as they did eat, Jesus took bread, antl blessed, and brake it,
and gave to them, and said, Take, eat; this is My body. And He
took the cup, ancl when He had given thanks, He gave it to them;
and they aII clrank of it. And He said unto them, This is My bloocl
of the new testament, which is shed for many." Mark 14, 22-2+.
Luke has the words thus: "Anc[ He took breacl, ancl gave thanks,
and brake it, and gave unto them, saying, This is IIy body, which
is given for you; this do in remembrance of Me. Likewise also
the cup after supper, saying This cup is the new testament in My
blood, which is shed for you." Luke 22,19. 20. St. Paul writes
as follows: "Fot I have receivecl of the Lord that which also
I delivered unto you, That the Lorcl Jesus, the same night in which
Ile was betrayed, took bread; ancl when He had given thanks, He
brake it and said, Take, eatl this is My body, which is broken for
you; this do in remembrance of Me. After the same manner also
Ile took the cup when He had supped, saying, This cup is the new
testament in My blood; this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remem-
brance of Me." 1 Cor. 11, ?3-25.

While a comparison of these passages with each other mani-
fests a great similarity among them, especially between the words
of Matthew and Mark, and those of l-ruke anrl St. Paul, respectively,
yet it is true that the four recorcls do not harmonize rvith each
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other verbally. Even in the words which the I-,orcl spake while

distributing the elements, breacl ancl wine, there is a slight tlif-

ference among lhe four records. But while there is an apparent

difference in the wording of the various recorils, there is no clif-

ference as far as their import is concernedl. Considering their

import, these passages rather coincide with each other perfectly.

No matter how one studies or examines them, whether separately

or jointly, one will gain identically the same cloctrine therefrom.

Nevertheless, the opponents of the true iloctrine have ever

attempted to find. in the existing verbal difference among the

records sufficient grountl for circumventing the words of institution

and for resorting to other passages of Scripture for proof of their

false doctrine. They say that it is impossible to determine which

are the ipsiss'i,ma uerba Jesu Christ'i,, impossible to determine which

are the very worcls the Lord actually used at the time of institution.

And from this they draw the conclusion that, in formulating the

cloctrine, a strict aclherence to the individual words in these pas-

sages is unessential. To this latter bold assertion we answer:

Study each passage separately, and the result, in each instance,

will be, as already stated, the same doctrine. Moreover, it is not

true that we cannot determine which are the very, the actual,

worcls of Christ. The sainted Dr' Stoeckhardt gives a plausible

explanation in regartl to this when he writes in his Bi'ble History

of the New Teslament, p.266: "fn making the round among the

disciples, the Loril sometimes usetl the one ancl sometimes the

other formula. No matter, however, which words He chose to use,

in each instance the import thereof was Ure same." But even

granting that this explanation is only a matter of conjecture, the

unimpeachable fact remains that each passage, whether rvritten by

Matthew, l\[ark, Luke, or St. Paul, is a true reiteration of the

ipsissi,ma uerbu Jesu Christ'i,, and that verbatim; for these men

framed. not their own thoughts or speculations in their own Irords,

wrote not from their owrr memory, but were inspired by the HoIy

Ghost. The verbal inspiration of Seipture, taught by the Bib1e

in and of itself, L Cor. 2, 13, applies in its fullest measure also to

these words of Holy \{rit. Ilence, when asked which are the very,

the actual, words of Christ, we can safely say: All the words of

each ancl every passage are the ipsissima aerba Jesu Christi'.

In expounding the sed,es d,octrinae of the Lorffs Supper, we

man then, choose any one of the four passages as the basis of our

exposition. \Ye will expound the recoril of St. Paul, which is not

only the most detailed, but also the oldest, it being written about
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57 A. D., while none of the gospels was written before 60 A. D.
w.e shall, however', take cognizance of the verbal differences between
this and the other passages in their proper orcler.

'lhe apostle begins with the words: r,For f have received, of
the Lord that which also I delivered uato )ou', _ 'Eyb ydp nap_
67aBov d.nd rc6 xuptoa, b xai nap66roxa fipiv. The particie yjg
indicates that the following is an explanation of, and a reason for,
the foregoing. In the preceding verses the aposfle rebukes the
corinthians because of their corrupt practise and the concruct
shown at their public services. Discord, divisions, and schisms

1*oog them were apparent there; instead of .rendeavoring to keep
the unity of the Spirit in the bond. of peace,,, Eph.4,3, the] enterecl
into strife and wrangling with one another, anrl thus their comins
together for divine worship did not benefit and better flrem, bui
rather harmed them. But worst of all, the aposile must charge
them also with abuse ancl profanation of the holy sacrament if
the Lorrl's Supper. This they celebrated in connection with their
love-feasts. From the contributions towarcr these rove-feasts the
necessary bread and wine for the Lorcps Supper was to be taken.
This, however, was not done. fnstead, eyery one ate and drank
his own contribution, as the apostle says: .;In eating, every one
taketh before other his own supper,,, v. 21 I consequently ..one was
hungry, and another was drunken,,, according as each hacl brought.
And so it happened that not only the feast itself had lost its
charity character, - the poor being despised and deprived of that
which was to be contributed towarcl their benefi!-but that tbe
holy sacrament was also scanclarously abused. Therefore the
apostle, for the purpose of curbing the existing comupt practise,
finds it necessary to remind the corinthians, in the fonowing
verses, of the sacredness of the divine ordinance. rt was not beini
celebratecl by the Corinthians in a manner consistent with iti
divine character. Nor is the manner in which it is celebrated
immateriai. The christian congregation is not privileged to act
in this sacred matter according to its own notion and fancy. The
r{oly supper is not an ordinance foundecl and establisheil bv the
church; it is of divine institution, an orcrinance of God, instiiuted
by the Lord flimsel_f. .,Iol.,r, says the apostle, ,.I have received
of the l-,rord that which also I delivered unto you.,,

"of the Lorcl" the apostle rcceived that which he delivered to
the Corinthians. At the outset he assures them, and confirms
them in their belief, that that which he had rong since derivered
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to them is not his own, not a mere human ordinance, but that it

is of clivine origin, an institution of the Lord. In the same breath

he also states how he came by the knowledge thereof : he rece'iued'

it of the Lord,,'i,. e., by special, direct revelation. Some deny this'

They hold that the apostle merely wishes to say that the recoril of

the institution of the Sacrament had been communicated. to him

as being of divine origin, as a worcl of Go{ and that he, in turn,

hac[ communicated it to the Corinthians as such. They say thai,

tradition was the source of Paul's knowledge of the recorcl, that

the first disciples, the eye-witnesses of the institution, hatl relatecl

these facts to him. They base their claim upon Paul's use of the

preposition &n6, contending that, if the apostle hacl intendecl to

refer to an imrr':ediate revelation, this woukl have necessitated the

use of the prepositiot napd. Now, it is true that Paul, in con-

nection with the word. napatr'ap,pdvet'v, in other i:rstances, does use

the preposition napd to state of whom one has receivecl. Gal. 1, 12;

l Thess. 4,1; 2 Thess. 3,6. Nevertheless, the idea of an inclirect,

or mecliate, communication finds no support in the connection of

this passage. Why should the apostle emphasize that he had re-

ceived the record of the institution of the Lorffs Supper merely

as one of divine origin, as a word of GotI ? There was not a particle

of doubt as to this in the minds of the readers of his letter. Why,

then, lay such special stress upon sorrr:ething which every one already

believerl? 
'Why the use of the pronoun Eya, and that at the be-

ginning of the sentence ? Does not the apostle thereby wish to

emphasize, by means of contrast, the special privilege which had

been conferretl upon him in that he, as an apostle of Jesus Christ,

had received an immediate, clirect revelation from the Lord while

others had not? Many had heard and receivecl the record of the

institution as a worcl of GotI by tradition, from the first disciples.

To say that he, the apostle, hacl come by the knowleclge thereof

in like commonplace manner would have been nothing speeial,

exceptional, or noteworthy; and in such case the use of the pro-

noun d7c6 would have been insignificant, yes, the entire sentence

would have been superfluous. But no; PauI had receivecl the

record immediately, directly, from the l-.,orcl-by direct revelation.

This is the inteniled meaning of the apostle's statement, as the

connection indicates. As the apostle at other times emphasizes

the fact that he had received his Gospel, not from man, but by

direct revelation of the l-rord, GaL 1, 12, so also here. Noldoes

the use of the preposition rizd prohibit the acceptance of this as

the intended meaning. In other passages of the New Testament
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this preposition is used in the same sense, oiz., to indicate clirect
communication; cf. Col. 1, ?; 1 John 1, 5. Thus we have before us
in these worals of St. Paul not a traditional, but the Lorcl's own
word ancl record of the institution of His Last Supper. And
"in this circumstance," writes Chemnitz, "lies the highest authority
of Paul's testimony," ui,z., in this, "that he clid not take his descrip-
tion of the institution from the other apostles, so that he, by virtue
of his apostolic authoritn might have changeil, transposeil, antl
explained some of the words; but the Son of God llimself, after
His ascension into glory, communicatecl the institution of His
Supper to Paul, so that he might, by repetition of some words,
and by change, transposition, ancl explanation of others, mani{est
how he would. have them explained and unclerstoocl." (L.C., p.43.)

"For f have received of the Lord that which also I delivered
unto you," thus the apostle writes to the Christians at Corinth.
As their apostle, as a faithtul steward, PauI delivered, communi-
cated to them the revelation which he had received. Ile delivered
it to them verbatim, without ailding thereto or taking therefrom.
What he had received he communicated to them just as he had
receivecl it, namely, this, "That the Lord Jesus, the same night
in which He was betrayerl, took bread," etc. - 6rt 6 xiproe '111oo69
3v zfj uuxti fi napedi\erc {7aBev &.ptoa. In these first words of
the revelation the attention of the Corinthians is directed to the
institutor of the Sacrament. ft is none other than Jesus, the Son
of God ancl man, the Savior. And this Jesus is the Lord, the
true Gocl, the all-wise God, who knows not only what He says ancl
whereof Tfe speaks, but also horr lle must speak in order that
man may not fail to arrire at the true import of His worcls, if he
rvill but accept thern accorcling to their simple meaning. Being
the Lord, Ile is also trutliful; truthfulne-"s is one of His inherent
qualities, wherefore guile or falselioocl ne\-er rsas, and never can
be founcl, in Him. What He says Fle fulflIs to the letter. And
even though reason may marvel at the substance of His word and
promise anil say, It cannot be so nor done, yet one may rely upon
the fulfilment thereof with implicit trust; for Ife is the Lord,
the Omnipotent One, with whom nothing is impossible. - Having
thus reminded his readers of the divine origin of the Sacrament,
to wit, that it was instituted by the Lord Jesus, the apostle pro-
ceetls to state the time of the institution. It took place in the'
night in which He, the Lord Jesus, was betrayed, - betrayed in
such contemptible manner by His own disciple Judas Iscariot;
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