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The eucharist – its origins and contexts. Sacred meal, communal meal, table fellowship in late
antiquity, early Judaism, and early Christianity, I: Old Testament, early Judaism, New
Testament; II: Patristic traditions, iconography; III: Near eastern and Graeco-Roman
traditions, archaeology. Edited by David Hellholm and Dieter Sänger.
(Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, .) Pp. xxxvi
+ ; xiv + –; xii + – incl.  black-and-white and colour
figs and  tables. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, . €.     ;
 
JEH () ; doi:./S

This is a vast collection of essays collected in three volumes, and is the outcome of
two conferences held at the University of Kiel in , and the University of
Agder’s study centre at Metouchi in . A large number of scholars have thus
been involved in this project, many of them from Scandinavian institutions, and
they span a good number of the disciplines deemed relevant to the project’s title.

The result is a mixed bag, almost as if throwing sufficient material over a broad
spectrum will yield something. This reviewer’s opinion is that the result is incoher-
ent. Some of the contributions squeeze as much mileage as possible from little
material, simply taking up unnecessary pages; for example, Håkan Ulfgard’s
survey of meals as metaphors in the Apocalypse sifts the material and could
safely have been summed up in five pages, and Joseph Verheyden’s discussion of
the eucharists in the Apocryphal Acts is so minute as to be total overkill.
Clemens Leonhard, a very thorough scholar, examines the rabbinical and other
Jewish material on the Passover, only to show – as was already widely known –
that most of the material is too late to shed much light at all on the origins of
the Christian eucharist. The essays on the Gospel material and  Corinthians xi
show considerable overlap, and some of the essays give summaries of the views
of previous New Testament scholars.

The second volume does contain some fine essays which actually engage with
theology and liturgy: the essays by Juliette Day (‘Cyril’ of Jerusalem), Michael
Lattke (Aphrahat), Allan Fitzgerald (Ambrose and Augustine) are prime exam-
ples. However, most of the essays avoid any serious engagement with liturgy and
even less with theology. Andes Ekenberg gives a useful overview of the relevant
material in the church orders. The essay by Kees den Biesen on Ephrem is one
of the best in the collection. Other essays give useful information on meal practices
amongst other religious groups such as the Mandeans. All the essays have bibliog-
raphies that many will find useful, though some are too selective and dated.
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The resulting collection is uneven, unwieldy and lacks overall cohesion. An edi-
torial introduction offering some summary and systemisation was needed, and
would certainly have helped students encountering these essays. The question
arises as to how far these weighty volumes actually address the subject of the
title. A good number of the essays give a broad context for viewing the Christian
eucharist, but the origin(s) remains elusive. However much the Gospel institution
narratives have been given theological colouring from Old Testament covenant
and sacrifice ideas, and however much the Graeco-Roman Symposium is
invoked as the context, no good argument is ever made as to why, by the time of
the Synoptic Gospels, there was a tradition that the Supper as celebrated in
many early ecclesial groups was associated with a Passover context and derived
from something that Jesus did that was different from both the normal Passover
ritual and from other meals that he and his followers had shared. The implications
of this – historical, theological and liturgical – is a missing piece in these three
volumes.
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Petrus in Rom. Die literarischen Zeugnisse. Mit einer kritischen Edition der Martyrien des
Petrus und Paulus auf neuer handschriftlicher Grundlage. By Otto Zwierlein. nd
revised edition. (Untersuchungen zur antiken Litteratur und Geschichte,
.) Pp. xiv +  incl.  ills. Berlin–New York: De Gruyter, . €..
    ;  
JEH () ; doi:./S

Zwierlein’s thesis has two objectives: (i) the production of a critical edition of the
Martyrdom of Peter and of Paul, and (ii) the demonstration that this text is the final
product of a Rom-Mythos (described at pp. –) that is in all its phases historic-
ally unreliable. Zwierlein’s critical edition (pp. –) is based upon the newly
discovered eleventh-century manuscript, Ochridensis bibl. mun.  (pp. vi, ),
photographic plates of which he reproduces (Plates –).

As a critical text, Zwierlein’s work is outstanding. But his dismissal of early histor-
ical evidence that Peter was in Rome is based on tendentious conclusions from a
too restricted and dated discussion, mainly in Germany, of key documents.

In  Peter v., ‘Babylon’ is plausibly interpreted as a cypher for Rome (follow-
ing Revelation xviii., , ), but Zwierlein regards it, following Heussi, as a ‘sub-
stitute expression (Wechselwort) for the Diaspora’ (p. ). But ‘Diaspora’ is a quite
different analogy from ‘Babylonian captivity’: they are not the same.

Ignatius, in Romans ., compares his coming martyrdom unfavourably with that
of Peter and Paul, instructors of the Roman Church whom he extolls in exalted
terms (Incipit). Whether any dogmatic claim regarding Christian Rome’s
primacy is thus founded on their presence there, the text itself is evidence of
both Peter and Paul martyred at Rome. Zwierlein, in order to rule out this as evi-
dence, has to invoke the thesis that the Ignatian letters are forgeries, and are to be
dated after the letter of Dionysius of Corinth began the creation of the Rom-Mythos
as apostolic authority against Gnosticism (pp. –, , ).

Zwierlein’s evidence for dating the ‘fiktive Briefcorpus’ is that it is part of
Irenaeus’ programme founded on the fiction of apostolic succession and the
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