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The article starts by outlining the theoretical and conceptual foundations
in the field of multimodal interaction analysis, which, based on its spatial-
linguistic orientation, deals with the meaning of space for the constitution
of social meaning. Conceptually, we refer to the ideas of architecture-for-
interaction and social topography. Empirically, we look towards the entire 
range of visually perceptible physical expressions of the Communion 
participants. We also focus on the spatial prerequisites and the space-related 
knowledge of the visitors, which becomes evident in their situational behaviour. 
From our point of view, Communion is not only a ritual in worship but also 
a task of coordination and positioning. We analyse video excerpts of two 
Communions in Lutheran-Protestant worship. The central question is: How do 
the people who hand out the sacrament to the participants take part in the 
procedure themselves (self-supply)? The video excerpts are from Germany 
(Rimbach and Zotzenbach, South Hesse). We see self-supply as a situational 
reproduction of institutional structures and relevancies. Methodologically,
we first analyse an example in detail, in which we elaborate constitutive as-
pects of self-supply and the associated implications in the sense of an arising 
communitisation of the faithful. The subsequent analysis is carried out from 
a comparative perspective with reference to the results already obtained. The 
analyses lead to two basic models. Firstly, we identified a two-phase model in 
which first the churchgoers and then separately the institution’s representatives 
celebrate Communion. Structurally linked to this model is the is the diverging 
presence of those who have already completed the ritual, divergence resulting 
in two ensembles with their respective interaction space. The churchgoers 
watch the pastor and his assistants perform the ritual themselves. Secondly, we 
were able to formulate an integrative model in which the pastor celebrates 
Communion as one of the community. This preserves cohesion among all 
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churchgoers and there is no ritual display of the institution’s representatives as 
in the two-phase model. As for model-shaping factors, two aspects become 
particularly clear: The first are the opportunities which the architecture-for-
interaction, i.e. the concrete space for the Communion, provides. The second is 
the number of participants who perform the ceremony under these spatial 
conditions. Both aspects have a direct impact on the organisation of Commu-
nion, the movement within the church space and, indirectly, on the structure 
and implications of self-supply.

Keywords: visibility of ritual meaning, worship, Communion, multimodal-
ity, multimodal interaction analysis, coordination, socio-spatial positioning, 
architecture-for-interaction, social topography, interaction space.
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Статья посвящена изучению совершения ритуала причастия в немец-
ких евангелическо-лютеранских церквях земли Гессен: в городах Римбахе 
и Цоценбахе. Теоретически и концептуально авторы опираются на муль-
тимодальный подход к анализу интеракции, который занимается изуче-
нием вопроса о значимости пространства при производстве социального 
значения в интеракции. Основными являются понятия об интеракцион-
ной архитектуре и социальной топографии. Работая над эмпирическим 
материалом, авторы концентрируются, с одной стороны, на совокупной 
области визуально воспринимаемого телесного присутствия участников 
совершения ритуала причастия; с другой стороны, их внимание фокуси-
руется на пространственных условиях и предпосылках, а также на знаниях 
прихожан церквей о религиозном пространстве храма. С позиции муль-
тимодально-интеракционного видения проблемы, причастие является не 
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только религиозным ритуалом, но и социальной площадкой координа-
тивных и позиционных действий участников религиозного события; ины-
ми словами, речь идёт о проблеме позиционирования и координации 
в причастии. Материалом исследования выступают видеофрагменты двух 
евангелическо-лютеранских богослужений с ритуалами причастий. Цен-
тральным при обсуждении является вопрос о том, как члены общины, ко-
торые при проведении конкретной службы помогают пастору осущест-
влять процедуру причастия для других представителей общины, сами 
затем совершают обряд причащения (self-supply). При этом концепт «self-
supply», или «само-причащение», понимается как ситуативная репродук-
ция институциональных структур и институциональных значений или 
релеванций. С методической точки зрения, анализ проводится по следу-
ющей схеме: сначала детально и отдельно анализируются причастия 
в двух церквях, при этом выделяются конститутивные аспекты модели «са-
мо-причащения» и вскрываются связанные с ними импликации на пред-
мет выявления ситуативно возникающих коллективных действий верую-
щих. Затем осуществляется сравнение моделей совершения двух прича-
стий. Результатом анализа является выделение двух базовых моделей 
ритуала. В двухфазовой модели причастия сначала община, а затем инсти-
туциональные представители общины, или ритуальные ассистенты, от-
дельно от общины, но совместно с пастором, осуществляют обряд прича-
щения. В этой модели структурно дифференцируется коллективное раз-
межевание общины на две части, одна из которых уже совершила ритуал 
и сидя наблюдает за продолжением ритуала другой; другая же совместно 
с пастором в этот момент совершает свой обряд причащения. В интегра-
ционной модели причастия пастор при совершении ритуального дей-
ствия интегрируется с общиной и как член общины принимает прича-
стие. При этом сохраняется связь всех участников общины, и институцио-
нального размежевания общины не происходит. К основополагающим 
факторам существования двух моделей причастия следует отнести два 
аспекта: а) потенциальные возможности, предоставляемые интеракцион-
ной архитектурой, или возможности, предоставляемые конкретными про-
странствами для совершения ритуала причастия; б) число членов общи-
ны, которые осуществляют ритуальное действие в конкретных простран-
ственных условиях. Выделенные аспекты непосредственно влияют на 
организацию причастия и на движение прихожан в пространстве церкви, 
а также опосредованно воздействуют на структуру и импликации в «self-
supply».

Ключевые слова: визуализация ритуального значения, богослужение, 
причастие, мультимодальность, мультимодальный анализ интеракции, 
координация, социально-пространственное позиционирование, интерак-
ционная архитектура, социальная топография, пространство интеракции.
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Introduction: Conceptual Framework

The precursors and relevant points of reference to multimodal 
interaction analysis are primarily the interaction-sociological idea of 
Goffman [Goffman 1983] as well as context analysis [Birdwhistell 1970; 
Scheflen 1964; Scheflen 1972; Heilman 1979]. Multimodal interaction 
analysis has been established since the early 2000s as an independent 
approach to the analysis of human interaction [Schmitt 2007 a; Schmitt 
2015]. It shares the notion with its precursors that participants of 
an interaction express themselves with all available physical-spatial 
resources (gestures, facial expressions, visual behaviour, body orienta-
tion and posture, verbal expressions, spatial positioning), and that these 
resources are theoretically equivalent. Context analysis emphasises “the 
importance of an integrated approach to the study of interaction” and 
“refuses to assume that any particular modality of communication is 
more salient than another” [Kendon 1990, 16]. Another important aspect 
of the multimodal perspective is the idea that in the study of human 
interaction, the verbal primacy must be abandoned in favour of an 
approach that considers all levels of modality for the analysis and 
theoretical conception of interaction. Such a stance makes it necessary
to reflect on the established foundations in all areas of scientific prac-
tice and to develop the monomodal idea of interaction into a multi-
modal one.

This applies to all levels of practical research: the empirical basis 
(video recordings instead of audio recordings [Schmitt 2006]), the 
assumptions of interaction theory (interaction as a multimodal event 
that takes all resources of human expression into account as opposed to 
the focus on verbal expressions [Schmitt 2007 b]), object constitution 
(situations in which visible behaviour is the main focus and verbal 
expressions do not play a prominent role or even no role at all [Schmitt 
2012 a; Schmitt 2012 b; Schmitt 2018; Schmitt, Petrova 2018 a]), concept 
design (e. g. “interaction space” [Mondada 2007; Müller, Bohle 2007; 
Schmitt, Deppermann 2007; Schmitt 2013a], “interaction ensemble” 
[Schmitt 2012 c, Schmitt 2013], “socio-spatial positioning” [Hausendorf, 
Schmitt 2017]) as well as the method of analysis (e. g. “initial visual 
analysis” [Schmitt 2007 b, 39–43]) and the foundations that are represen-
tative of the subject (e. g. “frame comics” [Schmitt 2016] or “all-in-one 
frames” [Schmitt 2018]).

Multimodal interaction analysis is primarily concerned with the 
impact of visual aspects, which comes into effect by the use of audio-
visual analysis. In order to account for the hearable and visible complex-
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ity of interaction, the notion of simultaneity (of different bodily forms of 
expression) must be added to the idea of sequentiality. Sequentiality – 
the temporal ordering of turns in talk – has been the dominant perspec-
tive in the analysis of talk-in-interaction for a long time. It also becomes 
apparent that the spatial environment has largely been ignored in 
interaction analysis, which focuses on verbal aspects. Meanwhile, the 
situation has changed fundamentally.

For the first time, we presented results of multimodal analyses 
under the thematic aspect of “coordination” [Schmitt 2007 c]. This con-
cerned the empirical evidence and theoretical modeling of the following 
important fact: In interaction, before and while speaking to each other, 
participants continuously coordinate with each other. This is usually 
done by bodily expressions that are only perceptible visually and are 
beyond conscious perception and reflexive control of those involved. On 
the basis of these insights, we then dealt with the simultaneous and 
sequential complexity of participants’ expressions and the constitution 
of interaction, using openings of situations as an example [Mondada, 
Schmitt 2010]. The analysis of the multimodal establishment of focused 
interaction made obvious that the use of different aspects of space plays 
a central role.

This led to the analysis of space as an interactive resource [Hausen-
dorf, Mondada, Schmitt 2012; Schmitt 2013]. Here the focus was on 
procedures in which participants used their spatial environment to 
solve problems regarding the constitution of interaction. The theoretical 
and analytical focus was on the active and situational creation of suitable 
interaction spaces in order to pursue common and individual goals in 
interaction. For this reason, the concept of “interaction space” was 
developed. If space does possess the quality to serve as a resource, it 
must already exist before interaction takes place. The study of space
as an interactive resource led to the development of the concepts 
“architecture-for-interaction” and “social topography” [Hausendorf, 
Schmitt 2013; Hausendorf, Schmitt 2016 a]1.

Architecture-for-interaction focuses on the offers (usability cues 
[Gibson 1977; Hausendorf, Kesselheim 2016]) that space can make for 
interaction before it starts. These offers are captured by basic concepts 
such as “accessibility”, “visibility”, “dwellability”, “touchability” etc. 
and can be reconstructed without the presence of individuals.

1 The concepts we describe here were developed through the analysis of the church as a functional 
space. Functional spaces are built for specific forms of interaction, and there exists shared 
knowledge about their functional use. See also the analyses on church viewing as a cultural practice 
[Schmitt 2017; Schmitt, Fiehler, Öndüc 2018].
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Social topography refers to the cultural imprint and adequate use
of space by those present. The socio-topographical knowledge is 
responsible for how the basic concepts of architecture-for-interaction 
become relevant. This means in our case: The reason not all areas of the 
church space are actually utilised, despite being marked as accessible by 
the architecture-for-interaction, lies in the social topography of the use 
of church space in worship. It is the social topography that regulates 
how participants in worship use space in a socially adequate way. 
Architecture-for-interaction and social topography lay the groundwork 
for participants (in our case: churchgoers) to constitute adequate inter-
action spaces for the pursuit of their common goals (here: celebrate 
worship in an appropriate manner).

Scientific Interest

From our point of view, Communion is not only an important ritual 
in worship but also a task of coordination and positioning [Schmitt, 
Petrova 2018 b]. This is because the majority of the participants is more 
or less simultaneously in motion within the church space. Furthermore, 
the distribution and consumption of bread and wine have to be actively 
organised. Communion is a particularly interesting case in the frame-
work of the conceptual triad outlined above because “the prevailing 
architecture-for-interaction is shaped by a new social topography” 
[Walti 2016, 354; translation M. B.], which leads to an irritation regarding 
the constitution of an appropriate interaction space. Therefore, the new 
social topography has to be communicated as an invalidation of “normal 
form expectations” [Cicourel 1975]:

We will celebrate Communion as “Walking Communion” again. Please line 
up in two rows and come forward through the central aisle, receive the 
sacrament and then return to your seats by using the side aisles. We start on 
both sides simultaneously and the ones in the pews further back can join the 
lines as we proceed (Communion Rimbach: 17/07/2016).

We subsequently focus on the multimodal and spatial behaviour
of those who are liturgically assigned to organise the Communion for 
the churchgoers and distribute bread and wine. These are a pastor 
(Rimbach) and a predicant (Zotzenbach) and their liturgical assistants. 
However, we are not interested in their contribution towards facilitating 
the churchgoers’ Communion celebration, but in the way they celebrate 
Communion themselves.
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We use the term “self-supply” to refer to this research aspect in 
a conceptual way: Supply points to the necessity of distribution and 
consumption of bread and wine. Self reflects the fact that the distributors 
of wine and bread consume wine and bread themselves. We distinguish 
“self-supply” from the notion of “self-communion”2 and its theological 
implications. For our scientific interest, the theological question whether 
self-communion is liturgically appropriate does not matter. We are 
concerned with its social implications for communitisation during 
Communion.

Comparing the community’s celebration with the church representa-
tives’ celebration allows us to make statements about the self-conception 
of the church representatives in the sense of socio-spatial positioning 
[Hausendorf, Schmitt 2017]. In the manner self-supply is accomplished, 
we see a moment of institutional reproduction and a certain concept of 
community. Viewing the celebration of the sacrament both as a symbolic 
reproduction of the Last Supper of Jesus Christ with his disciples and as 
a ritual performance of this primal scene in worship, one can ask the 
following question: Do the church representatives position themselves 
in the same way as the churchgoers, namely “as disciples”? Does the 
way of remembering the Last Supper have any implications for the 
communitisation in worship as a whole?

Before we try to answer this question, we take a brief look at existing 
studies on Communion and on the aspect of self-supply.

Related Work

The church has not been a preferred institution to study, and there-
fore only few studies on communication in church exist3. Our own 
analysis of communication in the church space focuses on very different 
aspects: The role of architecture-for-interaction and socio-topographical 
knowledge [Hausendorf, Schmitt 2016 b] has been analysed. We also 
explored the social implications of positioning activities in worship 
[Hausendorf, Schmitt 2017] and examined the constitution and symbol-
isation of the categorial affiliation of confirmands [Schmitt 2012 a; 

2 The term “self-communion” is established in the field of theology and, according to Fendt [Fendt 
1956, 424], refers to “self-donation”, where the Lutheran priest not only donates the sacrament
to the churchgoers but also to himself. For a historical account of the conflict regarding self-
communion in the Lutheran Communion, see Nyman [Nyman 1958]; also Ebeling [Ebeling 2012, 
295–325] and Jordahn [Jordahn 2003].
3 See: Schmitt, Petrova [Schmitt, Petrova 2018] for an overview of “religious communication and 
communication in worship”.
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Schmitt 2013 b], as well as the handling of sacral objects [Schmitt 2012 b]. 
Furthermore, we were interested in the structure of the beginning of 
worship [Hausendorf, Schmitt 2010] and the ways in which rituality is 
accomplished [Schmitt, Petrova 2017; Petrova, Schmitt, Stulberg 2018]. 
Our own study of Communion, however, is still in its infancy [Schmitt, 
Petrova 2018 b].

Looking for relevant literature, we found contributions to the study 
of Communion from different perspectives: That of the history of reli-
gion [e. g. Reinhard 2015; Markus 1968; Schubert 2018], the perspective 
of the sociology of religion [e. g. Dittweiler, Faber 2008; Welker 1996; 
Welker 2005; Messelken 1980], and the study of Communion from 
a practical liturgical point of view [e. g. Plüss 2006]. There is also 
research concerning the history of liturgy [e. g. Ehrensperger 2003; 
Lebedev 2009] as well as research from a folkloristic [see: Köhle-
Hezinger 2011] and a cultural science perspective [Josuttis, Martin 1980]. 
However, information on self-supply as outlined above does not play 
a role in these works.

The same applies to the guidelines for Communion as published by 
the Protestant Church of Germany in 2008 [EKD 2008]. They contain
no information on how the church representatives themselves can or 
should celebrate the Last Supper during worship.4 There are only 
unspecific references to a problem associated with self-celebration, as 
for example in Ebeling [Ebeling 2012, 322]:

... it is problematic, when the pastor who leads an evangelic celebration of 
Communion either does not communicate at all or, as it were, serves himself 
instead of being given bread and wine from a non-ordained person (translation 
M. B.).

It is not explained any further what exactly the problems are.
Explicit interaction-analytical studies of Communion are scarce. If at 

all, Communion is only discussed briefly and incidentally. For example, 
Paul’s [Paul 1990] study does not focus on Communion but serves
to exemplify the connection between “the accomplishment based on 
interpretation and the ritual mechanics” [Paul 1990, 189–191; translation 
M. B.]. Aside from Walti [Walti 2016], we have not found video-based 
studies that address aspects of Communion. The case study that Walti 
[Walti 2016, chap. 8.2] presents, however, does not deal with how the 
celebration is carried out by the church representatives.

4 For example, see Jordahn [Jordahn 2003, 448]: “A particular issue <of handing out the Last Supper, 
R. S.> is the so-called self-communion of the liturgist” (translation M. B.).
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Case Studies

We begin the analysis of the Communion celebrations by examining 
Evangelical-Lutheran worship in Rimbach and Zotzenbach. Both are 
communities in southern Hesse with a rural to small-town character. 
Self-supply only occurs in Rimbach. We start with a brief description of 
how the churchgoers celebrate the Last Supper, which provides the 
necessary context for understanding the subsequent act of self-supply.

Communion in Rimbach

We learn about the basic constellation from the pastor’s announce-
ment of “Walking Communion”: In the central aisle, the churchgoers 
wait in two rows to move towards the altar. They then receive bread5 
and wine at one of the two supply stations, which are located in front of 
the steps leading up to the altar. After consuming both, they immedi-
ately return to their seats using the aisles on the sides (fig. 1).

The two supply stations (white frames in fig. 1) are each served by 
three people: The first one hands out the bread, the second offers a small 
goblet and the third person holds the tray of goblets. The red arrows 
(fig. 1) highlight the paths of the Communion participants. After the last 
community members have received the sacrament in front of the altar 
steps, the supply stations dissolve and the pastor and his assistants 
move towards the altar (fig. 2).
5 In both analysed cases, wafers are served instead of bread. Nevertheless, we will continue to use 
“bread” metaphorically.
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In his white robe, the pastor takes big steps toward the altar, while 
a woman behind him carries a tray of individual drinking goblets 
(fig. 2). Standing to the right of the altar and waiting are another woman 
and a man with their hands folded in front of their bodies. Another man 
with a similar posture stands to the left of the altar.

As the pastor has almost reached the altar, the two people on the right 
move closer to the altar, their hands still folded. The man on the left
remains in his position and posture, while the woman carrying the tray 
of goblets has arrived behind the altar and puts it down there (fig. 3).

  

The pastor now takes the paten from the altar, positions himself 
centrally in front of the altar and faces the church community while 
looking down on the paten in his hands. While three of the assistants 
have found a fixed position, oriented towards both altar and pastor, the 
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woman who placed the tray on the altar is still in motion. She targets the 
gap between the man to the left of the altar and the women on her right. 
In the background, a second woman steps out of the sacristy, where she 
has placed goblets on a tray (fig. 4).

In the next picture (fig. 5), the pastor’s assistants have established 
a semicircular constellation in which the pastor – centrally standing in 
front of the altar – is in the middle. This semicircle shifts a little to the 
right as the man who receives the altar bread from the pastor positions 
himself not on, but next to the carpet. For the woman who just joined 
the group, the only vacant position is relatively far to the right. The 
pastor has meanwhile begun the Last Supper by distributing bread: He 
thus does not wait until all assistants have found their position.

  

One after the other, he hands out the bread and says a blessing (fig. 6 
a, b). After having offered the bread to the last assistant, this assistant 
takes over the paten and hands out bread to the pastor (fig. 7 a, b).
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The assistant then places the paten on the left side of the altar, and 
the pastor takes the goblet from the altar and offers it to the woman on 
the far right (fig. 8 a, b).

  

The same procedure for the bread is now repeated with the goblet: 
The pastor receives the cup from the last assistant and drinks from it 
(fig. 9 a, b).

  

These brief descriptions reveal two aspects: On the one hand, the 
pastor receives the bread and wine from an assistant. He thus does not 
help himself. On the other hand, the pastor and his assistants do not 
drink from separate cups as the churchgoers do, but from a single larger 
goblet.

Immediately after the pastor places the goblet which he drank from 
last on the altar, the so far stable semicircular constellation dissolves. In 
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the process, a synchronous movement occurs, where the pastor with-
draws his right hand from the goblet and the woman in the light-
coloured outfit leaves her fixed position by lifting her left leg and 
moving it to the side (fig. 10).

This movement sets everyone else in motion, and finally they all find 
a new position with their backs to the altar (fig. 11).
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By the time this repositioning is complete, they all stand next to each 
other in front of the altar, with the pastor once again assuming the 
central position. The three people on his left are now holding hands, 
thus indicating that the Last Supper is over and that something new will 
follow (fig. 12). The new part that follows is a prayer by the pastor.

Figure 12 shows an interesting detail, which is the view to the right 
of the two people on the pastor’s left. They both seem to wonder why 
the others are not holding hands for the prayer. Here, one can identify 
local differences in orientation: On the one hand, there is the pastor, for 
whom a symbolic communitisation by means of holding hands does not 
seem to be essential for his prayer. On the other hand, there are the three 
people who are symbolically communitised by holding hands. And 
there are two people who, standing alone, have put their hands together 
in front of their bodies for individual prayer positions. After completing 
the prayer, this constellation also dissolves, and all but the pastor leave 
the chancel and go to their seats.

Summary 1

In this case of self-supply, the church representatives celebrate the 
Last Supper after the churchgoers do. Due to the large number of church 
representatives, the organising and positioning activities in front of the 
altar take a lot of time. This causes the ceremony to take place before the 
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eyes of the churchgoers, who have already returned to their seats. The 
churchgoers thus become the audience of this event. They are virtually 
“forced” to take this role by the architecture-for-interaction (the pews 
determine the visitors’ orientation towards the front). The communion 
of those present is thereby split into two subgroups: the churchgoers 
and the church representatives. The church representatives and church-
goers interact with each other at the communal celebration. They are 
connected by handing out and receiving bread and wine. They are thus 
situated in an action-based co-presence. During the celebration of the 
church representatives, this kind of co-presence no longer exists. Only 
those who stand in front of the altar are communitised in a way that
is specific to their actions, while the churchgoers are watching this 
communitisation. The communitisation of a few in front of the altar 
does not only constitute its own interaction space (while excluding the 
churchgoers) but also gains a demonstrative quality.

In addition to the exclusive access to the altar and the temporary stay 
in front of the altar, another contrast regarding the specifics of wine 
consumption becomes clear. Whereas the churchgoers receive wine in 
individual goblets, the church representatives share a collective goblet, 
which is passed on from person to person. This shared goblet connects 
those who drink from it in a different way than the wine consumption 
by the use of individual goblets does. The reception of wine is much 
closer to the traditional structure of the Last Supper with the disciples: 
It is said that Jesus gave bread and wine to the disciples and all drank 
from the same goblet.

One can then ask how the churchgoers are being positioned in this 
regard and how the representatives position themselves. It is clear that 
they both act in accordance with the position of disciples. But what does 
it mean when the institution’s representatives position themselves in 
a socio-spatially exposing way and celebrate the Last Supper with the 
help of other sacral objects (in this case the shared goblet) in contrast 
to the churchgoers?

It is obvious that the self-supply and the celebration of the church-
goers are based on different concepts, each having their own social 
topography. Aspects of this difference are:
– the visibility of their behaviour to the community,
– the accessibility of the altar and the “staying” at this place,
– a static presence,
– the immediate access to the constitutive resources of the Last Supper 

(bread and wine), and
– the use of an own sacral object.
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Also, in practice, the description “we will celebrate Communion as 
‘Walking Communion’”, as quoted above, does not include the pastor and 
his assistants. The described trajectory does not apply to them. In other 
words, they do not celebrate Communion as “Walking Communion”.
In fact, they present a model that can be accomplished if only a small 
number of churchgoers attend the celebration. The accomplished model 
(proximity to the altar, intimacy and physical proximity between the 
participants) is not possible due to the large number of participants.

Communion in Zotzenbach

Unlike Rimbach, Zotzenbach uses side tables and a railing to manage 
the movement of the churchgoers and the problem of distribution (fig. 13).

The participants walk along the left side of the central railing (1) 
towards the left side table (2) (still covered here with a white cloth), 
where the individual goblets have been placed. There, they take a goblet 
and step in front of the long table in front of the altar (3) to receive the 
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bread and blessing. They consume the bread and wine at this table, then 
put down their empty goblet on the right-side table (4) and finally 
return to their seat. The railing serves in part as a walking aid for the 
elderly. But it also channels the churchgoers’ movement by determining 
the path to the altar and back. The railing, in conjunction with the side 
tables, illustrates the social topography that is specific to Communion. 
An explicit description of the path – as is the case in Rimbach – is thus 
not needed.

By using these objects, supply stations consisting of several people 
are not necessary. The predicant can thereby focus on the distribution of 
bread. He positions himself between the altar and the table in front
of the altar, facing the church community. This “furnished” solution 
reduces the number of church representatives operating in the chancel. 
It also gives the predicant the opportunity to celebrate the Last Supper 
together with the community. While he hands out bread to the par-
ticipants, he remains positioned between altar and table (fig. 14). After 
a (presumably previously) appointed substitute has received his Com-
munion, the predicant hands over the task of bread distribution to him 
and switches sides: He takes an individual goblet like the community 
members (fig. 15).

  

Then he joins the top of the line waiting in front of the altar (fig. 16). 
He then receives the bread from his substitute, consumes it along with 
the wine and hands it to the woman at the top of the waiting line (fig. 17). 
Afterwards, he returns to his position behind the table (fig. 18–19). The 
main stages of this self-supply (fig. 16–19) are shown in the “frame 
comic” [Schmitt 2016] below.
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The decision to manage the coordination and positioning problem
by using side tables allows the church representative to integrate into 
the celebration of the Last Supper and thereby avoid partial communi-
tisation. In Zotzenbach, all participants of the celebration are part of one 
community. There is only one coherent context of action and no two-
phase model where self-supply is on display in an unavoidably demon-
strative way.

Summary 2

In this example, the institution’s representative blends in with the 
churchgoers during the celebration of the Last Supper and receives
the “meal” alongside them. Certain requirements need to be met for 
the realisation of this model. These include:
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a) the reduction of personnel, leaving only a single person to admin-
ister the celebration (enabled by preparing and supporting the celebra-
tion with objects such as tables and railings),

b) the division of labour by the two people involved (predicant and 
sexton), by which the predicant gives the bread and speaks the blessing, 
and the sexton is only responsible for ensuring that there are enough 
filled goblets on one table and not too many on the other (the one for 
depositing the empty goblets),

c) the use of a substitute, who is qualified to administer the sacra-
ment, give bread and speak a blessing to the predicant, and

d) requirements concerning the architecture-for-interaction to allow 
for the temporary integration of the representative and his return to his 
former position and role.

This model is designed to avoid partial communitisation, which – as 
we have seen – can result from an alternative positioning of the repre-
sentatives, from the use of separate (sacred) objects, and an autonomous 
positioning in the sequence of the event.

Models of Self-Supply

The analyses show two different models of Communion by church 
representatives, each with specific implications: A two-phase model and 
an integration model.

Two-Phase Model

On the one hand, self-supply does not take place until all churchgoers 
have received the Last Supper. On the other hand, the autonomous 
posterior position is linked to an alternative socio-spatial positioning. 
The communion is thereby split into two communities, both temporally 
and socio-spatially. Unlike the churchgoers, the pastor and his assistants 
go to the altar to receive their “meal”. There, the pastor stands with his 
back to the altar, in his usual position, and hands out the “meal” to his 
co-celebrants. The positioning in this exposed, socio-spatially implica-
tive place creates a ritual scene, which is observed by the community. 
Due to the contrast in the structure of self-supply, this exclusive 
celebration of the Last Supper is perceptible to the community as an 
independent ritual event. It is an event in an autonomous interaction 
space, which cannot be seen as a continuation of the community’s own 
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celebration (Walking Communion). This is also because the social topog-
raphy that has been valid for Walking Communion does not apply to the 
church representatives.

The division of the community becomes apparent in the discontinuity, 
temporal autonomy and socio-spatial privilege of using the altar during 
self-supply. It can also be seen in the use of separate sacred objects, in 
the symbolisation of partial communitisation and in the visibility of all 
these aspects, which is caused by the architecture-for-interaction. The 
churchgoers, who have returned to their seats, become spectators of the 
self-supply, which thereby gains a demonstrative quality.

In the interplay of these aspects, the institution’s orientation and its 
relevancies are reproduced. The concept of a community celebrating the 
Last Supper in memory of Jesus Christ is realised on the basis of an 
existing structure of institutionalised inequality. This concept is linked 
to the two-phase model.6 It is thus the hierarchical structure of the 
institution that is particularly influential and that becomes evident
in the celebration. The two-phase model is not really suited to the 
constitution of one coherent community. This becomes particularly clear 
in the different socio-topographical resources: The community members 
are divided by the two supply stations in front of the altar steps (an 
interesting “intermediate area” [Hausendorf, Schmitt 2017]) and are 
thus not able to access the altar. From a more critical perspective of the 
institution, one cannot help but notice that the two-phase model is in 
danger of bringing about a two-class model.

Integration Model

As for the integration model, the representative of the institution 
blends in with the churchgoers during the celebration of the Last Supper 
and receives the “meal” alongside them.

The integration of the predicant into the community allows all 
activities related to the celebration to remain coherent.

He acts as one of the community (a community of collective memory) 
and not as a representative of the institution. This is evident from the 
fact that he carries out the celebration in exactly the same way as the 
community and that he uses one of the same sacred objects as them.
6 The two-phase-model can also be executed in reverse order: First the representatives attend the 
Last Supper and then the churchgoers. Together with Heiko Hausendorf, we have also analysed 
a Communion from his Zurich Corpus, Switzerland, which is accomplished as a three-phase-
model: First the representatives, then the churchgoers and finally a group of jazz musicians, who 
accompanied the communion of both parties, attend the Last Supper.
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Problem-Solving Resources and their Implications

The various solutions to the problem of organisation and distribution 
have implications for self-supply. The “furnished” solution reduces the 
number of people needed to supply the churchgoers and allows for the 
integration of representatives. The higher the number of representatives, 
the more problematic an integrative approach becomes. A large number 
of church representatives risks an unwanted demonstrative character of 
the self-supply, which has an impact on the communitisation of every-
one present. The number of visitors also crucially affects the organisation 
of “visitor-supply” and self-supply: A large number of visitors forces the 
communal celebration to become more economic, and it affects the self-
supply in terms of its demonstrative character and partial communitisa-
tion. The ritual significance of the celebration of Communion (including 
self-supply) and its visibility to the community is therefore not a purely 
liturgical matter. It rather arises from the combination of liturgical 
considerations and the respective architecture-for-interaction with its 
corresponding social topography.
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