SRLRCT CONMITIER

RESOLUTIONS FOR MEETING ON THURSDAY JUNS l4t¥hgt 4.15 p.m.

Seweeacewe ooo---------

1. Adjourned from last Keeting:- ra= A e B {lekm,{z%

"That according to the law of the Church,Athe bread and wine must b
ﬂau*AUN consecrated zeparately and administered separately (Rubrics in
Communion Service)y { Ao

2. That in censequence of the above the law dees not nearmit administra-
ticen eof the wine by the methode known as Idp&inction Commixture or
Instillation. (e . )

d/3‘ That the wine may be consecrated in a @up Chalice or ¥lagon and a
: S distinetion is apparently made between a Cup and a Chalice but except
e as a convenient vehicle fer administering the wine no special vzalue
S or saceredness ig attached te the Cup more than te the Chalice or
#lagon in which thé& wine is consecrated ( Hubries of the Order of
Communion 1548 and 1st Prayer Book 1549)

4., That the wine must be administered te each communicant by means eof a
+ cup but the law does net stipulate the size of the cup er the material
of which it is made.

0 5. That the symbolism of the Bacrament of the Lord's Supper does not ccn-
gist in drinking from a common cup but in 2 partaking of the bread
and wine which alone are the outward and visible sign of the Sacrae
ment.

{ The Church Catechism -~ “hat is the outward part or sign of
the Lord's Supper?¥ Ans. Bread and Winee= which the Lerd hath
cormanded to be received)

6. That te enforee the sharing of a common cup as necessary to a proper
and valid partaking of the S:crament is an unautherised additien te
the Symboelism of the Sacrament as defined in the authoritative teach.
ing of the Church,

7. That although the use of individual cups is & departure from the cuse
tom of mere than three centuries and apparently was not contemplated
by the compilers ef the Prayer Beek yet such use dees not necessaril)
inv@lve a contravention e¢f the law of the Church. _

( Decision by the late Archbishop Temple and Late Archbishop
Saumarez-Smith)

g 8. That no Bishep or company of Bisheps is empowered by the law of the
Church te autherise the administration of the wine in the BSacrament
of the Lerd's Supper by any other means than aes provided in the Rook
of Commen Frayer. x

1. There is no objectioen in law to the administratien of the wine in two
fl or more cupsdaz t?efsamettime and at one celebratien(provided such

g cu are,use ndifferently as commoen cups.) £ ;
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2. The symbolism of the oneeness of the Christian Cemmunity referred te
by €t. Paul (1 Cer.X 15-17) is expressly found by him in the "one
bread” eof which" all are partakers®. It is submitted that similarly
this symbelism is te be seen in the "ene wine® of which “all are
partakers” rather than in the vessel which pro hac vice contains it
and from which it is accordingly administered-(See the wafer shaped
bread case 11 Hals 678 Ridsdale v Clifton 2 P.D,276)
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3.There is no doetrinal significance in and no theological objection to
the use of Separate Cups except

4.(a)The Bishops by resolution at the Lambeth Conference 1908 adopted
the advice that

"in special cases where exceptional circumstances seem to require a
departure from the ususl manner of administration counsel and direc-
tion should be sought from the Bishop of the Diocese”

and this advice is also offered on beéhalf of the Bishops of Australias
and Tasmanis in the report presented to Genersl Symod in 1916.

(b)The Archbishops at Lambeth ¥alace in the case of the Incense and
Processional Lights on 31 July 1899 expressed the opinion following:-

"The ministration of the iinisters is contained in and prescribed by
the Book of Comiion Zrsyer. It is there that we find what is the form
to be observed in all the offices of Public Worship. Every Clergyman
is regquired by the 36th Cemnon to use the form in the Book of Cormmon
Prayer prescribed snd none othere and the only authority which can
bind or smthorige the Clergyman to mske any variation whastever from
what is contained in the Book is either an 4ct of Convocation lega-
lised when necessary by Parlisment or the order of the Crown issued
with the advice snd consent of the letropoliten umier the sdet of
1559 or a direction of the ordinary under the Act of Uniformity Amend-
ment Act 1872 (35 amd 36 Vie. C.35)

{See II Hals.676 t.)".

(¢} The authority for veristion referred to in (b) does not authorise
8 varistion of the law with regsrd to the Comsmunion Service (See II
Hals.676 kKertin v lLackonochie LK.2 P.C. 365 Sheppard v Bennett ik.
4 P.C. 350 at p 404} If the Prayer Book prescribed the Common Cup
a Bishop therefore could not suthorise any departure.

(d)The Bishops. must by resson (al (b) andé (e¢) have held the view that
a departure from the usual method namely the common cup to something '
other than the common cup could be msie within the law etherwise
the Bishops would appear to be advising what was calculasted to lead
to a violation of the law. It is submitted that the advice wss adopt-
ed in order to ensure thet within the law the wine should be admin-
istered either in the usual msnner or in some other generaslly saceept-
able manner.

Rev.Canon Beck 1

l.That st the communion of the sick, and at open Coummunions the LKubrics

. historically consideredé, and in their actual wording,distinetly ,
point to the use of the Comion Cup as the law of the Church in the '
administration of the wine.

2. That,even if the iubrics in question are susceptible of more than
one meaning,the long continued usage of the Church established thet
on their true construction they preseribe the use of the Common Cup.

Hence we conclude that the use of the Common Cup in the administra-
tion of the wine is required by the existing law of the Chureh.



