ﬂﬁﬂTK%T RATION OF R WINE IN HOLY COMMUNION.

can BN it
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As the following pointe will be submitted for tlL.e conegideration oi the
Select Committee, they are now ssnt on with great respect + o the
Members, in order to afford an oppcrtunity for careful considsration

and to save time a2t the meetings.

S. HE. LANGFORD SMITH.

B A T G T — -

Motion se Amended by Svnod.

That in view of the Report p,psenteo to the Gsneral Synod by a Select
Committee of Bishops concerning the use of eseparate cups in the adminis-
tration of the Holy Communion, and the rscommendation that in certain

cases the use of the Common Cup should not ba pressed., a Belect
Committee be and is hereby appointed, to consider and.report to the
next Session of this Synod, as to what is the law of the Church as to
the administration of the wine

v Py . T S P e e B U N PP R T B

I, FEISTORY OF THE ADMINISTRATION.

The Instituticn by our Lor

A.. Dr. Edersheim says "The uese of Wine in the Paschal Supper was "
"gtrictly enjoihed by tradtion....even the poorest muet have at®
"least four cupe though he wers to raceive the money for it from!
the poor's box. " The Temple and its Serviees p. 202.

If each had to drink four cupe of wine during the feast it iz unlikely
that only one cup would be ussd. For a party of twelve this would
involve filling the same cup 48 times during the feast.

St. Luke's reference seems %o suggest “hat the wine wms poured into
each disciple's cup XZII,17 “Teke this =nd divide (or distribute) it
among yourselves™ - They could not divide the cup itself.

The queetion as to whether each of the disciples had a meparate cup has
been much disputed but

.B. _On May 26th 1909 & special Report upon thl% guestion was present-
ed to the Church of Scotland, ¥y 2 Select Committee numhering 56 members
and including 16 Doctors of Divinity and 9 Univeraity Profesgors - thne
following is a quotation :-

At the Passover according to the oldest available testimony
"( Berakoth V. 9, circa 150 A.D.) it was the rule for each
"oelebrant to have 2 separate cup. and, in the ccurle of the
"feast, the cup of emch person appears to have been filled ot
"least four times \051tsr*ev and Bnx, Religion and Worship of
“the Synagogue pp. 358 £f; Schaff Didache p. 39 Hastings D of
"B Art Passover)."

Cs The well- b icture Leonazdo Vinci - the most ancient
extant picture of the Last Supper, painted A.D. 14801485 shows cach
of the Communican%s with s separate cup before him - c¢f. Farrar's

The Gogpels in irt p.2.4.

llttle cups
#Thenme are found within “he gravee of the Chureh Martvyra of the
“first century which they had vused at Communion during their
Plives and wh*oh had been buried with them as sacred things.*®
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e TEE PRACTICA i WHE BARLY SaupoR - .-

It is fairly cisar from numerous writers that the Ffirst. cups used
in the eerly Chuich were the ordinary hkeussheld cups. and ag the 3
Sasrament was counnecied witin a mesli sach Communicant would have his own
oup. c¢f. Acts IT 42, 45 R.V.

Sir Bevlig:savs = ¥It is known beyond doudbt tha’t the sgrly
Christians engraved on their Sacramental vessels representatzonm of
Christ. It is kmown alsc that the use of giasze for sacramental cups
was forbidden in the Second Tenfury........c...

We do find cups and osn&ments,..a.qbut they are so small, these glass

and metal ornaments.®

Pex Regnum by Sir VWyke Bayliie, X.B., I.8.4A.pp.43,55,

YGlass was no doudbt in uss from a very sarly date.

"St. Jerome€.:........we2zites of Txuperius Bishop of Toulouse as bedicing ©
ithe Lordts blood in a vessel cf glass.”

"Platina asserts that Pope Lephyrinus (4.D,197-217) ordered that the
"wine should be conesezwated not as heretofore in a wooden but in a
"glass vessel.®

Dictionary of Christian Antiguities, Smith and Cheethan = Art.Chalice
Bictionary of Christ and the Gospels Article Cup.

A resmonable inference from the above is that individual cups were usea
in the Early Church and that they were usuvally made of glass.

II1. MEDTABVAL CUSICM.

As regards the whole Caristian Chuxch there is no such thing aa
the unbroken tradition concerning the administration of the wine.

1. The Western Church (Roman)

The Chalice began to be withdrawn in the 12th century.

In 1415 the administraticn in one kind only was so far

universal that the Council of Constance decreed it as a
law. Thie was re-affirmed at the Council cf Txent 1551
Prayer Book Dictionary pp. 234-2%5,

e The Orthodox Bastern Church (Greekd}. Intinction.

The peopls are communicated outeide the scween, standing,
the priest holding the chalice with the particles of the
consecrated bread in it.. He places both *inds togetherx
in the Communicantfi mouths with the spoon, the deacon
standing by and holding one end of the eilk Purificator
beneath each Communicantis chin, and aftsrwards wipdng
the Communicentis mouth with the other end..
P. B. Dict. p. 236.
2 Compixture is the name given tc the ceremony of putting a
particie of the consecrated bresd into the chalice ....
It must bs distinguished fron Intinetion, the infusion
of the whsle contents of the vpaten into the chalice with
a view to the communion of the veople in both speciles
at once.
Brightman Bastern Liturgies, p. 582.

4. Instilliation.
Divping 2 piece of bread ox wafer., in ths wine and then
placing it in thes Communicant's mouth.



In the l4th Centur, special pest chalices were in use for sick cases to
aveoid infection during the time when the plague was so r’fe

Also to avoid the rxisk of spilling, elender tubesz or quills wsre used -
the Communicante drawing the wine from the Chalice by suction.

Dict., of Christ and the Gospels, p. 40L.

IV. THE LAWCOF THE CHURCH.

Cf. The Preface concerning the Service of the Caurch -~ last 2 clauses.
Rubrics in Communion Service, The Catechism, Axticles XXVIII, XXX
Canon 20.. Communion of the Sick, Various legal decisions.

The reference to the Bishop of the Diocese in "Concerning the service of
the Church" is as showh in previous paragraph concerning the various
uses, and is only in case of “doubt" or "diverse use¥. Yo power is
thereby bestowed upon the Bishop to altez the service in any way and

no ordexr taken by him can be “contrary to anything contained in this
book®. c¢f. also Lincoln Judgment.

A careful reference tc the above shows :-

1. That the Cup is not to be denied to the ITay-people.

2. The bread and the wine are to be consecrated and administered
separately.

3. A cup is t0 be used in sdministering the wine,

4. The wine may however ¥e consscrated in a cup chalice or flagon.

5. There is no direction as to the number of cupe to be used.
nor as to their size or the material of which they are
made,

As a matter of practice one two three or four cupsg have been used in
the larger Churches for many years.

There is no direction anywhere in the Law of the Church that moére than
one Communicant must of neceesity drink from the eame cup although the
minimum number to partake of the Sacrament is *wo.

V.  COMPULSORY SHARING OF A COMMOXN CUP_NOT ENFORCED BY PRAYER BOOK

The attaching of a wvalue or necessity to sharing the Common Cup is -~
it is respectfully submittedé «~ Dbased upon fentiment., and is not suppori-
ed by the law of the Church.

Had such a view been held by the Compilers of the Prayer Book they mlgh
naturally be expected to have expressad it in some rubrical dircetion.
No such rubrical direction ig found.

On the contrary -

l. The Catechism places beyond all question ths fact that the
outward and visible sipgn or seal in the Sacrement is
Bread and Wine ~ No more and no less.

cf. WVhat is the Ou*ward part or sign of the Lordis Supper?
Ans. Bresad and VWine......c..

The sharing of a common cur is thus no vart of the symbolism =nd cannot
be enforced aeg necessary without adding a Hhird elemsnt contrary to the
law of the Church-. ,
The Sacrament has only two parts - the outward and visible sign and ‘the
inward and spiritual grace, and the common cup 1s neither the one nor
the other.



2. This view is also supported by the loosen
in both past and present xubrical i

A, In che direction to the P?lest in the Order cof Cormmunion
of 1548 we rsad  "he shall bless and conseccrate the

biggest Chalice or some Ialr or convenient cup or cups
full of wine with some water put into it., Brightman -
The English Ritte, Vol.l p.LX¥XTIL,

Again ¥Rutting the wine into the Chalicse orx
fair and convenient cup preparsd for that use
Chalice will not sexve)

Bl In the Prayer Book of 1549 (1st P.B. of Bdwd. VI.) we
read -
“Ther shall the Minister take so mvch brsad and wine ae
"shall suffice for the persons appointed to receive the
"Holy Communion, laying the breacd upon the corporas or
iglse in the paten or in some other comely thing vrepared
“for that purpose; and putting the wine into the Chalice
¥ or elae in some fair or convenient cup prepared fox
"that use. if the chalice will not serve).*

. B It is worthy of notice tha+ the above woxds “Chalice ox

else some fair or convenient owp® are followsd later on in the servies
by the rubrical direction "Here the Priest shall take the cup into his
hands" showing that administration could be made by means of either
the chalice or cun.

It is also worthy of notice that in the same Praver Book (1549) in

delivering the wine the words are =
YAnd the Minister delivering the sacramant of the blood and
"giving every one to drink, e€tC.o.cc..

The reference is not to the cup but %o that which the cup conveys.

In 1552 and onwards this is altered %o Ythe minister that delivered
the cup®

C. In the Prayer bask of 1662 the directiocn is Fhere to
take the cup into his hand." .
"And here to lay his hand upon avery veseel (be it
chalice or flagon) in which there ig any wine %o Dbe
consecrated. ©.

The above Note under 3B shows that either the Chalice or CJup could be
used in administering. "The® cup is the vezsel ussed in that part of
the service about which the direction is given.. ¥*The¥ cup may be a
chaligs «~ see above.

The words fevery vessel™ imply the poseibilityv  of there being several
vessels, and presumably as before administration could be by means of
cup or ghalice or both.

It is not argued that this authorises the use of individual cups, dbut it
is respectfully submitted that in principle such uze i1g not excluded.

There is no direction aes to sharing the cup w.th ancther or others,
although such a result would nafixrally follow az a gsneral rule in the
ordinary course of administratieon. .

Bhould all the wine ke spent hefore reaeching the last Ts
Priest is to consgecrats morae.. It would be uﬂuaual hu
be unlawful for ths priest 0 use & separate cup or chell

last Communioant, who would in that case have the use o0f an individual
oup especially 1¢ he ware asked a8 is Somstimes done %o consume all “he
wine that was in the cup. No law would be broken by =such an action.
In any cage it could be an individuael voriion of wine-

»minicant the
& di WeRLE Mok
ice foxr that

U
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The last rubric in the order of Communion of 1543 has the following
gignificant nots.

that if it doth so chance that the wine hallowed and
"oconsecrate doth not suffice or be enough for them that do
taks the Communion, the Priest, after the first Cup or
BChalice be emptied, may go again 4o the altar and resverently
"and dscently prepare and consecrate another., and so the third,
Sor mors, likewise beginning at these words..... 5

See the Prayer Book Dictionary Harford & Stevenson, p.650C.

VI. The ORIGINAT, GREEEZ does not support the view that all ars to
drin¥k "out of" the one cup.

8t. Matt. XXVI, 27. Having taken a cup (oldest MSS omit thezdefinite

articie) Y0f it (Ex autou) may here refer to the wine. not the sup.

Ex. need not mean Fout of* compare other passages where the same word

is used, viz. =

8t. Matt XXVI, 29. J will not drink henceforth of thls fruit of the
vine.

St. John IV. 12. Oux father Jacobz.... and drank thereof EX AUTOQU.

In neither case could EX AUTOU be translated literally Yout of#*

This is the view taksn in the report of the Presbyterian Divines
previously referred to.

In 1 Coxr. XI. 25. "As often as ye eat this bread and drxrink the cup®
the words are %the cup! ~ yet manifeetly they could not drink the cup.
What 8%, Paul meant was that they were to drink the wine which the cup
as a vehicls conveyesd.

In this passage and in Article XXX and other places '"the cup” is used as
a figure of speech., When the cup was reegtorsd to the laity it obviously
meant the wine which is one of the divinely appointed symbols and not

the cup per se,

VII. COMMUNION BETWEEN CHRISTIANS,

It is sometimes urged that the use of individual c¢ups would destroy the
unity of the Sacrament-

I submit that the unity between. Christian Communicanits and the idea
of Communion in this sense is only a secondary view of the Sacrament of
the Lord's Supper ~ the primary view 58 Remembrance, and consequently
Communion with Cod.

Further, the idea of Christian unity ie =mphasised by 8t. Paul more in
connaction with the bread than with the wine.

¢f. 1 Corinthians X, 16~17 %"we who are many are one bread (R.V.X.loaf)

One body, for we all partake of the one bread (loaf)

Here the Unity between Christians is expressed as aymbolised by the one
loaf or one bread. Yet we divide the bread Into individual portions
and administer to each individual separately. If this does not destroy
the unity of the bread neither does it destroy the .unity symbolised by
the wine to administer it in individual portions., The cup being no
part of the symbelism is merely a vehicle of convenience to convey that
which is.

VIII.. THE DECISION GIVEN by the late ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY and the
t CHBISHQP QF SYDNEY. .

The following iz from The Church Directory and Almanack 1903




dedicated by special permiseion to His Grace the Archbishop of Canterburv =|

“The Archbishop of Canterbury has been asked whethar on account of
possible tuberculosis contamination during the adminiatration of %the

Chalice at the Holy Bucharist His Grace within the spliere of hisg jurisdics
Yionwas willing to allow each communicant to provide or be provided with
a small glasgs into which a portion of the consecrated wine could be
poured for individuval consumption at the altar rails. His Grace through
his Chaplain zeplied that there was nothing illegal in the suggested
practioce.

The late Archbishop Saumarez-Smith on being consulted on the same question
replied through his Chaplain on 1ith November 1904 that ®The Archbishop
Be.sssecs.it not convinced of the necessiity of such a change and distingti-
ly disapproves of it. &5 the same time His Grace cannot actually forbid
'the introduction of the new system, as there sesms o be no contraven~
ftion of the law." '

It is not argued that these decisicns have any binding effect, but they
are at least worthy of respect and consideration.

IN CON LUSION IT IS URGED THAT

3s The Committee is to give itls verdict as to what the Law is,
and not what it ought to be -~ Ruling of the Chairman.

2. That sharing a common cup is n¢ part of the symbolism of
the Bacrament.

5. That the cup is a vehicle of convenience only.

4. That in principle the numbsxr ol 'cups i€ & matter of
indifference.

5. That although the common cup %as been in use for several
oenturies such custom is aot Bianding where no principle
is involved.

6. That the Lambeth Confersnce and Committee of Bishops admit
that in certain cases a departure from the use of the
Cormon Cup is nzcessary, and therefors any means whereby
such difficulty can be effectively met without contra-~
vening Church Law should be candidly aclkrowledgsd
irrespective of personal feeling or preference.

7. That the use of individval cups does meet effectively the
difficulty above referred to, and their use in euch
special casegs does not mecessarily involve a contra-
vention of Church law.



