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SEPTEMBER 2012/JULY 2013/JULY 2014
May one receive Holy Communion in the hand?
"Not to oppose error is to approve it, and not to defend the truth is to suppress it" – Pope St. Felix III  
Note: In this report I may occasionally use bold print, CAPS, Italics, or word underlining for emphasis. This will be my personal emphasis and not that of the source that I am quoting. Any footnote preceded by a number or letter/number combination in (parenthesis) is my personal library numbering system.
Q:

                                                                                                                                                                                                           Is it acceptable to receive Communion in your hand? Karen Petrinovich    
A:

 "The practice of laypeople receiving Communion on the tongue was the predominant custom by the sixth century."
  
"The Church is very clear in Her documents that she desires that we would receive Holy Communion on the tongue and not in the hand. THE BISHOPS OF AMERICA, AS WELL AS A FEW OTHER COUNTRIES IN THE WORLD, HAVE ALLOWED COMMUNION IN THE HAND AS A DISPENSATION. But the Church is very, very clear that She does not want us receiving Communion in the hand."
 
"Although each of the faithful always has the right to receive Holy Communion on the tongue, at his choice. If any communicant should wish to receive the Sacrament in the hand, in areas where the Bishops’ Conference (United States included) with the recognitio of the Apostolic See has given permission, the sacred host is to be administered to him or her."

"In response therefore to the preference of several conferences of bishops, the following norms are issued on: (4) devotion and reverence toward the Blessed Sacrament whenever the host is placed in the hand."
 
"On the part of both the minister and the recipient, whenever the host is placed in the hand of a communicant there must be careful concern and caution, especially about particles that might fall from the hosts."

This report prepared on July 21, 2012 by Ronald Smith, 11701 Maplewood Road, Chardon, Ohio 44024-8482, E-mail: hfministry@roadrunner.com. Readers may copy and distribute this report as desired to anyone as long as the content is not altered and it is copied in its entirety. In this little ministry I do free Catholic and occult related research and answer your questions. Questions are answered in this format with detailed footnotes on all quotes. If you have a question(s), please submit it to this land mail or e-mail address. Answers are usually forthcoming within one week. PLEASE NOTIFY ME OF ANY ERRORS THAT YOU MAY OBSERVE! 

"The truth is not determined by a majority vote" – Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger (now Benedict XVI)

+ Let us recover by penance what we have lost by sin +
                                                                                                                                                                                1.
Rethinking Communion in the hand? 

http://www.catholic-pages.com/mass/inhand.asp 

By Jude A. Huntz, Homiletic and Pastoral Review, March 1997
Has the practice of Communion in the hand really strengthened and clarified our faith in the Real Presence? 

The time has come to begin to do everything we reasonably and licitly can to discourage the practice of Communion-in-the-Hand. In fact, the time is long past that we started doing this. It is much better to receive Holy Communion in the traditional manner, than it is to receive the Sacred Host into our hands. In Canada and the United States, it is true that one may receive "on the hand," with due precautions, but it is better to receive on the tongue.
Even as we begin, it might immediately be objected: Communion in the hand is fully approved by the Church, and it is disloyal and disrespectful and therefore not allowed even to begin this discussion. In answer to that objection, let us begin with the legal aspects of the question.

1. The legal status of the two methods
It is the law of the universal Church in the Latin Rite (to which most of us belong) that we receive Communion in the traditional manner. To receive on the hand is only an "indult," or concession that is in effect here and there. It does not exist in the greater part of the world. For example, for a while it was allowed in the Philippines, but then the bishops there changed their minds, and rescinded the permission. Another way of illustrating this same point is to recall that in those countries where the indult for Communion in the hand has been granted by the Holy See, an individual bishop may forbid the practice. But, no bishop has the authority to forbid the traditional way of receiving Communion: on the tongue. Thus from the point of view of liturgical law, the two are very far from equal.
It must be further noted that the relevant legislation "strongly urges and exhorts" us all to receive Communion in the traditional manner, which is officially described as "more reverent." One will search in vain for any encouragement of Communion in the hand on the part of the supreme authority 
of the Church. Indeed, the only time that it is mentioned in official documents is in a cautionary way. It can be done reverently, but be careful!
In some countries the practice of receiving Communion in the hand has been introduced. This practice has been requested by individual episcopal conferences and has received approval from the Apostolic See. However, cases of a deplorable lack of respect towards the Eucharistic species have been reported, cases which are imputable not only to the individuals guilty of such behaviour but also to the pastors of the church who have not been vigilant enough regarding the attitude of the faithful towards the Eucharist. It also happens, on occasion, that the free choice of those who prefer to continue the practice of receiving the Eucharist on the tongue is not taken into account in those places where the distribution of Communion in the hand has been authorized. It is therefore difficult in the context of this present letter not to mention the sad phenomena previously referred to. This is in no way meant to refer to those who, receiving the Lord Jesus in the hand, do so with profound reverence and devotion, in those countries where this practice has been authorized. (Pope John Paul II, Dominicae Cenae, II). In Memoriale Domini, which granted the original concession, and in the letter to nuncios which in each and every case accompanied the actual indult (L'instruction "Memoriale Domini"), the permission for Communion in the hand was hedged around with so many precautions, that some have concluded that even in countries where it would seem to be legal, actually, in the larger number of cases, it is still not allowed.

2. The fragments . . .
If we examine the practice of placing the Sacred Host in the hand of the communicant, one dogma of the Church comes immediately to mind: The Eucharistic presence of Christ begins at the moment of the consecration and endures as long as the Eucharistic species subsist. Christ is present whole and entire in each of the species and whole and entire in each of their parts, in such a way that the breaking of the bread does not divide Christ. [Note 205: Cf. Council of Trent: DS 1641.] (CCC, 1377, my emphasis)

The Roman Catechism put it this way:
Christ, whole and entire, is contained not only under either species, but also in each particle of either species. Each, says St. Augustine, receives Christ the Lord, and He is entire in each portion. He is not diminished by being given to many, but gives Himself whole and entire to each . . . . the body of our Lord is contained whole and entire under the least particle of the bread.
Therefore, very great reverence, respect and care is to be taken of these fragments. Since this is the case, why would we multiply immensely the number of persons who are handling the Sacred Host, some of whom are clumsy, or cannot see well, or don't care, or don't know, etc. To this must be added the increased danger of dropping the Host on the ground and the increased ease of stealing the Body of the Lord for superstitious or horrible purposes.
For those who believe with lively faith, this question ought to be enough to put an end to Communion in the hand: "What about the fragments?"

3. Clericalism?
Is it not a form of clericalism to allow the priest to touch the Sacred Host and to disallow the laity to do the same? But priests are not allowed to touch the Blessed Sacrament except out of necessity. In fact, other than the celebrant of the Mass itself, no one else who is receiving Communion, not even a priest, may do so in the hand.                              2.
And so, in the traditional liturgical practice of the Roman Rite, if a priest assists at Mass (and is not [con]celebrating) and if he wishes to receive Holy Communion, he does not do so by his own hand: he receives on the tongue from another priest. The same is true of a bishop. The same is true of the Pope himself.
When Pope St. Pius X, for example, was on his death bed in August of 1914, and Holy Communion was brought to him as Viaticum, he did not and was not allowed to receive in the hand: he received on the tongue according to the law and practice of the Catholic Church.
This confirms a basic point: out of reverence, there should be no unnecessary touching of the Sacred Host. Obviously someone is needed to distribute the Bread of Life. But it is not necessary to make each man, woman and child into his own "eucharistic minister" and multiply the handling and fumbling and danger of dropping and loss of fragments. Even those whose hands have been specially consecrated to touch the Most Holy Eucharist, namely the priests, should not do so needlessly.

4. "Communion in the hand" is a misnomer. 
To place the Sacred Host in the hand of a person is not to give him Holy Communion. The Sacrament of Holy Communion consists in the eating of the Bread of Life. Rather, what is happening here is that each person who receives the Sacred Host in his hand is then giving himself Holy Communion. Each person is becoming his own (extraordinary-become-ordinary) minister of Communion. By this means the ministry of priests (and deacons) or even that of legitimate extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion is becoming obscured or even dissolved.

5. Some Scriptural considerations . . .
In Holy Communion, we receive the Word-made-Flesh. When Ezekiel received the word of God, in a wonderful yet lesser manner than do we, it was as follows:
And [the Lord] said to me: . . . "But you, son of man, hear what I say to you; be not rebellious like that rebellious house; open your mouth, and eat what I give you." And when I looked, behold, a hand was stretched out to me, and, lo, a written scroll was in it . . . And He said to me, "Son of man, eat what is offered to you; eat this scroll, and go speak to the house of Israel." So I opened my mouth, and He gave me the scroll to eat ["And I opened my mouth, and He caused me to eat that book" - Vulgate]. And he said to me, "Son of man, eat this scroll that I give you and fill your stomach with it." Then I ate it, and it was in my mouth as sweet as honey. (Ezekiel 2:1, 8, 9; 3:1-3, RSV). It does not say that the prophet stretched out his hand, but that he opened his mouth. And is this not very fitting, since we are to receive the word as little children, whether it be the bread of doctrine or the Bread come down from Heaven.
In another place, in a psalm with clear prophetic, Eucharistic overtones, which is used in the Office of Corpus Christi, the Lord says to us, "I am the Lord your God, who brought you from the land of Egypt. Open wide your mouth and I will fill it . . . . But Israel I would feed with finest wheat and fill them with honey from the rock." "I will fill it," not "fill it yourselves." Now admittedly, this is not in itself a proof. But it points us in a certain direction.
Again, it is certainly eminently scriptural to refrain from touching something as a sign of reverence (and not only scriptural, but even universally human). In the case of the Ark of the Covenant, it was absolutely forbidden to touch it, under pain of death. Even when it was "necessary" to do so, as it seemed to one unfortunate ark-bearer, it was still forbidden. And the fellow paid the supreme price for his temerity in reaching out to steady the ark: "When they came to the floor of Machon, Oza put forth his hand to the ark of God and took hold of it because the oxen kicked and made it lean aside. And the indignation of the Lord was enkindled against Oza, and He struck him for his rashness and he died there before the ark of God" (II Samuel 6:6, 7). We have greater than the Ark of the Covenant here.

6. The Last Supper
But surely the apostles received Communion in the hand at the last supper? 
It is usually presumed that this was so. Even if it were, though, we would point out that the apostles were themselves priests, or even, bishops. But we must not forget a traditional practice of middle-eastern hospitality, which was practiced in Jesus' time and which is still the case: one feeds one's guests with one's own hand, placing a symbolic morsel in the mouth of the guest. And we have scriptural evidence of this as well: our Lord dipped a morsel of bread into some wine, and gave it to Judas. Did he place this wet morsel into Judas's hand? That would be rather messy. Did he not perhaps extend to the one whom he addressed later in the garden as "Friend" the gesture of hospitality spoken of above? And if so, why not with Holy Communion, "giving himself by his own hand."

7. Take and eat . . .
Did not our Lord say of Holy Communion, "Take and eat"? Yes, but these words were addressed to the apostles and not to all Christians indiscriminately. Further, even if these words had been addressed to all the faithful, they are not verified in our standardized way of receiving Holy Communion. Literalism here would require that the priest or other minister merely hold the ciborium while the faithful "took" and ate. But this practice is forbidden. (It has been practiced here and there in violation of liturgical law.)

8. The provenance of Communion in the hand
The origin of the current practice of Communion in the hand in Western Christianity can be traced to the Protestant Revolution, or "Reformation."                                                                                                                            3.
Some will argue that this was the reintroduction of a formerly universal and venerable practice. We will deal with that idea below. But even if it were the case that this was formerly a practice in the Catholic Church, its introduction in the sixteenth century was hardly orthodox. Rather, it was an embodiment of a denial of the Real Presence as taught by Christ and his Church, and of the reality of the Catholic priesthood. It was a liturgical consequence of a prior heresy.
It is well known that Communion in the hand began spreading during the early nineteen-sixties, in Catholic circles in Holland. It began, then, as an aping of the Protestant practice, or at the very least as a "false archaeologism": an idolization of (supposed) practices of the ancient Church. This involved a forgetfulness (or denial!) of the truth and development of Catholic Eucharistic doctrine to an ever clearer, and ever more explicit form. It involved a rejection of what had in fact been handed down to us in the organic development of the Liturgy. And it was a case of blatant defiance and disobedience of Church law and ecclesiastical authority. The desire for this practice proceeded neither from the supreme authority of the Church, which was opposed to it, nor from the ranks of Christ's faithful (who by definition hold fast to belief in transubstantiation) who never asked for this practice. Rather it proceeded from some of the middle management of the Church, and the "liturgical establishment" in particular. And this in typical revolutionary fashion.
When it came time to begin pressure for the practice in North America, the means used were not always honest. In fact a measure of deception or at least "mis-information" was involved. It is better to draw a cloak over the sordid details, but if anyone wants to dispute that things were this way, ample documentation can be brought to bear.
We can summarize that the practice of Communion in the hand came in modern times from heresy and disobedience. Is that what the Holy Spirit would inspire to bring about some desired liturgical change? One is permitted to think that perhaps a different spirit was at work.

9. Was it universal?
The history of Communion in the hand is usually told as follows: From the Last Supper on, and during the time of the apostles, Holy Communion was, of course, given in the hand. So it was during the age of the martyrs. And it continued to be so during that golden age of the Fathers and of the liturgy, after the peace of Constantine. Communion in the hand was given to the faithful just as we now do (in the more open and up-to-date sectors of the Church). And it continued to be the common practice until at least the tenth century. Thus for over half of the life of the Church, it was the norm.
A wonderful proof of the above is held to be found in a text of St. Cyril of Jerusalem (313-386) in which he counsels the faithful to "make a throne of your hands in which to receive the King [in Holy Communion]." This Father of the Church further counsels great care for any fragments which might remain in one's hands, since just as one wouldn't let gold dust fall to the ground so one should take even greater care when it is a question of the Body of the Lord.
According to the popular rendition, the change in the manner of receiving the consecrated bread came about in this way: During the Middle Ages, there were certain distortions in the faith, and/or in the approach to the faith, which took place and which gradually developed. These include an excessive fear of God and related preoccupation with sin, judgment and punishment; an overemphasis on the divinity of Christ which was virtually a denial of or at least downplaying of his sacred humanity; an overemphasis on the role of the priest in the sacred liturgy; and a loss of the sense of the community which the Church, in fact, is.
In particular, because of excessive emphasis on adoration of Christ in the Holy Eucharist, and a too strict approach to moral matters, Holy Communion became more and more rare. It was considered sufficient to gaze upon the Sacred Host during the elevation. (In fact, this decadent practice of the "elevation"-so the mainstream treatment of this period continues-and the equally unhealthy Exposition and Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament find their origins during these unfortunate Middle Ages, a period whose liturgical practices we would do well to rid ourselves of).
It was in this atmosphere and under these circumstances that the practice of Communion in the hand began to be restricted. The practice of the priest placing the consecrated bread directly into the mouth of the communicant developed and -sad to say- was imposed.
The conclusion is rather clear: we should get rid of this custom whose roots are to be found in the dark ages. We should forbid or at least discourage this practice of not allowing the faithful to "take and eat," 
and return to the pristine usage of the Fathers and of the apostles: Communion in the hand.
It is a compelling story. It is too bad that it is not true.
The Sacred Council of Trent declared that the custom of only the priest who is celebrating the Mass giving Communion to himself (with his own hands), and the laity receiving it from him, is an Apostolic Tradition.1
A more rigorous study of the available evidence from Church History and from the writings of the Fathers does not support the assertion that Communion in the hand was a universal practice which was gradually supplanted and eventually replaced by the practice of Communion on the tongue.
Rather, the facts seem to point to a different conclusion.
Pope St. Leo the Great (440-461), already in the fifth century, is an early witness of the traditional practice. In his comments on the sixth chapter of the Gospel of John, he speaks of Communion in the mouth as the current usage: "One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith."2 
The Pope does not speak as if he were introducing a novelty, but as if this were a well-established fact. A century and a half later, but still three centuries before the practice (according to the popular account reviewed above) was supposedly introduced, Pope St. Gregory the Great (590-604) is another witness.                                                   4.
In his dialogues (Roman 3, c. 3) he relates how Pope St. Agapito performed a miracle during the Mass, after having placed the Body of the Lord into someone's mouth. We are also told by John the Deacon of this Pope's manner of giving Holy Communion.
These witnesses are from the fifth and the sixth centuries. How can one reasonably say that Communion in the hand continued as the official practice until the tenth century? How can one claim that giving Communion on the tongue is a medieval invention?
We are not claiming that under no circumstances whatever did the faithful receive by their own hands. But, under what conditions did this happen? It does seem that from very early on it was usual for the priest to place the Sacred Host into the mouth of the communicant. However, during times of persecution, when priests were not readily available, and when the faithful took the Sacrament to their homes, they gave Communion to themselves, by their own hand. In other words, rather than be totally deprived of the Bread of Life, they could receive by their own hand, when not to do so would mean being deprived of that necessary spiritual nourishment. The same applied to monks who had gone out into the desert where they would not have the services of a priest, and would not want to give up the practice of daily Communion.

To summarize, the practice was that one could touch the Host when not to do so would mean being deprived of the Sacrament. But when a priest was available, one did not receive in one's hand.
So St. Basil (330-379) says clearly that to receive Communion by one's own hand is only permitted in times of persecution or, as was the case with monks in the desert, when no deacon or priest was available to give it. "It is not necessary to show that it does not constitute a grave fault for a person to communicate with his own hand in a time of persecution when there is no priest or deacon" (Letter 93, my emphasis). The text implies that to receive in the hand under other circumstances, outside of persecution, would be a grave fault.3 The saint based his opinion on the custom of the solitary monks, who reserved the Blessed Sacrament in their dwellings, and, in the absence of the priest or deacon, gave themselves Communion.
In his article on "Communion" in the Dictionaire d'Archeologie Chretienne, LeClerq declares that the peace of Constantine was bringing the practice of Communion in the hand to an end. This reaffirms for us the reasoning of St. Basil that it was persecution that created the alternative of either receiving by hand or not receiving at all. After persecution had ceased, evidently the practice of Communion in the hand persisted here and there. It was considered by Church authority to be an abuse to be rid of, since it was deemed to be contrary to the custom of the apostles.
Thus the Council of Rouen, which met in 650, says, "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywomen but only in their mouths." The Council of Constantinople which was known as in trullo (not one of the ecumenical councils held there) prohibited the faithful from giving Communion to themselves (which is of course what happens when the Sacred Particle is placed in the hand of the communicant). It decreed an excommunication of one week's duration for those who would do so in the presence of a bishop, priest or deacon.
Of course, the promoters of "Communion in the hand" generally make little mention of the evidence we have brought forward. They do, however, make constant use of the text attributed to St. Cyril of Jerusalem, who lived in the fourth century at the same time as St. Basil.
Henri LeClerq summarized things as follows: "Saint Cyril of Jerusalem recommended to the faithful that on presenting themselves to receive Communion, they should have the right hand extended, with their fingers together, supported by the left hand, and with the palm a little bit concave; and at the moment in which the Body of Christ was deposited in the hand, the communicant would say: Amen."
There is more to this text than just the above, however. It also goes on to propose the following: "Sanctify your eyes with contact with the Holy Body . . . . When your lips are still wet, touch your hand to your lips, and then pass you hand over your eyes, your forehead and your other senses, to sanctify them." This rather odd (or even superstitious? irreverent?) recommendation has caused scholars to question the authenticity of this text. Some think that perhaps there has been an interpolation, or that it is really the saint's successor who wrote it.
It is not impossible that the text is really the work of the Patriarch John, who succeeded Cyril in Jerusalem. But this John was of suspect orthodoxy. This we know from the correspondence of St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome, and St. Augustine. So, in favor of Communion in the hand we have a text of dubious origin and questionable content. And on the other hand, we have reliable witnesses, including two great popes, that placing the Sacred Host in the mouth of the communicant was already common and unremarkable in at last the fifth century.

10. Who promotes Communion in the hand?
(This argument might be accused of the logical fallacy of "guilt by association." But that argument is not necessarily false.) Those in the mainstream liturgical establishment (and their followers) who promote Communion in the hand are the same persons who, for the most part, have a distaste in general for worship of the Lord in the Holy Eucharist, and perpetual adoration in particular. A due, strong emphasis on the personal, bodily Real Presence of Christ our God in Holy Communion is not something which modern liturgists are noted for. Indeed, they even discourage it. Our attention is to be on the community, they say. In general, we can apply to the distorters (knowing and unknowing) of the Catholic doctrine and practice with respect to the Mass the following words of G. K. Chesterton: 
they are guilty of "the idolatry of the intermediate to the oblivion of the ultimate." Well, these are the promoters of Communion in the hand. And they dislike and discourage the traditional manner of reception. Why?                         5.
11. Communion in the hand is too casual
What kind of foods do we eat with our hands? Often, in our "culture," it is food to which one pays no attention. We eat pop-corn with our hands, paying it no attention while our eyes are fixed on the movie screen. We munch on snacks at a party, while engaged in conversation. Particularly with children, but not only with them, this seems to be a very unwise thing to associate with the Most Holy Eucharist.

12. To possess and control God?
It is consoling to hear our Creator say to us, "I have carved you in the palm of My hand." It is of primary importance to recall that "He made us, we belong to him." But what is Communion in the hand saying at a symbolic level?
Often something is placed in our hands as a sign of ownership and control. The consummation of the purchase of a new home or automobile is in the handing over of the keys. We might even toss them in the air and triumphantly catch them. But should we take him (unnecessarily) into our hands whom the earth and the sea cannot contain?

13. Authentic inter-ritual and ecumenical considerations
If we glance around the Catholic world, at the twenty-one rites of the true Church, we must ask, "how do they receive Holy Communion?" If the present writer is not wrong, they do not or hardly ever receive Communion in their hands. And under those rare circumstances that they do, on particular days, they receive in a far different manner than ourselves, taking pains to purify their hands both before and after.
We must further ask if some of the propaganda in favor of Communion in the hand, on the part of modern liturgists, is not deeply offensive to our fellow Catholics, such as when the traditional manner of receiving Communion is said to be "childish" (or when intinction is criticized). And if we take a look at those of our separated brethren who share with us an explicit and orthodox belief if the Holy Eucharist, we must ask ourselves: "How do they receive Communion?" Further, is true Christian unity promoted by the present decadent state of our Eucharistic practice, of which a significant part is Communion in the hand?

14. Its fruits . . .
We must be rigorously honest with ourselves. Has this practice really strengthened and clarified our faith in the Real Presence? Has it resulted in greater prayerfulness, greater love, and a more abundant fraternal charity? Are we as a people more and more awe-struck at taking the Lord's Body into our hands? At least one fruit has manifestly not come from the introduction of this practice. And this is a feature also of the larger liturgical reform in general: unity has been injured. It seems to this writer, at least, that Communion in the hand must share part of the blame for the decline among Catholics in belief in the Real Presence.

15. The Pope . . . and Mother Teresa of Calcutta
It is well known that the Holy Father is not a promoter of Communion in the hand. In his native Poland, the practice is still illicit, as indeed it is at the level of the universal Church. It was also illicit until very recently in the Vatican Basilica. And he has even refused to do it in countries where the practice has been granted by the Holy See. The most remarkable example of this last is the time when the wife of the President of France, Madame Giscard d'Estaing approached the Pope for Holy Communion with hands outstretched. He ignored those hands and placed the Sacred Host into her (astonished) mouth. (Actually, she need not have been astonished; explicit instructions had been given that the Pope would not give Communion in the hand.)
The Missionaries of Charity have no qualms about touching Christ in the guise of the poor, lifting him out of the gutters, and cleaning his maggot infested wounds. They choose, however, not to touch him in his Real Presence in the Blessed Sacrament. All of Mother Teresa's sisters are united both in their many hours of prayer before the Blessed Sacrament and in their manner of reception of Holy Communion: on the tongue. Mother Teresa herself evidently regards the practice in a somewhat negative light:
I will tell you a secret, since we have just a thousand close friends together and also because we have the Missionaries of Charity with us, whom the Holy Spirit has sent into the world that the secrets of many hearts might be revealed. Not very long ago I said Mass and preached for their Mother, Mother Teresa of Calcutta, and after breakfast we spent quite a long time talking in a little room. Suddenly, I found myself asking her-I don't know why-"Mother, what do you think is the worst problem in the world today?" She more than anyone could name any number of candidates: famine, plague, disease, the breakdown of the family, rebellion against God, the corruption of the media, world debt, nuclear threat, and so on. Without pausing a second she said, "Wherever I go in the whole world, the thing that makes me the saddest is watching people receive Communion in the hand."4
Thomas Aquinas reminds us that reverence demands that only what has been consecrated should touch the Blessed Sacrament. By baptism, the Christian has been consecrated to receive the Lord in Holy Communion, but not to distribute the Sacred Host to others or unnecessarily to touch it. "To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained, one which indicates an active participation in the ministry of the Eucharist" (Dominicae Cenae, 11).
A practical course of action ought to be undertaken or these reflections would be next to useless. A minimal thing to do would be to broadcast far and wide the legal status of Communion in the hand and the urgent desire of the Church that we in fact not receive Communion in that manner.                                                                                               6.
A thorough and well understood catechesis in the integral Catholic Faith should lead to a rejection of the practice. In particular, we should include a renewed and due emphasis on the Divinity of Christ, the burning love of his Sacred Heart for us, the Real Presence and the adoration due it, and the need for reparation.
Adult converts and catechumens and children preparing for First Communion have habitually been denied in many places even knowing about the traditional manner of receiving the Lord, let alone being allowed to choose that method. Without coercion, they should gently be guided towards what is objectively superior and a very important safeguard for their delicate faith.
Priests should refuse "Communion in the hand" unless it is manifestly being done with great care and correctness, including astute attention to the fragments. They should question their penitents as to their manner of receiving the Sacred Host, and, if the penitent receives in the hand, he should be encouraged to at least think about a healthy change for the better.
We have of course not argued that Communion in the hand is in itself evil or sacrilegious. And, together with the Pope we acknowledge that it can be done with reverence and care. But this practice has been the occasion of great harm to the Church and to souls. It has expedited "indifference, outrages and sacrileges" towards Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament. It is implicated in the manifest lessening of faith in the Real Presence which we see in our times.
Reparation is needed. In addition to heartfelt prayer, let us make every effort, according to the light which the Lord has given us, and according to our state in life, and our resources, to contribute to the day when it will only be a reference in the history books.
NOTES
1 Sess. 13, c. 8: "Now as to the reception of the sacrament, it was always the custom in the Church of God, that laymen should receive the communion from priests; but that priests when celebrating should communicate themselves; which custom, as coming down from an apostolical tradition, ought with justice and reason to be retained." In sacramentale autem sumptione semper in Ecclesia Dei mos fuit, ut laici a Sacerdotibus communionem acciperent; Sacerdotes autem celebrantes seipsos communicarent: qui mos, tamquam ex traditione Apostolica descendens, jure, ac merito retinere debet.
2 "Hoc enim ore sumiter quod fide creditur." Serm. 91.3.

3 Just as if I were to say, "It is not a grave fault to miss Mass on a Sunday, if one has to take care of sick person." This implies (what we already know) that when there is no such excusing cause, it would be a grave fault.
4 Fr. George William Rutler, Good Friday, 1989, sermon at St. Agnes Church, New York City.                   


Communion in the hand 
By Fr Brian T. Mullady, O.P.

Q. Is Communion in the hand a by-product of Vatican II and an approved practice supported by the theological doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church?

A. There are many important issues at stake in the history of the development of the practice of Communion in the hand. To my knowledge, no one know what the practice was in the early Church, but certainly by the Middle Ages it was customary for only the priest or deacon to touch the Host once it had been consecrated.  Of course this was a matter of Church discipline, not Church doctrine.

Presumably the discipline was started to emphasize the marvellous supernatural nature of the change that took place when the Mass was said. As everyone should know, this change was called “transubstantiation” by the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215 and has passed into formal Church teaching. According to this teaching, after the priest says the Words of Institution over the bread and wine ("This is my Body; This is my Blood"), in everything but appearance to the senses, the elements cease to be bread and wine and become the body, blood, soul and divinity of Christ.

The practice of kneeling to receive Communion and reserving the handling of the consecrated Host was an attempt to emphasize the holiness of the action.

Obviously there is nothing inherently wrong in someone who is not a cleric touching the Host. This was a custom by human institution to safeguard and emphasize the truth and also practically to guarantee reverence.

After Vatican II, the Dutch who recognized that this was a liturgical custom and only a matter of human law began to change it. They permitted Communion in the hand and it became a common practice in religious houses and colleges to encourage this practice, contrary to the teaching and practice of the Church at that time.

I can recall the Bishop of Oakland, California, issuing an edict around 1973 saying that those who tried to take Communion in the hand should be refused Communion. Yet the practice continued to grow in defiance of the law.

Finally the Vatican did not change the practice, but recognized the ability of each Episcopal conference to decide what would be the signs of reverence in this regard for themselves. Most of the Episcopal conferences decided to allow Communion in the hand and it has now become the common practice. It is to be regarded as one of the options to receive Communion. Both practices – in the hand or on the tongue – are normative. 
Courtesy, Homiletics and Pastoral Review, Copied from PETRUS, Mumbai, issue of April 2008, page 24
Communion in the hand quotations

http://communion-in-the-hand.org/quotations.html 
                                                                                                                                                                     7.
From 7 Secrets of the Eucharist by Vinny Flynn

In 1916, as a year of preparation for Our Lady's appearances at Fatima, the Angel of Peace appeared three times to Lucia, Jacinta, and Francisco. The most dramatic scene is the third visit, when the angel comes with the Eucharist. Suspending the Host and the chalice in the air, he throws himself prostrate on the ground and has the children repeat the following prayer three times: "Most Holy Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, I offer You the most precious Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Jesus Christ, present in all the tabernacles of the world, in reparation for the outrages, sacrileges, and indifference with which He Himself is offended. And, through the infinite merits of His most Sacred Heart and the Immaculate Heart of Mary, I beg of You the conversion of poor sinners."
An angel prostrates himself on the ground! We stand in line with our minds filled with distractions, walk up and receive Communion, return to our pews, and go back to "business as usual," thinking about the football game, or the bills we have to pay, or what we're going to do after Mass.

But an angel, a pure spirit, who lives constantly in the intimate presence of God, prostrates himself before the Eucharist in adoration!

That's a pretty strong message.
Dietrich Von Hildebrand in Communion in the Hand Should be Rejected
There are really no serious arguments for communion in the hand. But there are the most gravely serious kinds of arguments against it.
Pope Benedict XVI (Joseph, Cardinal Ratzinger), The Spirit of the Liturgy (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2000)

It may well be that kneeling is alien to modern culture - insofar as it is a culture, for this culture has turned away from the faith and no longer knows the One before whom kneeling is the right, indeed the intrinsically necessary gesture. The man who learns to believe learns also to kneel, and a faith or a liturgy no longer familiar with kneeling would be sick at the core. Where it has been lost, kneeling must be rediscovered, so that, in our prayer, we remain in fellowship with the apostles and martyrs, in fellowship with the whole cosmos, indeed in union with Jesus Christ Himself.

Cardinal Llovera, Prefect for the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments, 2011

It is the sign of adoration that needs to be recovered. I think the entire Church needs to receive Communion while kneeling.

Cardinal Llovera, Prefect for the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments, 2008
What does it mean to receive Communion in the mouth? What does it mean to kneel before the Most Holy Sacrament? What does it mean to kneel during the Consecration at Mass? It means adoration, it means recognizing the Real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist; it means respect and an attitude of faith of a man who prostrates before God because he knows that everything comes from Him… That is why it is not the same to place the host in the hand, and to receive Communion in any fashion; it is not the same to receive Communion kneeling or standing up, because all of these signs indicate a profound meaning.

Father Andrew Wise and Father John Speekman - parish priests in Australia who introduced a worldwide petition to ban communion-in-the-hand (See "Articles" on this site - Australian Priests Initiate Worldwide Petition.)
During the course of our parish ministry we have become increasingly uneasy with the practice of Communion on the hand. We have come to the conclusion that what started out as a seemingly good idea has actually been found to encourage a certain carelessness, and not only among the laity.

It has also been our experience that because of the inherently 'routine' action of placing something in someone's hand this carelessness is, in fact, very 'catechesis resistant'.
It is our hope that this blog will stimulate discussion and awareness of what many in the Church see as a problem needing urgent reform.

David Martin, Our Lady’s Workers of Southern California, April 2012
Communion in the hand is a major spike through which the Lord today is being re-crucified in His Church.

Fr. Benedict Groeschel, C.F.R., on EWTN 
Also, I want to state very clearly that the experiment of giving communion in the hand has been a disaster.

Most Rev. Juan Rodolfo Laise, Bishop Emeritus of San Luis, Argentina - Communion in the Hand: Documents & History (English translation - 2011)
All that has been elaborated on until now permits us to realize that the history of the reintroduction of communion in the hand is nothing other than the triumph of an act of disobedience. The consideration of the details of this history makes evident to us the gravity of this disobedience: in fact, it is very serious above all because of the very matter which it concerns; very serious because it implies the open resistance to a clear, explicit and solidly founded directive of the pope; most serious by its universal extension; most serious because those who did not obey were not only the faithful or priests, but in many cases bishops and entire Episcopal conferences;                                                     8.
most serious, because not only did they remain unpunished but they obtained a re-sounding success; most serious, in short, because it has succeeded in having the state of disobedience remain hidden, making it such that one might believe, on the contrary, that they were adopting a proposal that came from Rome.
Cardinal Llovera Antonio Canizares, Prefect for the Vatican's Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments, 2009
It is the mission of the Congregation for Divine Worship and Sacraments to work to promote Pope Benedict's emphasis on the traditional practices of liturgy, such as reception of Communion on the tongue while kneeling.

Cardinal Carlo Caffarra, Archbishop of Bologna Italy, April 27, 2009
Many cases of profanation of the Eucharist have occurred, profiting by the possibility to receive the consecrated Bread on one’s palm of the hand... Considering the frequency in which cases of irreverent behavior in the act of receiving the Eucharist have been reported, we dispose that starting from today in the Metropolitan Church of St. Peter, in the Basilica of St. Petronius and in the Shrine of the Holy Virgin of St. Luke in Bologna the faithful are to receive the consecrated Bread only from the hands of the Minister directly on the tongue.

Michael Voris, RealCatholicTV, October 2010

[E]ncourage the faithful to receive Holy Communion on the tongue. That's the way the Holy Father distributes communion. Holy Communion on the tongue is the way it was always done. Holy Communion in the hand is not, is not, a Vatican II mandate by any stretch.

Albert Malcolm Cardinal Ranjith, Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, November 2007
I mention, for example, a change not proposed by the Council Fathers or by the Sacrosanctum Concilium, Holy Communion received in the hand. This has contributed to some extent to a weakening of faith in the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist. This, and the removal of altar rails and kneelers in church and the introduction of practices which oblige the faithful to sit or stand at the elevation of the Sacred Host, weakens the genuine significance of the Eucharist and the Church’s profound sense of adoration for the Lord, the Only Son of God.

Bishop Joseph A. Fiorenza, 2001

It is the grave responsibility of the Church to direct and regulate the celebration of the Eucharist and to protect this most precious gift from abuse and faulty teaching.

Pope Benedict XVI (Joseph, Cardinal Ratzinger), The Spirit of the Liturgy (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2000)
"There are groups, of no small influence, who are trying to talk us out of kneeling," wrote then-Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger. "'It doesn't suit our culture', they say (which culture?) 'It's not right for a grown man to do this -- he should face God on his feet'."
Cardinal Ratzinger continued: "The kneeling of Christians is not a form of inculturation into existing customs. It is quite the opposite, an expression of Christian culture, which transforms the existing culture through a new and deeper knowledge and experience of God. Kneeling does not come from any culture -- it comes from the Bible and its knowledge of God . . . The Christian Liturgy is a cosmic Liturgy precisely because it bends the knee before the crucified and exalted Lord. Here is the center of authentic culture - the culture of truth. The humble gesture by which we fall at the feet of the Lord inserts us into the true path of life of the cosmos."
Bishop Juan Rodolfo Laise, San Luis, Argentina, 1997

Although the Church recognizes legitimate change, it nonetheless considers that 'the temerity and daring of those who introduce novel liturgical practices, or call for the revival of obsolete rites out of harmony with prevailing laws and rubrics, deserve severe reproof'. We must keep in mind that reversing the course of a development and returning to a previous phase, is not a development but rather a corruption. Therefore, to say that 'Communion in the hand is not a novelty', that 'we only do it as the Apostles, as the first disciples did, and as the Christians did for almost one thousand years’ with the purpose of 'dispelling fears', is not a valid argument. It is not true that we will 'only' do it as the Apostles did. As we have just seen, the return to an ancient manner is not in itself a reason for tranquility. Even less so when that manner was first abandoned and finally forbidden, due to its imperfection. […]
With Communion in the hand, a miracle would be required during each distribution of Communion to avoid some Particles from falling to the ground or remaining in the hand of the faithful…. Let us speak clearly: whoever receives Communion in the mouth not only follows exactly the tradition handed down but also the wish expressed by the last Popes and thus avoids placing himself in the occasion of committing a sin by negligently dropping a fragment of the Body of Christ.
Father John Hardon, S.J., November, 1997
Behind communion-in-the-hand – I wish to repeat and make as plain as I can – is a weakening, a conscious, a deliberate weakening of faith in the Real Presence.                                                                                                    9.
Michael Davies, A Privilege of the Ordained, 1990

The introduction of Communion in the hand was invariably followed by the introduction of extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion. Unlike the practice of Communion in the hand, which was accepted in the Church for some centuries, the use of extraordinary ministers during the Mass has no historical precedent. Not a shred of evidence can be brought forward to prove that Holy Communion has ever been distributed during the liturgy by anyone but a bishop, priest of deacon.
Pope John Paul II, Interview, 1980
There is an apostolic letter on the existence of a special valid permission for this [Communion in the hand]. But I tell you that I am not in favor of this practice, nor do I recommend it. (Responding to a reporter from Stimme des Glaubens magazine, during his visit to Fulda, Germany in November 1980)

Pope John Paul II, Dominicae Cenae, February 24, 1980

To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained...

But one must not forget the primary office of priests, who have been consecrated by their ordination to represent Christ the Priest: for this reason their hands, like their words and their will, have become the direct instruments of Christ. Through this fact, that is, as ministers of the Holy Eucharist, they have a primary responsibility for the sacred species, because it is a total responsibility: they offer the bread and wine, they consecrate it, and then distribute the sacred species to the participants in the assembly who wish to receive them. Deacons can only bring to the altar the offerings of the faithful and, once they have been consecrated by the priest, distribute them. How eloquent therefore, even if not of ancient custom, is the rite of the anointing of the hands in our Latin ordination, as though precisely for these hands a special grace and power of the Holy Spirit is necessary!

…cases of a deplorable lack of respect towards the Eucharistic species have been reported, cases which are imputable not only to the individuals guilty of such behavior, but also to the pastors of the Church who have not been vigilant enough regarding the attitude of the faithful towards the Eucharist. It also happens, on occasion, that the free choice of those who prefer to continue the practice of receiving the Eucharist on the tongue is not taken into account in those places where Communion in the hand has been authorized.

Bishop Bernard D. Stewart, Sandhurst, Australia 1950-1979

Children are known to have fiddled with the Sacred Host placed into their hands at Holy Communion; adults have been seen to pass the Blessed Sacrament from one to the other in a queue. Rightly does the Sacred Congregation ask whether such people who act like this really believe in the Real Presence of Christ. One must pass over in appalled silence the unspeakable abominations of demonism when the Sacred Host is sacrilegiously carried off to the satanic rituals of black masses. Sacrileges have occurred in the past and will occur in the future. But today the Holy See testifies that they are numerous and widespread; it also says that Communion in the traditional manner [on the tongue] is a better safeguard against adulteration of doctrine and profanation.

Cardinal John Joseph Carberry*, canon lawyer, Archbishop of St. 
Louis, USA, March 1977
At one time it would have been unthinkable for anyone without anointed hands to touch the Sacred Species. In this century there has been a steady diminution of outward signs of respect for sacred objects. When I was a boy there was a scale of values. It was understood that anyone could handle a ciborium or monstrance, but only the priest could touch the chalice because it was consecrated. Until recent times we priests kissed each sacred vestment as we put it on, we genuflected before and after touching the Sacred Host. The new rubrics abolished the kissing and reduced genuflections to a minimum . . . the loss of outward marks of respect lead the simple-minded to lose their sense of reverence. Some have begun to ignore the Blessed Sacrament. They do not genuflect to the Blessed Sacrament and do not kneel in adoration when they come into church. *See page 27
Letter of the "Consilium" to Bernard Cardinal Alfrink, Archbishop of Utrecht, Netherlands, October 12, 1965

The Holy Father [Pope Paul VI] … does not consider it opportune that the sacred Particle be distributed in the hand and later consumed in different manners by the faithful, and therefore, he vehemently exhorts [that] the Conference offer the opportune resolutions so that the traditional manner of communicating be restored throughout the world.

Dietrich von Hildebrand, 1889-1977 [called by Pope Pius XII "the 20th Century Doctor of the Church"]
Is it believable that instead of applying the most scrupulous care to protect the most sacred consecrated host, which is truly the Body of Christ, the God-man, from all such possible abuses, there are those who wish to expose it to this possibility? Have we forgotten the existence of the devil who wanders about seeking whom he may devour'? Is his work in the world and in the Church not all too visible today? What entitles us to assume that abuses to the consecrated host will not take place?

Pope Pius XII, Vicar of Rome, 1939-1958

The desire to restore everything indiscriminately to its ancient condition is neither wise nor praiseworthy.               10.
The Council of Trent, 1545-1565

The fact that only the priest gives Holy Communion with his consecrated hands is an Apostolic Tradition.

St. Thomas Aquinas, 1225-1274, Summa Theologica, Volume III, Q. 82, Art. 3

The dispensing of Christ’s Body belongs to the priest for three reasons. First, because He consecrates in the person of Christ. But as Christ consecrated His Body at the Supper, so also He gave It to others to be partaken of by them. Accordingly, as the consecration of Christ’s body belongs to the priest, so likewise does the dispensing belong to him. Secondly, because the priest is the appointed intermediary between God and the people, hence as it belongs to him to offer the people's gifts to God, so it belongs to him to deliver the consecrated gifts to the people. Thirdly, because out of reverence towards this sacrament, nothing touches it but what is consecrated, hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest's hands, for touching this sacrament. Hence it is not lawful for anyone to touch it, except from necessity, for instance if it were to fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency.

The Council of Rouen, 650
Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywoman but only in their mouths.

Saint Leo 1, Pope, 440-461
One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith.

St. Basil, Letter 93, 330-379
It is not necessary to show that it does not constitute a grave fault for a person to communicate with his own hand in a time of persecution when there is no priest or deacon. […]
The right to receive Holy Communion in the hand is permitted only in times of persecution.

St. Hippolytus, The Apostolic Tradition, 215 AD
The Body of Christ is meant to be eaten by the faithful, not to be treated with irreverence.

St. Sixtus I (circa 115)

The sacred vessels are not to be handled by others than those consecrated to the Lord.

St. Paul, 1 Corinthians 11:27

Therefore whoever eats this bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily, will be guilty of the body and the blood of the Lord.

Orate Fratres: Receiving Communion in the Hand
http://praybrethren.blogspot.in/2012/07/receiving-communion-in-hand.html July 16, 2012

When considering the possibility of Communion received in the hand rather than on the tongue, the Holy See pointed out "certain dangers" of such a change. These included: "the danger of a loss of reverence for the august sacrament of the altar, of profanation, of adulterating the true doctrine." But given that several bishops in Europe had already begun implementing this change illicitly, Pope Paul VI decided to take a vote on the matter rather than stomping it out altogether. Two-thousand bishops across the globe were polled and the results were as follows:

    59% of bishops said the laity of their diocese would not accept the new practice.

    62% of bishops did not want to see the practice begin in their diocese.

    66% of the bishops didn’t think the practice was worth addressing.

﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿[Pope Paul VI and his successors never accepted Communion in the hand. The pope's compromise was to tolerate the illicitly established practice via indult in the places where it was already in use while barring its practice elsewhere.]
Despite the vote, in 1969 Pope Paul VI decided to strike a compromise with his disobedient bishops on the continent. Given "the gravity of the matter," the pope would not authorize Communion in the hand. He was, however, open to bestowing an indult – an exception to the law – under certain conditions: first, an indult could not be given to a country in which Communion in the hand was not an already established practice; second, the bishops in countries where it was established must approve of the practice "by a secret vote and with a two-thirds majority." Beyond this, the Holy See set down seven regulations concerning communion in the hand; failure to maintain these regulations could result in the loss of the indult. The first three regulations concerned: respecting the laity who continue the traditional practice, maintaining the laity’s proper respect of the Eucharist, and strengthening the laity’s faith in the real presence.

﻿So how did Communion in the hand come to America?

In 1975 and again in 1976, Joseph Bernardin, the Archbishop of Chicago and president of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops (NCCB) attempted in vain to garner two-thirds of the bishops to vote in favor of receiving Communion in the hand. The following year – which coincided with the end of Bernadin’s term as president – brought one final attempt. Bernadin appointed Archbishop Quinn, who became Bernadin immediate successor as NCCB president, to be the chief lobbyist for Communion in the hand. During the proceedings a brave bishop requested a survey of the bishops be taken – this survey would ask each bishop whether or not Communion in the hand was widely practiced in his diocese, for without the practice’s current wide-use the first condition of the indult would not be satisfied.               11.
Of course, everyone knew that Communion in the hand was not a previously established practice in the United States.

Though his request was seconded and supported in writing by five other bishops, Bernadin had the motion dismissed as "out of order". The bishops then voted... only to once more fall short of the two-thirds majority. This, however, did not end the matter. Bernadin decided to begin gathering "absentee votes" from any bishop he could find – including retired bishops who no longer administered any dioceses. Consequently, the number was adjusted to meet the two-thirds majority so that one of Bernadin’s final acts as NCCB president was to disregard the will of the Holy Father and introduce Communion in the hand to U.S. Catholics.

Through the heavy-handed political maneuvering of Cardinal Bernadin, Pope Paul VI’s attempt to create a firewall preventing the spread of Communion in the hand had failed. 66 readers' comments against this article
Corpus Christi Mass: Benedict XVI gives Communion only on the tongue to people kneeling
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2008/05/corpus-christi-mass-benedict-xvi-gives-communion-only-on-the-tongue-to-people-kneeling/ 
Posted by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf [For Fr. Zuhlsdorf, see also pages 76, 104, 117, 119 and 147 ff.], May 22, 2008
During the Holy Father’s Corpus Christi Mass, the Holy Father gave Communion only to people kneeling at a kneeler set up before him. This is a very interesting development. The Holy Father has been trying to provoke conversation and a rethinking of many practices, not very good innovations, that have become more or less standard.
You can see the kneeler set out. And the people knelt and received on the tongue. I am sure they were instructed to. I watched and re-watched the coverage and did not spot anyone receiving in another way from the Holy Father.
In so many places it is simply accepted that Mass must be celebrated "facing the people", versus populum, instead of "facing God", ad orientem. So the Holy Father celebrated Holy Mass in the Sistine Chapel, when he was also going to do something very much in his role as Bishop of Rome, when he baptized. He got the conversation going.
Now, in another moment when he is very much Bishop of his diocese, for this great City celebration of the Eucharist, he administers Holy Communion on the tongue at a kneeler. Surely this will start another conversation.
Remember that just the other day the newspaper of the Diocese of Toronto attacked Benedict’s reforms as "backward steps" and the mere suggestion that Communion in the hand wasn’t wonderful.
Remember that His Holiness’s Secretary in the Cong. for Divine Worship, Archbishop Malcolm Ranjith, wrote a preface to a book, Dominus Est: riflessioni di un vescovo dell’Asia Centrale sulla Santa Comunione, printed by the Vatican press which argues for a return to Communion kneeling and on the tongue. The book is by Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Karaganda, Kazakhstan and it will eventually be in English*, I am sure. In the Vatican’s newspaper, Bp. Schneider asked "Wouldn’t it correspond better to the deepest reality and truth about the consecrated bread if even today the faithful would kneel on the ground to receive it, opening their mouths like the prophet receiving the word of God and allowing themselves to be nourished like a child?". 
It may be that at the next Mass Pope Benedict will do the same. Maybe he won’t.
But people are now going to be talking. Piece by piece, he is challenging assumptions.
Brick by brick he is rebuilding what was devastated. His Marshall Plan for the Church is very much underway.

*Available in English, "Dominus Est – It is the Lord!" ISBN -81-7086-555-7 with Asian Trading Corporation, Bangalore, atcbooks@gmail.com Tel: +91 80 2548 7444, 2549 0444 Fax: 2547 9444

See also pages 21, 105.
Fr. Zuhlsdorf is moderator of the Catholic Online Forum, the WDTPRS (What Does The Prayer Really Say). His columns appear weekly in The Wanderer. Fr. Zuhlsdorf lives in Rome, though he is often in the USA. His main motto is “Slavishly accurate liturgical translations & frank commentary on Catholic issues”… Fr. Zuhlsdorf who belongs to the Italian diocese of Velletri-Segni was ordained to the priesthood by the late Pope John Paul II himself on May 26, 1991. He holds a Baccalaureate in Theology (STB) from the Pontifical Lateran University and a Licentiate in Theology (STL) from the "Augustinianum". He has also attended a lengthy course ("Studium") held by the Vatican's Congregation for the Causes of Saints to train and certify postulators for causes for beatification and canonization in both the diocesan and Roman phases as well as other collaborators of the Holy See. [Plenty more from Fr Zuhlsdorf follows- Michael]
PETRUS: Archbishop of Lima on Communion in the hand – NO! [See also page 40]
Posted by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf, April 17, 2008
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2008/04/petrus-archbp-of-lima-on-communion-in-the-hand-no/ 

Bruno Volpe on Petrus has an interview with the Archbishop of Lima, Peru, H.E. Juan Luis Card. Cipriani Thorne.  He says something rather astonishing.

CITTA’ DEL VATICANO – Cardinal Juan Luis Cipriani Thorne, Archbishop of Lima and Primate of Peru, authoritative representative of the Sacred College and of Opus Dei, and one of the great experts of the Catholic Church in moral theology and liturgy.  And it is precisely on the theme of liturgy, so current in this time, the Cardinal willingly took some questions from Petrus.

Your Eminence, what is true liturgy?

I will be brief: it is the pure face of the Faith. This isn't mere exteriority or respect for formal rules, but in the liturgy the Mystery of Christ, who died and rose, is celebrated with joy. And so, it is important to celebrate Holy Mass worthily and correctly, with a liturgy faithful to the canons of the Church, above all for respect for Jesus. I appreciate, in that sense, the continuous appeals of the Holy Father Benedict XVI for respect for the decorum of the liturgy.                          12.

In the last years there has been noted a worrying escalation of liturgical abuses.  How do you explain this negative trend?
The idea of sin has been lost, and so also the Sacrifice of Holy Mass has been mistreated and undervalued in currents of thought, also within the Church, that justify and tolerate everything creating a debatable circular and assembly-like dimension for the Eucharistic ceremony. Then, and I believe this is partly the fault of the Roman Curia after Vatican II, there was a relaxed attitude, above all in interpretation, regarding the Council. It is urgently necessary to remedy this situation; I believe that the vertical dimension of the Eucharist is absolutely necessary because the faithful can grasp the great gift of Christ. Surely, the faithful are at risk of being only scandalized and driven away with the so-called "show-Masses" in which there are committed, in the name of freedom and creativity, every sort of wickedness.
Let us come to the manner of administering Communion…
Even in this matter that relaxed attitude of many priests has made ridiculous in the eyes of Catholics the value of the Eucharist. Personally, I retain that it best way to administer Communion is on the tongue, so much that in my diocese I have forbidden the Host in the hand. In Masses with great attendance, in the past we even found Hosts thrown onto the pavement of the Church. 

Cardinal Juan Luis Cipriani Thorne is a Church expert in moral theology and liturgy. 
Communion in the hand should be rejected
http://www.tldm.org/News6/von-Hildebrand.htm* EXTRACT
By Dietrich von Hildebrand, November 8, 1973

There can be no doubt that Communion in the hand is an expression of the trend towards desacralization in the Church in general and irreverence in approaching the Eucharist in particular. The ineffable mystery of the bodily presence of Christ in the consecrated host calls for a deeply reverent attitude. (To take the Body of Christ in our un-anointed hands — just as if it were a mere piece of bread is something in itself deeply irreverent and detrimental for our faith.)  Dealing with this unfathomable mystery as if we were merely dealing with nothing but another piece of bread, something we naturally do every day with mere bread makes the act of faith in the real bodily presence of Christ more difficult. Such behavior toward the consecrated host slowly corrodes our faith in the bodily presence and fosters the idea that it is only a symbol of Christ. To claim that taking the bread in our hands increases the sense of the reality of the bread is an absurd argument. The reality of the bread is not what matters — that is also visible for any atheist. But the fact that the host is in reality the Body of Christ — the fact that transubstantiation has taken place — this is the theme which must be stressed.

Arguments for Communion in the hand based upon the fact that this practice can be found among the early Christians is not really valid. They overlook the dangers and the inadequacy of re-introducing the practice today. Pope Pius XII spoke in very clear and unmistakable terms against the idea that one could re-introduce today customs from the times of the catacombs. Certainly we should try to renew in the souls of Catholics today the spirit, fervor, and heroic devotion found in the faith of the early Christians and the many martyrs from among their ranks. But simply adopting their customs is something else again; customs can assume a completely new function today, and we cannot and should not simply try to re-introduce them.

In the days of the catacombs the danger of desacralization and irreverence which threatens today was not present. The contrast between the saeculum [secular] and the holy Church was constantly in the minds of Christians. Thus a custom which was not danger in those times can constitute a grave pastoral danger in our day.

Consider how St. Francis regarded the extraordinary dignity of the priest which consists exactly in the fact that he is allowed to touch the Body of Christ with his anointed hands. St. Francis said: "If I were to meet at the same time a saint from heaven and a poor priest, I would first show my respect to the priest and quickly kiss his hand, and then I would say: 'O wait, St. Lawrence, for the hands of this man touch the Word of Life and possess a good far surpasses everything that is human'."
Someone may say: but did not St. Tarcisius distribute Communion though he was no priest? Surely no one was scandalized because he touched the consecrated host with his hands. And in an emergency, a layman is today allowed to give Communion to others. 

But this exception for emergency cases is not something which implies a lack of respect for the holy Body of Christ. It is a privilege justified by emergency — which should be accepted with trembling heart (and should remain a privilege, reserved only for an emergency).

But there is a great difference between this case of touching the consecrated host with our un-anointed hands and that of taking Communion in the hand as a matter of course — on all occasions. To be allowed to touch the consecrated host with un-anointed hands is in no way presented to the faithful as an awe-inspiring privilege. It becomes the normal form of receiving Communion. And this fosters an irreverent attitude and thus corrodes faith in the real bodily presence of Christ.

It is taken for granted that everyone receives the consecrated host in his hand. The layman to whom the great privilege is granted for special reasons has to touch the host, of course. But there is no reason for receiving Communion in the hand; only an immanent spirit of paltry familiarity with Our Lord.

It is incomprehensible why some insist on a way of receiving Communion which opens the door to all sorts of accidental and even intentional abuses.                                                                                                                           13.
 
First, there is a much greater possibility that some particles of the consecrated host may fall. In former times the priest watched with great care whether or not some particles of the host fell, in which case he would immediately take greatest care that the sacred particles would be reverently picked up and consumed by himself. And now without any apparent reason, many want to expose the consecrated host to this danger in a much greater degree than before — this at a time when the host is made more and more to resemble bread and to crumble more easily.

Second, and this is an incomparably worse problem, the danger exists that a communicant, instead of putting the consecrated host into his mouth, will place it in his pocket or otherwise conceal and not consume it. This unfortunately has happened in these days of revived Satanism. Consecrated hosts are known to have been sold for blasphemous uses. In London, the price is said to be 30 pounds for one, which reminds us of the 30 pieced of silver for which Judas sold the Body of Our Lord.

Is it believable that instead of applying the most scrupulous care to protect the most sacred consecrated host, which is truly the Body of Christ, the God-man, from all such possible abuses, there are those who wish to expose it to this possibility? Have we forgotten the existence of the devil "who wanders about seeking whom he may devour"? Is his work in the world and in the Church not all too visible today? What entitles us to assume that abuses of the consecrated host will not take place?

The greater our respect, and the greater our love, the greater our realization of the ineffable holiness of the Eucharist—the greater will be our horror of its being abused; and our eagerness to protect it from all possible blasphemous abuses.

Why — for God's sake — should Communion in the hand be introduced into our churches when it is evidently detrimental from a pastoral viewpoint, when it certainly does not increase our reverence, and when it exposes the Eucharist to the most terrible diabolical abuses? There are really no serious arguments for Communion in the hand. But there are the most gravely serious kinds of arguments against it.

*These Last Days Ministries: This site otherwise not recommended for Catholic reading as it carries the messages of alleged seer Veronica Lueken which have been condemned as false by her local bishop.
The above also at http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/011.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
Communion in the hand is a sacrilege

http://www.tldm.org/news2/cih.htm* EXTRACT
Pope St. Leo the Great (440-461), already in the fifth century, is an early witness of the traditional practice. In his comments on the sixth chapter of the Gospel of John, he speaks of Communion in the mouth as the current usage: "One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith." (Serm. 91.3) Furthermore, in the ninth century the Roman Ordo clearly shows that Communion on the tongue was the manner of reception. The oft-quoted reference of St. Cyril of Jerusalem is quite suspect, because what follows his famous quote is odd, superstitious, and even irreverent to Catholic thought. This has led scholars to question the authenticity of the text, that perhaps the saint's successor was really responsible for this odd statement, the Patriarch John, who succeeded St. Cyril. But this John was of suspect orthodoxy, which we know from the correspondence of St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome, and St. Augustine. So if the quote is genuine, it most likely is attributed to the Nestorian Patriarch John, which would explain the oddity of the text. The fact that St. Cyril is quoted to the exclusion of Pope St. Leo the Great, Pope St. Sixtus I, the Council of Trent, and centuries of Church tradition, is a prime example of the historical revisionism and dumbing-down of the modernists. Just a sampling of reliable historical evidence is enough to demonstrate the consistent position of the Church regarding Communion in the hand.
Pope St. Sixtus I (115-125) 
It is prohibited for the faithful to even touch the sacred vessels, or receive in the hand.

Origen (185-232 A.D.)
You who are wont to assist at the divine Mysteries, know how, when you receive the body of the Lord, you take reverent care, lest any particle of it should fall to the ground and a portion of the consecrated gift (consecrati muneris) escape you. You consider it a crime, and rightly so, if any particle thereof fell down through negligence. (13th Homily on Exodus)
The Council held at Saragozza (380) decided to punish with excommunication anyone who dared to continue the practice of Communion in the hand.
Council of Trent
"To omit nothing doctrinal on so important a subject, we now come to speak of the minister of the Sacrament, a point, however, on which scarcely anyone is ignorant. The pastor then will teach that to priests alone has been given power to consecrate and administer the Holy Eucharist. That the unvarying practice of the Church has also been, that the faithful receive the Sacrament from the hand of the priest, and that the priest communicate himself, has been explained by the Council of Trent; and the same holy Council has shown that this practice is always to be scrupulously adhered to, stamped, as it is, with the authoritative impress of Apostolic tradition, and sanctioned by the illustrious example of our Lord himself, who, with His own hands, consecrated and gave to His disciples, His most sacred body.               14.
To consult as much as possible, for the dignity of this so August a Sacrament, not only is its administration confided exclusively to the priestly order; but the Church has also, by an express law, prohibited any but those who are consecrated to religion, unless in case of necessity, to touch the sacred vessels, the linen or other immediate necessaries for consecration. Priest and people may hence learn, what piety and holiness they should possess who consecrate, administer, or receive the Holy of Holies." (Council of Trent, Session 13, Chapter 8)
*These Last Days Ministries: This site otherwise not recommended for Catholic reading as it carries the messages of alleged seer Veronica Lueken which have been condemned as false by her local bishop.
Re-thinking Communion in the hand  

http://www.tldm.org/news2/cih.htm* EXTRACT

Pope Paul VI:

It is important to know the history of Communion in the hand to defend against the propaganda circulating on this topic. In recent history, Communion in the hand was illegally introduced in Germany, Netherlands, Belgium, France, and the United States well before Pope Paul VI wrote Memoriale Domini.  The Holy See firmly opposed this disobedient and abusive practice from the very beginning. On October 12, 1965, the "Consilium" wrote to Bernard Cardinal Alfrink, Archbishop of Utrecht, Netherlands: "The Holy Father … does not consider it opportune that the sacred Particle be distributed in the hand and later consumed in different manners by the faithful, and therefore, he vehemently exhorts [that] the Conference offer the opportune resolutions so that the traditional manner of communicating be restored throughout the world."
How was Pope Paul VI going to deal with this widespread disobedience of Communion in the hand? Pope Paul VI wavered between two options: (1) close the door to all concessions, or (2) allow the concession (indult) only where its use was firmly established.  Pope Paul VI made a gamble by deferring to the prudence of the local bishops to assist him in reigning in the widening disobedience.  Unfortunately, the bishops did not help Pope Paul VI, but opened the doors even wider for abuse. Communion in the hand was introduced without authorization, Paul VI tenaciously opposed allowing it but decided to grant an indult only where its use was firmly established and this with the purpose of "helping the Episcopal Conferences to comply with their pastoral work, frequently more difficult than ever because of the present situation." 

Pope Paul VI’s concession was the document Memoriale Domini (May 29, 1969), which recognized that Communion on the tongue was "more conducive to faith, reverence and humility." The Holy Father also warned that Communion in the hand "carries certain dangers with it which may arise from the new manner of administering Holy Communion: the danger of a loss of reverence for the August sacrament of the altar, of profanation, of adulterating the true doctrine."
A June 3, 1968 letter from the Secretary of State reads:

"His Holiness considers, in effect, that the bishops must be reminded of their responsibility so that they may prevent, with opportune norms, the inconveniences and moderate the indiscriminate spread of this practice [Communion in the hand] which is not contrary to the doctrine but, in practice, is very disputable and dangerous."
Pope Paul VI again repeated in Memoriale Domini that the Holy See’s position on this matter was not a neutral one: 

"He should not forget, on the other hand, that the position of the Holy See in this matter is not a neutral one, but rather that it vehemently exhorts him to diligently submit to the law in force [Communion on the tongue], and once more confirmed (Memoriale Domini, #16)."
Pope Paul VI stated in Memoriale Domini that "The Apostolic See therefore vehemently urges bishops, priests and laity to carefully submit to the law [Communion on the tongue] which is still valid and which has again been confirmed" (#16). Pope Paul VI was emphasizing that Communion on the tongue was still the law of the Church. Communion on the tongue is the law of the Church, even to this day; Communion in the hand is the exception to the law. But Pope Paul VI was opposed by his own bishops, and by the Episcopal Conferences, who failed to reign in the abuse of Communion in the hand. This is the real reason why Communion in the hand spread throughout the world. In a 1968 speech, Pope Paul VI took to task the disobedience of the Episcopal Conferences: 

"We refer above all to this mentality according to which many receive with annoyance all that comes from the ecclesiastical authority, that is, what is pertaining to law. This being the reason that in liturgical matters even the Episcopal Conferences sometimes proceed on their own accord more than what is justified. It also occurs that arbitrary experiments are made and this introduces rites that openly contradict the norms of the Church." (Speech to the Consilium ad exequendam Constitutionem de Sacra Liturgia, October 14, 1968. A.A.S., 1968, p. 735) 
Pope John Paul II:

Pope John Paul II some years back had a sign posted on St. Peter's Basilica specifying that all priests who celebrated Mass in St. Peter’s, no matter where they came from, were to give Communion only on the tongue. When the wife of the President of France, Madame Giscard d’Estaing, came before the Holy Father with outstretched hands, he placed the Host in her mouth (see Homiletic & Pastoral Review, March 1997, p. 24).  Likewise, a canon lawyer present at the 1981 papal Mass in Chicago witnessed the mayor of Chicago approach the Holy Father with outstretched hands. The Holy Father said, "The Pope doesn’t do that," and proceeded to give her Holy Communion on the tongue. Currently, John Paul II gives Communion only on the tongue in his private Masses at the Vatican. Concelebrating priests are told to do the same.                                                                                                                                                    15.
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Fr. John Hardon speaks out against Communion in the hand
http://www.tldm.org/News7/Hardon.htm* EXTRACT
On November 1st, 1997, at the Call to Holiness Conference in Detroit, Michigan, there was a panel discussion in which Fr. John Hardon was one of the speakers who fielded various questions from the audience. One of the questions was about Communion in the hand. The following is the response of Fr. Hardon: 

"We were at concelebrated Mass with the Holy Father, and we were absolutely forbidden to give Communion in the hands. Communion in the hand, Communion in the hand began, in the hand, with the publication of the Dutch Catechism with nobody's permission except the bishops — in effect, in principle separated themselves from the Holy See. One country after another began then to ask for permission, which the Dutch bishops never asked for, permission to receive Communion in the hand.  I was asked by the [U.S.] bishops' conference to write a defense of Communion on the tongue, and I can again talk for hours.
"In the very, very early Church, Communion was given in the hands. However, as the faith of the Christians weakened in the Real Presence, by the 5th, 6th centuries Communion on the tongue became mandatory — remained mandatory until the present century.  Behind Communion in the hand—I wish to repeat and make as plain as I can — is a weakening, a conscious, deliberate weakening of faith in the Real Presence.
And the American hierarchy took most — three times, those wanting Communion in the hand kept pushing and pushing. Finally, meantime, I was asked by the vice-president of the Catholic Conference of Bishops to defend Communion on the tongue, which I did.  To get enough votes to give Communion in the hand, bishops who were retired, bishops who were dying, were solicited to vote to make sure that the vote would be affirmative in favor of Communion in the hand.  Whatever you can do to stop Communion in the hand will be blessed by God."
*These Last Days Ministries: This site otherwise not recommended for Catholic reading as it carries the messages of alleged seer Veronica Lueken which have been condemned as false by her local bishop.

The above also at http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/012.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
Bishop Bernard Stewart against Communion in the hand
http://www.tldm.org/News7/BishopStewart.htm* EXTRACT 
The following excerpts are from the Pastoral Statement on the Manner of Distributing and Receiving the Sacrament of Holy Communion (issued for the Diocese of Sandhurst, Australia, by the Most Reverend Bishop Bernard D. Stewart, on the Feast of Corpus Christi, 1976) 
Decline and abolition [of Communion in the hand]
Communion by hand stayed in use for nearly nine centuries. Already earlier it had begun to grow less common when reservation of the Blessed Eucharist became limited to churches and administration of the Sacrament restricted to priests and deacons. It lost favour when the doctrine of the Real Presence was doubted or denied by a number of ecclesiastics.

To make clear that at the moment of consecration the bread and wine are changed into the Body and Blood of Christ, though the outward appearances of taste, colour and form remain, to inculcate that the Sacred Host is not ordinary bread; to foster a sense of reverence and adoration of Our Lord invisibly but actually present, Communicants were not allowed to touch the Blessed Sacrament with their hands.

This major rubric should not be considered just a negative safeguard against error; it was a positive disposition to develop faith, adoration and humility in the communicant, as the Holy See has explicitly stated:

Later on, with a deepening understanding of the Truth of the Eucharistic Mystery, of its force, of the presence of Christ therein … with a driving sense of reverence for this Most Holy Sacrament and with a compelling attitude of humility in receiving it, the custom was established that the minister himself should place a Particle of the Consecrated Bread on the tongue of those receiving Communion (Instruction, Memorial of the Lord, May 29th, 1969).

For these reasons, Communion on the tongue, in use from ancient times, superseded Communion on the hand and become the only method of receiving the Blessed Eucharist, and so it has remained, sacred and unchanged, for more than a thousand years. 

Four hundred years ago certain protesting sects of the West fell away from the total Eucharistic faith of the Catholic Church; they gave up the belief that at Mass the bread and wine are changed into the Body and Blood of Our Blessed Lord; they gave up adoration of the Blessed Sacrament; they abandoned the Mass and introduced a communion service by hand, standing or sitting…
Shocking Sacrileges
Doctrinal errors quickly produce practical abuses. The Holy See tells us that the irreverences coming from faulty Eucharistic theology are many in number and spread through many places.

Numerous and widespread abuses have appeared, sometimes so serious that they cast doubts on the very Faith in the Real Presence, on the adoration and reverence due to the Blessed Sacrament (Instruction on Worship of the Eucharist, May 15th, 1969).                                                                                                                                                     16.
There is ample evidence of consecrated Hosts being discarded into a bin; because, so it is said, "the Presence does not remain when the meal is finished"; sometimes these Hosts are re-consecrated. Priests are known to genuflect at the Communion but not at the Consecration; because, they hold, "Christ is present only at the meal". Some have affirmed publicly that they do not genuflect before the Tabernacle; because "one does not adore a box".

Children are known to have fiddled with the Sacred Host placed into their hands at Holy Communion; adults have been seen to pass the Blessed Sacrament from one to the other in a queue.

Rightly does the Sacred Congregation ask whether people who act like this really believe in the Real Presence of Christ.

One must pass over in appalled silenced the unspeakable abominations of demonism when the Sacred Host is sacrilegiously carried off to the satanic rituals of black masses.

Sacrileges have occurred in the past and will occur in the future. But today the Holy See testifies that they are numerous and widespread; it also says that Communion in the traditional manner is a better safeguard against adulteration of doctrine and profanation.

When Faith in the Eucharist is deep and strong, acts of reparation for all these sins are made monthly on the first Friday and annually on the feast of the Sacred Heart.

Reprehensible neglect of Eucharistic Rubrics
When Faith wavers, reverence weakens and sacred ritual becomes a travesty.  Actions, words and gestures designed to foster Eucharistic piety are set aside, and rubrics with no ecclesial authority have been put in their place, often to the indignation of right-minded people.

Without leave Tabernacles have been removed from their proper place on the altar (yet permission must be first obtained from the bishop); they have been perched precariously on columns or put in out of the way places (yet the rubrics require that they be positioned firmly in accessible places nobly adorned); the Sacrifice of the Mass has been offered in refectories, libraries, commons rooms of religious houses (yet it should be in the chapel, officially dedicated as it is to divine worship); people have been urged to stand around the altar (yet the Missal reserves this sanctuary area for ministers); the assembly has been invited to join in the doxology at the end of the Eucharistic prayer (yet the rubric restricts it to the priest); celebrants have divided the Sacred Host at the Consecration (whereas it should be done only at the Communion); it is taken for granted that it is obligatory to offer Mass facing the congregation (yet there is no such obligation); but the real recommendation to make an external act of adoration when receiving Holy Communion standing is frequently ignored, the religious significance of the sign of peace often yields to mundane or profane or romantic salutations; the latest hit tunes frequently replace sacred music; behaviour in church sometimes reflects the conduct of the market place or coffee bar rather than that of a house of prayer.
The list makes painful reading, but not to everyone. People who approve these happenings are gladdened; those who disapprove feel offended. But everyone is astonished at the speed with which it happened. Only by looking back does one see the pattern of deed and omission which brought it about.

The impetus comes first from the heralds of new Eucharistic thinking, based, they claim, on Vatican II even though the Holy Father rejected a lot of it.  The Pope also said that ideas calculated to upset the faithful were deliberately propagated by writing and by word — and that includes the current technique of aid-texts, seminars and workshops.  Once the ideas were sown, the desire for experimentation followed; but on a limited, controlled scale, it was said.  Instead the gates were opened wide by a rush to do "what everyone else is doing".

One might ask why it is not stopped by those who have the capacity or the authority to stop it. The will to stop it might have been weakened by human respect, especially when those who do try become isolated and denigrated....  
Comparison between the two methods
From what has been said especially by the papal and official documents quoted above, the following considerations clearly emerge.

First, the traditional method is a matter of most ancient customary law which olds in every diocese of the Church; the new method is an exception from this law and is lawful only with permission granted for proper reasons.

Second, the Holy Father earnestly exhorts all bishops, priests and faithful to keep to the traditional method; but in order to help Episcopal conferences to discharge their difficult pastoral office he permits the new method under certain circumstances. (Where these conditions are judged by the bishops not to exist the new method is not permitted, as it is not permitted for example in Italy, the United States, and Ireland.)

Third, the new method was introduced illegally; an indult was given in places where it had become an accomplished fact and could not be easily removed.

Fourth, no Bishop may disallow the traditional method in his diocese, but even with the papal indult any bishop may disallow Communion in the hand; he may withhold the permission from certain people and certain places; if given it may be withdrawn, as has happened.

Fifth, one may promote the traditional manner; for, it is normal and customary: one does not promote the exceptional method. 
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A controversial view-point [Rachel Balducci] and a response [Simcha Fisher]:
Peace out - taking precautions during Mass 

http://www.faithandfamilylive.com/blog/peace_out/
Posted by Rachel Balducci in Family on Monday, November 09, 2009
Yesterday at the end of Mass, our pastor said he had an important announcement from our Bishop. As part of the need to be wise in the face of rampant germ spread, the Bishop has (strongly) urged that all diocesan parishes refrain from shaking hands during the kiss of peace and also from administering the precious blood.

This was not a shocking announcement to me, in that I’ve heard of other parishes doing this — not in our area, but it’s definitely something out there going on. However, a friend of mine was totally caught off guard by the announcement because she’d never heard of any parishes going to such lengths.

I’ve been thinking a lot about this decision by our Bishop and while the bottom line is that this is what we’re doing (end of discussion) it is a curious thing. There had been a few weeks, in the midst of all the early H1N1 talk, when I considered bypassing the cup, just to be safe. And then I thought I had two-fold protection against germs in that a) there is alcohol in there and b) it’s the Blood of Jesus!

When it comes to giving peace, I’ll admit I feel a little relieved about the mandate to avoid shaking hands. While I think about all the other times throughout the day I’ll no doubt be coming in contact with at least as many germs (think: door handles, shared pens to sign my credit card slip, etc), I mostly have been feeling bad about possibly spreading any of my own cooties to the elderly people who sit near us at early Mass. I try to cough into my arm (instead of my hands), but I’m always hyper-aware of even touching in the near vicinity of my face during Mass and what germs I might be about to spread.

Has your parish implemented anything like this? What do you think about it? 

Does Jesus Have Cooties? 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=7282&Itemid=121&ed=1 

By Simcha Fisher, November 27, 2009
Someone says it every year during flu season: We probably can't get sick from drinking the Precious Blood at Mass. Why? Because . . . well, it's God! God doesn't make you sick. 

I don't mean to pick on Rachel Balducci for her post; hers is just the most recent example I've found. She says,  
There had been a few weeks, in the midst of all the early H1N1 talk, when I considered bypassing the cup, just to be safe. And then I thought I had two-fold protection against germs in that a) there is alcohol in there and b) it's the Blood of Jesus!

Sounds right. Jesus doesn't have germs, does He? Are we really supposed to believe that receiving the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of our Savior is somehow a health hazard? He is Life itself. What kind of jerk thinks about cooties when receiving such a gift? 

At our parish, they stopped offering the cup during flu season, so the choice is out of our hands. Still, I decided a few years ago that if I have good reason to worry about my family's health (and if you've ever had to drag yourself out of your own coffin to care for eight puking, hacking, feverish kids, then believe me, you worry), then I have good reason to reverently bypass drinking from the cup. 

It's pretty simple: We know that what is inside that cup is actually the Precious Blood. Its substance is the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Christ Himself. But it still has all the accidents, or physical properties, of wine: grapes, ethanol (and not nearly enough alcohol content, by the way, to have an antiseptic effect), etc. It sloshes like wine; it's purple like wine; it has a little wobbly reflection of the fluorescent overhead lights in it, like wine; if you drink enough of it, you'll get drunk, just like with wine. And if it has other people's germs in it, you might get sick from putting it in your mouth. Just like wine.  
Harumph, you may say (along with a few of the commenters on Rachel's piece).  I'm no fool.  We most certainly can get sick from drinking from the cup -- but that sickness is a small price to pay in exchange for receiving the Eucharist. After all, if Jesus walked through our front door during flu season, would we chase Him off because we might catch something? 

To this, I respond: Let's not invent sins that the Catechism never imagined. There are many reasons that the Eucharist (unlike the unprecedented house call described above) is offered so frequently, and that it's offered under both kinds. One reason is that, if you need to be prudent and forego this sacrament completely one day (by staying home sick), or forego one kind (by only receiving the more hygienic Host), then the Church, as always, is accommodating. You can come again another day, and our patient Lord -- who made the world, germs and all -- will be there, happy to see that you're feeling better now. 
But to return to the original argument, that the Eucharist actually holds some kind of germicidal promise: I just don't like it. In fact, it makes me nervous. The idea of a germy chalice doesn't sound impious to me.  On the contrary, the opposite idea -- that transubstantiation will protect you from physical disease -- sounds sentimental and fluffy. 

If there's one thing that our Faith is not, it's fluffy. Being a Catholic is all about the body. It's all about manning up and admitting that this hunk of meat you drag around -- whether it's athletic, withered, paunchy, or bouncing brand-new -- is what you have to work with. Jesus, like us, saw with His googly eyeballs, all stuffed with jellylike vitreous humor; He moved His limbs with the aid of diarthrotic joints and synovial fluid. He had boogers. Remember? "Like us in all things but sin."                                                                                                                                                                18.

I have always felt uneasy around the caroling of certain overly lovely traditions: that the baby Jesus, at His birth, filtered through Mary's hymen like a sunbeam through a window pane; that "Little Lord Jesus, no crying He makes." Why shouldn't He cry? I cry. 

What I understand is that He doesn't remove the yoke from my shoulders; He says, "Move over, you big baby," and He does the heavy lifting right alongside me. 
Isn't our faith strange? It would be weird enough if we taught that the Blood of our Savior gave us mystical immunity from H1N1. But the truth is even weirder.

It's completely weird and unreasonable that what looks all sloshy and purple, and what smells and tastes like something on sale at the Quik-E-Mart, is what will save our souls. 
Even strangest of all: Christ is our Brother. His body had germs. His transubstantiated Blood has germs in it. If we don't understand this, I'm afraid we're in danger of making the Eucharist into something a little bit silly -- something removed from us, something utterly beyond our grasp, something nebulous and magical. But the Eucharist is not magic, it's better: It's a miracle. It's not removed from the world; it transforms the world.

Well, maybe I'm wrong. Maybe God really does protect those trusting parishioners who hope in His mercy, and maybe He rewards their trust with good health. After all, saints have survived for years with no physical nourishment other than the Eucharist. St. Claire once frightened off an attacking horde of Saracens by holding up a monstrance.  
But I don't think I'm missing anything by thinking about germs. For me, thinking this way -- thinking of God's body, of His brotherhood with us, and thinking most of all of His suffering and of His sympathy -- helps me remember something it's easy to forget, when I'm worn out, disgusted, flattened, fed up, and exhausted by this world and its disease: He is here with us. He is one of us.

Simcha Fisher is a blogger for InsideCatholic and homeschooling mother of eight. She writes from New Hampshire.
Readers have left 16 comments.
Holy Communion
http://www.ewtn.com/faith/teachings/euchb2.htm 
By Fr. William G. Most
In the ancient sacrifices, both Jewish and pagan, those who took part were given part of the meat of the sacrificed animal, in the hope of a sort of communion with the divinity. In the Mass, after the sacrifice itself is completed, we have the unspeakable privilege of receiving the flesh and blood of the Divine Victim, who is not dead, but living, and comes to give life in abundance to our souls.
This Holy Communion, if we are rightly disposed, produces an increase in sanctifying grace - the ability to take in the vision of God in the life to come - plus a special claim to actual graces as needed, forgiveness of venial sin for
which one is repentant, help to keep from mortal sin, and an increase in the virtue of love.
But dispositions are needed, for even though the Eucharist contains the very Author of all grace, it does not operate like magic: we must do what we can.
We must of course have the state of grace. Without it, it would be sacrilege, and an added mortal sin to receive. Right intention is also needed, i.e., to please God, to be more closely united with Him, to gain a remedy for our weaknesses.
It is not required to be free from all venial sin. The reception itself may forgive venial sins for which one is sorry. But the fruits of receiving are reduced. It is especially needed that one be free from all deliberate venial sin
- in contrast to sins of weakness, sins when one is taken off guard.
For fullest benefits, we should be free from all attachment to anything sinful.
Some have as it were a gap in their purpose of amendment, as if they said, for example: "I do not intend to commit mortal sins, nor all venial sins. But there are some reservations: if it is hard to stick to the truth, I will not do so, or if it is hard to keep a conversation going without a bit of detraction, that is all right too. These dispositions, sometimes called "affection to venial sin" impose as it were a clamp on one's heart, for he/she has decided to go so far and no farther. So they effectively prevent spiritual growth beyond a certain point. How sad that many who could grow much, block growth by this means.
But mere carelessness, lack of preparation, or lack of thanksgiving can be harmful. Pope John Paul II, in his very first Encyclical, Redemptor hominis #20, said that if one does not constantly try to grow spiritually, receiving the
Eucharist would "lack its full redeeming effectiveness" and there could even be a spiritual loss. To receive out of mere routine, with no special care, no thanksgiving, is more apt to cause spiritual loss than gain.
To prepare, one should think in advance about what he/she is going to do, especially during the Mass. After receiving, it is valuable to try for recollection, in humility to adore the Lord present we adore the Lord present
within us, to give thanks, to express sorrow for deficiencies, to ask for helps to do better. It is very good to stay a few minutes after the end of the Mass to continue this thanksgiving.
Of course one should be decently dressed to receive. Some give scandal and lead others into sin in the very act of coming.
The Eucharistic fast has now been reduced to one hour - abstaining from food and drink (except water). The time is computed up to the actual time of reception.
The sick, even if not confined to bed, and those actually engaged in caring for them at the time, need not observe any period of fasting. The same applies to the elderly, according to the new Code of Canon Law # 919. 3.                    19.

Children should begin to receive when they have reached the use of reason, but not before they have made their first confession. Once one has begun to receive, there is the obligation of receiving at least once a year, at Easter time, unless there is a reasonable cause for using a different time.
Pastors should see to it that the sick can receive at times. Those who are in danger of death are obliged to receive the Sacred Host as Viaticum, which means provision for the journey -into the next life.
The present law allows quite a few occasions when the Holy Eucharist may be received under both species. However, Christ is received whole and entire under one form only, for He dies no more: body and blood are never separated. (Cf. First Corinthians 11. 26-27, noting that in v. 26, the word and shows that both species are needed to express the death of the Lord, but for Holy Communion, only one species is needed. Hence the word or is used in v. 27).
When actual reception is not possible, one may profitably make a spiritual communion, by a fervent desire to receive sacramentally. This keeps the soul united with Jesus during the day, and prepares better for the actual reception.
-Taken from A Basic Catholic Catechism (c) 1990 by Fr. William G. Most, Part 12.

Continue on to Q&A on Holy Communion 
http://www.ewtn.com/faith/teachings/euchb2a.htm
Questions about Holy Communion

366. What is Holy Communion? 
Holy Communion is the receiving of Jesus Christ in the sacrament of the Holy Eucharist. 

(a) Just as it is necessary to nourish our bodies with material food, so also it is necessary to nourish our souls with spiritual food. Our Divine Savior so loved us that He gave us Himself in the sacrament of the Holy Eucharist; He gave us His own body and blood as food for our souls. 

(b) It is not necessary that we receive Our Lord's body and blood under the appearances of both bread and wine. Christ is entirely present under the appearances of bread, and also entirely present under the appearances of wine. Therefore, we receive Him whole and entire under the appearances of bread alone or of wine alone. 

(c) In some Eastern Churches the faithful receive Holy Communion under the appearances of both bread and wine. In the Western Church the faithful receive Communion most commonly under the appearances of bread, with the Precious Blood generally reserved by law to special feasts or other particular circumstances. 

367. What is necessary to receive Holy Communion worthily?
To receive Holy Communion worthily it is necessary to be free from mortal sin, to have a right intention and to obey the Church's laws on the fast required before Holy Communion out of reverence for the body and blood of Our Divine Lord. However, these are some cases in which Holy Communion may be received without fasting. 

(a) Venial sin does not make us unworthy of receiving Holy Communion; but it does prevent us from receiving the more abundant graces and blessings which we would otherwise receive from Holy Communion. 

368. Does he who knowingly receives Holy Communion in mortal sin receive the body and blood of Christ and His graces? 
He who knowingly receives Holy Communion in mortal sin receives the body and blood of Christ, but he does not receive His graces and commits a grave sin of sacrilege. 

(a) To receive Holy Communion unworthily is a serious abuse of the sacred body and blood of the Lord, and therefore a sacrilege.

369. What should we do to receive more abundantly the graces of Holy Communion?
To receive more abundantly the graces of Holy Communion we should strive to be most fervent and to free ourselves from deliberate venial sin. 

370. What are the current rules for fasting before Holy Communion? 
(a) For many centuries the Church commanded a strict fast from midnight before one could receive Holy Communion. However, in the 1950's Pope Pius XII introduced a much more lenient form of fasting before Holy Communion in order to give Catholics an opportunity to receive Holy Communion more frequently. 

(b) Pope Pius XII also allowed the celebration of afternoon and evening Masses every day, when the spiritual good of a considerable number of the faithful requires it. It is the right of the bishop of each diocese to decide when such Masses may be offered in his diocese. 

(c) Paul VI further reduced the fasting requirement after the Second Vatican Council, requiring only a one hour fast from all food and drink (excluding water). This may be reduced to 15 minutes for those who are sick or for other important reasons. This is the practice currently in force.

371. When may Holy Communion be received without fasting?
Holy Communion may be received without fasting when one is in danger of death, or when it is necessary to save the Blessed Sacrament from insult or injury. 

(a) Ordinarily the danger of death comes from sickness or injury. But it is not necessary that a person be in danger of death from sickness in order to receive Holy Communion without fasting. The danger of death may come from some other cause. A soldier, for example, who is about to go into battle or a person about to be executed may receive Holy Communion without fasting. 

373. How should we prepare ourselves for Holy Communion?
We should prepare ourselves for Holy Communion by thinking of Our Divine Redeemer whom we are about to receive, and by making fervent acts of faith, hope, love, and contrition.                                                                              20.
(a) We should be neat, clean, and modest in our appearance, and respectful and reverent in our manner. 

(b) Each time we receive Holy Communion we should try to be as devout and fervent as if it were the only Communion of our lives. 

374. What should we do after Holy Communion? 
After Holy Communion we should spend some time adoring Our Lord, thanking Him, renewing our promises of love and of obedience to Him, and asking Him for blessings for ourselves and others. 

375. What are the chief effects of a worthy Holy Communion? 
The chief effects of a worthy Holy Communion are: 

First, a closer union with Our Lord and a more fervent love of God and of our neighbor; 

Second, an increase of sanctifying grace; 

Third, preservation from mortal sin the and remission of venial sin; 

Fourth, the lessening of our inclinations to sin and the help to practice good works. 

376. When are we obliged to receive Holy Communion?
We are obliged to receive Holy Communion during Easter time each year and when in danger of death. 

377. Why is it well to receive Holy Communion often, even daily?
It is well to receive Holy Communion often, even daily, because this intimate union with Jesus Christ, the Source of all holiness and the Giver of all graces, is the greatest aid to holy life.

378. How should we show our gratitude to Our Lord for remaining always on our altars in the Holy Eucharist? 
We should show our gratitude to Our Lord for remaining always on our altars in the Holy Eucharist, by visiting Him often, by reverence in church, by assisting every day at Mass when this is possible, by attending parish devotions, and by being present at Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament. 

(a) Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament is a ceremony in which the sacred host is exposed for a time on the altar, usually in the monstrance. During Benediction the priest blesses the people with the sacred host. 

(b) The monstrance, or ostensorium, is a large vessel in which the host is exposed to view through a glass-covered opening in the center. 

(c) The long cloak-like vestment worn by the priest at Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament is called a cope. The humeral veil is placed over the priest's shoulders before he gives the blessing. 

Modified slightly from The Baltimore Catechism, Lesson 28.

Book Review: "Dominus Est - It is the Lord" by Bishop Athanasius Schneider [See pages 12, 105]
http://acatholiclife.blogspot.in/2011/10/book-review-dominus-est-it-is-lord-by.html 
By Matthew, Seminarian, October 16, 2011
Over the past few days I have been very pleased to read and review His Excellency Bishop Athanasius Schneider's "Dominus Est - It is the Lord."  His Excellency writes on the controversial yet fundamentally urgent issue of Communion-in-the-hand and its departure from the Catholic Tradition. 
As I have written previously in my post on Restoring Eucharistic Reverence*, Communion-in-the-hand, so-called "Eucharistic minister," and the elimination of altar rails must end.  As Fr. Peter M. J. Stravinskas writes in the preface, "Indeed, the centuries-old practice of priests placing the Sacred Host directly onto the tongue of recipients came precisely from the Protestant Reformers, who were intent on calling into question both the ministerial priesthood and the doctrine of transubstantiation."  Simply put, Communion-on-the-hand is a protestant, anti-Catholic notion that must be eliminated from the celebration of the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass.
In the text, the Secretary for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, Malcolm Ranjith, reminds us, "At the same time, speaking of Communion-in-the-hand it is necessary for all to recognize that the practice was as an abuse..."  That's right, Communion-in-the-hand entered the Liturgy as an abuse - it was illicit and in the ensuing years, it has caused countless numbers of atrocities from the Faithful losing Faith in the Real Presence to satanists obtaining our Lord's True Body and Blood for their diabolical rituals.
This short read is a fantastic testament of love for our Lord.  As our Divine Redeemer has said, the greatest of all Commandments is to first love the Lord God with all our hearts, minds, and souls.  If we do not humble ourselves in adoration before our Lord and if we dare to stand before Him and receive Him as mere earthly bread, we incur the wrath of Almighty God.
This book is highly recommended.  Distribute it to your Novus Ordo friends to help them see (especially if they were born after Vatican II) that the modern notion of "living a Catholic life" is not at all what a Catholic life is truly about.  And what is living a Catholic life really about?  It is about placing our Lord first in our lives and I, daresay, that is not possible for those who continue to receive Communion-in-the-hand. 
A RESPONSE TO MATTHEW:

Communion on the tongue is a surely a laudable and reverential way to receive the Eucharist, but I think that recommending it exclusively becomes conflated with ideology and the lack of a historical perspective. Patristic evidence shows a diversity of practices in receiving communion. For instance, Cyril of Jerusalem in his Mystagogical Catecheses advises the newly baptized to "make a throne of your hands in which to receive the King in Holy Communion." Does Schneider factor in the witness of the Fathers?                                                                                                                               21.                 

For this reason, it seems uncharitable to link reception in the hand to a Protestantization of the Church. This creates an "us" vs. "them" mentality, as if this was a zero-sum game if we affirm what Protestants once affirmed. Also, it is unfair to lump together all Protestants as if they were a monolithic group; some did indeed see the Eucharist as a mere symbol or figure, but many believed in the Real Presence while simply disagreeing with having a description of the change locked into the categories of Aristotelian philosophy. 
And if this practice is indeed part of the tradition, linked to the early Church, don't you think it unfair to label it Protestant? Again, I find this an unhelpful and un-ecumenical attitude. 
You simply cannot prove that communion in the hand can be blamed for innumerable abuses; a post hoc, ergo propter hoc in my opinion. I am all for restoring a sense of reverence for the Eucharist, but this begins in one's heart and immersion in the Eucharistic mystery and cannot be definitively linked to a manner of reception deemed "more worthy." To make the outrageous claim that one is not placing the Lord first in one's life if one is receiving on the hand betrays a judgmental attitude that does not befit a follower of the Lord, who alone can judge hearts. – Kevin
To the above commenter, please read my post that refutes much of what you say above:

*http://acatholiclife.blogspot.com/2007/07/mission-restore-eucharistic-reverence.html 
Mission: Restore Eucharistic reverence

By Matthew, Seminarian, July 8, 2007

Preface: All Scripture quotations are from the Douay-Rheims Bible
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, the English translation of the Latin Vulgate.
This post has been edited and written since the original version had erroneous information. The comments relating to the debate have been deleted; only comments on the general practice of Eucharistic Reverence remain. If anyone would like to debate the opinions expressed in this post, the comment box is again open. However, I implore all commenters to first read the comment policy and hear these words: "But before all things have a constant mutual charity among yourselves: for charity covereth a multitude of sins." (1 Peter 4:8)
I am certain that this post will undoubtedly be controversial again; however, I write this post simply to help restore needed reverence to our Eucharistic Lord. For that reason, I support whatever the Holy Catholic Church infallibly teaches, but I am free to disagree with any non-infallible practices. The fight to restore Eucharistic Reverence has caused debates, arguments, and even violence at various times in history. Jesus even referred to himself as a cause of division (Matthew 10:34), and because of the division, his servants will undoubtedly suffer persecution (Matthew 10:22). I pray that this post will help discourage the practice of Communion in the Hand, encourage reception of the Eucharist on the Tongue, and help discourage the practice of extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion.
According to the writings of Blessed Anne Catherine Emmerich, one of the greatest mystics in the history of the Church, irreverence to Jesus in the Eucharist will cause Him great pain:

"My heavenly Bridegroom said to me, pointing round me as He spoke; 'See far more evil that befalls Me every day at the hands of many throughout the world.' And as I looked about me into the distance, many things came before my soul which were indeed still more dreadful than that sacrifice of children; for I saw Jesus Himself cruelly sacrificed on the Altar by unworthy and sinful celebrations of the Holy Mysteries. I saw how the blessed Host lay on the altar before unworthy degenerate priests like a living Child Jesus, whom they cut and terribly mutilated with the paten. Their sacrifice, though an efficacious celebration of the Holy Mysteries, appeared like a cruel murder" ("The Life of the Blessed Virgin Mary
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", Chapter 1: Our Lady's Ancestors; the Vision of the Feast of Our Lady's Conception, page 68)

First and foremost, for non-Catholics reading this post, please first read my post on The Eucharist to understand its significance. As affirmed at various points in history, at several Councils (ex. Council of Trent's Thirteenth Session; Vatican II's Sacrosanctum Concilium 7), in the Catechism of the Catholic Church (ex. CCC 1373-1374, 1413), in the words of countless saints, and in the words of Christ Himself (Mt 26:26-28; cf. Mk 14:22-24, Lk 22:17-20, 1 Cor 11:23-25), the Eucharist - Holy Communion - is truly the Real Presence of Jesus Christ. It is not a metaphoric representation of Jesus - the Eucharist is Jesus Christ. Consequently, the Eucharist deserves the greatest degree of worship.

Topics
1. Communion in the Hand
2. Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion
3. Altar Rails
1. Communion in the hand
Simply, Communion in the Hand is a practice that I do not support because it is a sacrilege; I only receive Holy Communion on the tongue. Through Communion in the Hand, it is far easier for particles of the Eucharist to fall to the ground. Such particles are still completely Christ (Council of Trent, Thirteenth Session, Canon 4)!
It remains true that the Church has allowed Communion in the Hand at various points in history including during the early Church. For example, St. Cyril of Jerusalem said, "When thou goest to receive communion go not with thy wrists extended, nor with thy fingers separated, but placing thy left hand as a throne for thy right, which is to receive so great a King, and in the hollow of the palm receive the body of Christ, saying, Amen" (St. Cyril of Jerusalem, Cateches. Mystagog, V.1) However, it seems probable that few people in our modern world would receive Our Lord in the hand with such care and devotion to refer to it as making a "throne". Communion on the Tongue ensures that no particle is lost. Communion on the Tongue is allowed universally while Communion in the Hand is allowed only by indult.         22.
Clearly, Communion in the Hand is not an infallible dogma of the Faith. As Fr. Tim Finigan appropriately states:

There is a much-quoted text of Cyril of Jerusalem (d.387) speaking of the left hand as a throne for the right etc. (Mystagogical catechesis 5.21; PG 33.1125) This is often used as a justification for communion in the hand. The contemporary evidence of the correction of abuses shows that the text could equally be seen as an indication of the obvious need for a change in practice to ensure reverence. The insistence on Communion on the tongue was a natural next step.

According to J Bona in a 3-volume work entitled Rerum Liturgicarum (1747 AD) Communion in the hand most likely ceased before Pope St. Gregory the Great (d. 604). Even though Communion in the hand may have been allowed at some points in the early Church, it is not appropriate for our current era when irreverence and a lack of belief in the Real Presence is spreading.  Spain forbid it completely in the 400s and said that anyone who would stand and receive would receive excommunication. According to a Gallup Poll of 519 American Catholics, 18 years or older, conducted from December 10, 1991, to January 19, 1992, only 30% believe that they receive in Holy Communion the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Jesus Christ! This is shocking! By receiving Holy Communion on the Tongue, non-Catholics see Catholics professing the Faith in a unique and truly profound manner. Such a manner ensures that observers as well as Catholic understand they are not receiving ordinary bread.
According to statistics from the article Index of Catholicism's Decline, by Pat Buchanan, who cites Kenneth C. Jones's Index of Leading Catholic Indicators: The Church Since Vatican II, a shocking number - 70% - of Catholics between the ages of 18-44 do not believe in the Real Presence! We must work to increase belief and devotion to our Eucharistic Lord!! The same statistics illustrate annulments increased from 338 in 1968 to 50,000 in 2002. Also, teaching nuns, ordinations, seminarians, and Catholic marriages all declined. Let us work to counter these alarming statistics.
Following Vatican II, the introduction of Communion in the Hand began as an abuse. I agree with Fr. Tim Finigan that the introduction of Communion in the Hand was a mistake. As stated by Fr. Tim Finigan at The Hermeneutic of Continunity:

At the same time, in many parts of the world, especially in "Masses for special groups", there was a more or less open defiance of this instruction. As a result, Pope Paul VI gradually gave permission to one Bishops' Conference after another for the introduction of the practice of Holy Communion in the hand. Permission was granted in England on 6 March 1976. One widely used justification of the permission was that it would take away the scandal of disobedience. This did not work - people continued to be disobedient to other liturgical norms, witness the series of condemnations of liturgical abuses that have been published since then.

Below are the words of several saints and Church figures on the practice of Communion in the Hand. I pray that if you have been receiving Communion in the Hand, you will begin to receive our Lord exclusively on the tongue.
St. Thomas Aquinas: "Out of reverence towards this Sacrament, nothing touches it but when it is consecrated" - Summa, Pt III Q, Q2 Art. 3
Holy Scripture: In the Old Testament, it is recorded that only Levite priests were allowed to carry the Ark of the Covenant (1 Chronicles 13:2), and when a non-Levite priest touched the Ark of the Covenant he was struck dead (1 Chronicles 13:9). Today the Holy Eucharist is the Holy of Holies, and only those who have been consecrated to touch the Eucharist (Summa, Pt III Q, Q2 Art. 3) should touch it.
Pope Paul VI: Memoriale Domini, a 1969 document, recognized that communion on the tongue was conducive to faith, reverence and humility. Specifically, the document states, "With regard to the manner of administering the sacrament, one may follow the traditional method, which emphasized the ministerial function of the priest or deacon, in having them place the host in the hand of the communicant." In the same document it is also written, "To preserve and defend the reverence, dignity and holiness due to the greatest treasure in the Church, only kneeling, not standing, to receive Holy Communion, always on the tongue, was allowed." Thus, the document not only allows Communion on the Hand but also Communion in the Hand. However, due to irreverence and a disbelief in the Real Presence in recent times as well as the common error of receiving Our Lord simply "out of habit", I urge fellow Catholics to receive the Eucharist joyfully on the tongue. Below is my final excerpt from the document:

A change in a matter of such moment, based on a most ancient and venerable tradition, does not merely affect discipline. It carries certain dangers with it which may arise from the new manner of administering Holy Communion: the danger of a loss of reverence for the august sacrament of the altar, of profanation, of adulterating the true doctrine.

Pope John II: He only gave Holy Communion on tongue during private Masses in the Vatican. Concelebrating priests were told to do the same. Pope John Paul II said, "I do not revoke what one of my predecessors has said about this... ... here, my dear priests and my dear brothers and sisters, only Communion on the tongue and kneeling is allowed. I say this to you as your bishop!" (Sermon, March 1, 1989, Church of SS. Nome Di Maria)
When the wife of the President of France, Madame Giscard d'Estaing came before the Holy Father with outstretched hands, Pope John Paul II placed the host in her mouth. (Homiletic & Pastoral Review, March 1997 pg 24). He did likewise for a canon lawyer who was present at the 1981 Papal Mass in Chicago.
Pope John Paul II wrote, "To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained, one which indicates an active participation in the ministry of the Eucharist. It is obvious that the Church can grant this faculty to those who are neither priests nor deacons, as is the case with acolytes in the exercise of their ministry, especially if they are destined for future ordination, or with other lay people who are chosen for this to meet a just need, but always after an adequate preparation." (Dominicae Cenae
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, 1980, end of paragraph 11)                    23.
Thus, Pope John Paul II is acknowledging laypeople may touch the Holy Eucharist in a situation of "just need" but only after "adequate preparation". Yet, he does start by affirming that the distribution of Holy Communion is reserved principally to the ordained. However, as I discuss below under the topic of extraordinary ministers, there is usually not a "just need" to warrant the use of extraordinary ministers.
Fr. John Hardon, S.J.: Whatever you can do to stop Communion in the hand will be blessed by God.” (November 1st, 1997 Call to Holiness Conference, Detroit, Michigan, panel discussion.)
Dietrich von Hildebrand: "Is it believable that instead of applying the most scrupulous care to protect the most sacred consecrated host, which is truly the Body of Christ, the God-man, from all such possible abuses, there are those who wish to expose it to this possibility? Have we forgotten the existence of the devil who wanders about seeking whom he may devour'? Is his work in the world and in the Church not all too visible today? What entitles us to assume that abuses to the consecrated host will not take place?" (Communion in the hand should be rejected)
Blessed Mother Teresa: Blessed Mother Teresa said, "Further it is the custom in our Society, and my known wish, that the Sisters receive Holy Communion on the tongue, which to my knowledge they are doing everywhere" (Mother Theresa, India 1995; Athi Thoothan Editor, Aquinas, p. 13, Volume 2, No 1 March 2000).

"Not very long ago I said Mass and preached for their Mother, Mother Teresa of Calcutta, and after breakfast we spent quite a long time talking in a little room. Suddenly, I found myself asking her -- don't know why -- 'Mother, what do you think is the worst problem in the world today?' She more than anyone could name any number of candidates: famine, plague, disease, the breakdown of the family, rebellion against God, the corruption of the media, world debt, nuclear threat, and so on.
"Without pausing a second she said, 'Wherever I go in the whole world, the thing that makes me the saddest is watching people receive Communion in the hand.'"
(Father George William Rutler, Good Friday, 1989 in St. Agnes Church, New York City, a precise transcript taken from a tape of his talk available from St. Agnes Church. Note: Fr. Emerson of the Fraternity of St. Peter was also a witness to this statement by Blessed Mother Teresa)

Bishop Juan Laise of San Luis of Argentina: He warns that, "with Communion in the hand, a miracle would be required during each distribution of Communion to avoid some particles from falling to the ground or remaining in the hand of the faithful." (Communion in the Hand: Document and History
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). He also has reportedly said, “It would be to deceive the faithful to make them think that receiving Communion in the hand would identify them more with the spirit of the primitive Church”
Pope Pius XII: "In the same way, actually that baptism is the distinctive mark of all Christians, and serves to differentiate them from those who have not been cleansed in this purifying stream and consequently are not members of Christ, the sacrament of holy orders sets the priest apart from the rest of the faithful who have not received this consecration. For they alone, in answer to an inward supernatural call, have entered the august ministry, where they are assigned to service in the sanctuary and become, as it were, the instruments God uses to communicate supernatural life from on high to the Mystical Body of Jesus Christ. Add to this, as We have noted above, the fact that they alone have been marked with the indelible sign 'conforming' them to Christ the Priest, and that their hands alone have been consecrated 'in order that whatever they bless may be blessed, whatever they consecrate may become sacred and holy, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ' [Roman Pontifical, Ordination of a priest: anointing of hands]." (Mediator Dei
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, #43)

Council of Saragozza (380 AD) and of Toledo (400 AD): Declared that the Eucharist host must be consumed before the communicant left the Church. It was a practice in the early Church to have Holy Communion taken to the sick, but the practice was corrected because of the abuses that resulted from it. Similarly, abuses are occurring to the Holy Eucharist.
Council of Rouen (650 AD): "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layperson, but only in their mouths"
Council of Constantinople (695 AD): The council prohibited the faithful from giving Communion to themelves. It decreed an excommunication of one week's duration for those who would do so in the presence of a bishop, priest or deacon.
Council of Trent: "To priests alone have been given power to consecrate and administer the Holy Eucharist. That the unvarying practice of the Church has also been, that the faithful receive the Sacrament from the hand of the priest" (Council of Trent, Session 13, Chapter 8)
Fr. Robert Altier: "In the first reading today Saint Paul, in his Letter to the Colossians, talks about how, in Christ, is hidden all treasures of wisdom and knowledge. This is because He is almighty God; He is the Creator of the universe; He is the Savior of the world; He is God, absolute and perfect. Saint Paul says at the beginning of the reading that he makes up in his flesh for what is lacking in the suffering of Christ, for the sake of Christ's body, the Church.
"In Christ, now, there is no suffering, but only in the Mystical Body. But there is one place, which I would like to address this morning, where I believe that Our Lord is truly grieved. I want to challenge you in that area: That is, the manner by which we receive Holy Communion.
"The Church is very clear in Her documents that she desires that we would receive Holy Communion on the tongue and not in the hand.
"The bishops of America, as well as a few other countries in the world, have allowed Communion in the hand as a dispensation. But the Church is very, very clear that She does not want us receiving Communion in the hand.         24.


"Let me explain a little as to why. First of all, to receive is something that is passive. The priest takes Holy Communion because the priest is the one who offers the Victim in sacrifice. Therefore, the one who offers the Victim must also take part in that Victim. But the people of God are to receive Holy Communion. To take the Host from your hand and put It into your own mouth is to take Communion, not to receive Communion; and so it is an active thing, not a passive thing. The Lord desires to give Himself to you as a gift, not to be taken by you. We need to be very careful that we do not lose the symbolism of what is happening in the Blessed Sacrament.
"Also, if you will notice, during Mass after the Consecration, my fingers remain together because of the particles of the Host that are there. When we take Holy Communion in the hand, there are particles of Our Lord that are on our hands and on our fingers. That is why, after Communion, the priest will purify his fingers - because of the particles of the Host. But how often the people of God, after receiving Holy Communion, simply brush the particles onto the ground and walk on Our Lord. Or they put their hands in their pockets, and Our Lord is right there on their clothing. The abuses that this opens them up to are very grave. Not that anyone is intentionally doing that, but I think it is something that we need to consider exceedingly carefully.
"What I always tell people is that you can look forward to the Day of Judgment and ask yourself how you intend to approach Our Lord, because He is your Judge. The same Lord you approach in Holy Communion is the same One you will approach on the Day of Judgment. Do you assume that you will put your hand out to Our Blessed Lord on the Day of Judgment?
"Is your view of judgment that you will shake Our Lord's hand and tell Him how wonderful it is to see Him? Or is your view that you will do great reverence to Our Blessed Lord? My view is that I will be flat on my face - not shaking His hand. We do not put out our hand to God. Scripture says that God holds us in the palm of His hand. We should not be holding God in the palm of ours. He created us; He made us in His image and likeness. He is the Creator; we are the creature. We must approach Him with the greatest reverence, the greatest respect.
"If we simply look at the fruit that has been borne by Holy Communion being taken in the hand, it is not good: the loss of reverence for the Blessed Sacrament, the familiarity.
"Thankfully it is not happening here, but go to most churches and ask yourself if you see people praying before Mass or if they are chatting, goofing around, and talking.
"We have lost the reverence for the Real Presence because Jesus is just "our buddy" when we put our hand out to Him; He is not our God when we do that. So we need to be very careful.
"But beyond that, we can look also at what has happened spiritually to the people of God. Since we have been receiving Communion in the hand, we have lost sight of the idea of going to Confession, of our own sinfulness, of the reverence we must have for Our Lord. We have made Communion so easy a thing and so nonchalant a thing that people have lost that sense of reverence, of awe, and of respect in the Presence of Our Lord.
"I challenge you to think very seriously about this issue. The bishops, like I say, have allowed it; it is not a sin if you receive Holy Communion in the hand. In some places in the early Church they did that; Saint Justin talks about it. But the Church stopped it because of the abuses against the Blessed Sacrament that were occurring. I ask you to really pray about that.
"Look at Jesus in the Eucharist and ask yourself, "Do I really, truly believe that this is God? That this is my Creator and my Redeemer? How, then, do I desire to approach Him?" I really believe, if you pray that through, that there is only one conclusion to which you can come.
"Then, I beg you, do not remain silent about it. Tell your friends. Tell your family. Bring that word to others because all those good people out there, I do not think that they are willfully trying to do anything that would grieve Our Lord; they are doing what they have been told to do.
"But again, look at what has happened in the last forty years of this particular practice and ask yourself if the fruit it has borne has been good. Obviously, you love Our Lord: You are here at daily Mass; you are here every morning. The love of Our Lord is evident in you. Bring that love of Jesus out from here. The love that is in your heart, proclaim it to others and ask them in the same way to consider their actions toward Our Lord.
"Let us bring the reverence to Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament back so that we can give Him fitting worship and praise because He is God, in whom all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge are contained."

The Beauty and Spirituality of the Traditional Latin Mass 
[http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/005.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500]
By David Joyce, Latin Mass Society of England and Wales:
"...when the faithful themselves receive Communion, they receive It kneeling at the altar rail, and directly onto their tongue. This is very significant. Receiving Communion whilst kneeling means that the faithful line up in a row before the sanctuary, and thus have time to prepare themselves for this most sacred of events: coming into spiritual and substantial union with Christ Himself. The communicant kneels down, and whilst he waits for the priest to make his way around, he can settle himself, concentrate on the upcoming Communion with our Lord praying intensely. When it is his turn, the priest says the prayer: "May the body of Our Lord Jesus Christ keep your soul until life everlasting. Amen". This means, besides the beauty and the significance of the words themselves, that the priest says the word "Amen" so that the communicant need not invoke his voice to receive the King of Kings, allowing a constant stream of prayer and thanksgiving to flow from soul to Saviour.                                                                                                         25.
"The communicant simply needs to expose his tongue, and his side of the proceedings is complete. Upon receiving Christ, he can continue praying for a little while, and only then does he need to return to his seat, leaving room for the next communicant. Moreover, having the priest come over to the communicant signifies that Christ comes to us, feeds us with His own divine life, whilst we wait kneeling and unmoving like little children totally dependent on His love, mercy and compassion. This is the message of the Gospel: to become like little children, submitting our wills to His and depending totally on Him for everything. We cannot even feed ourselves without Christ's help, and the action of Communion in the traditional manner demonstrates this in a very vivid manner."
For more on this topic, I would like to highly recommend "Dominus Est - It is the Lord" by His Excellency Athanasius Schneider on this very topic.
2. Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion
Connected with the topic of Communion in the Hand is the use of Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion. While I used to serve in this "ministry" I am glad to have resigned after receiving a few emails from readers and reading the above writings. It remains clear that only the hands of the priest or deacon are consecrated to touch the Holy Eucharist (St. Thomas Aquinas). Traditionally, lay people including altar servers were also forbidden to touch the sacred vessels including the Chalice. If they had to touch the paten they would hold it with a purificator. Likewise, they were only to carry the Chalice by touching the chalice veil covering it. They could absolutely never touch the precious metal of the Chalice. It is a still a pious practice and one that I support.
For the most part, the practice of extraordinary ministers has grown into a liturgical abuse. As stated in INSTRUCTION ON CERTAIN QUESTIONS REGARDING THE COLLABORATION OF THE NON-ORDAINED FAITHFUL IN THE SACRED MINISTRY OF PRIEST, "Extraordinary ministers may distribute Holy Communion at Eucharistic celebrations only when there are no ordained ministers present or when those ordained ministers present at a liturgical celebration are truly unable to distribute Holy Communion (99). They may also exercise this function at Eucharistic celebrations where there are particularly large numbers of the faithful and which would be excessively prolonged because of an insufficient number of ordained ministers to distribute Holy Communion" (100). A similar statement can be found in GIRM 162.
However, nearly all Catholic churches see an "army" of extraordinary ministers at Sunday Mass when they are gravely unnecessary. As in the pre-Vatican II era, the priest today could easily distribute Holy Communion to a large congregation. The additional time in the distribution of Holy Communion would be beneficial for the Faithful since they could kneel longer in contemplation and thanksgiving for receiving the true Body and Blood of Jesus Christ.
The sanctuary remains the location of the Holy of Holies - God himself. Too often people wearing jeans, shorts, or even strapless shirts are allowed into the sanctuary nowadays. The loss of reverence to the Eucharistic Lord is at an all-time high. Only ordained ministers and altar servers should enter the Sanctuary.
I never encourage the usage of extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion, and I hope that the ministry will eventually be ended by the Church. Already many of these people incorrectly refer to themselves as "Eucharistic ministers," "Special ministers of Holy Communion," and "extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist" in violation of paragraphs 154-156 of Redemptionis Sacramentum. Please, if you are an extraordinary minister of Holy Communion, I suggest that you to resign from the ministry as I previously did. In the writings of many of the saints, it is clear that the practice of the laity touching the Eucharist with their hands should never be encouraged unless necessity requires it.

3. Altar Rails
Before I discuss the use of altar rails, I would first like to encourage the practice of genuflection. Most people still genuflect, however, few people bow their head at the necessary times during prayer at the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass. I strongly encourage my readers to look at my post On Genuflecting and Bowing for more information.
Concerning Communion Rails, Institutio Generalis Romani Missalis 2000, the most recent document by the Vatican on the matter, states that there is no requirement in liturgical law necessitating the removal of altar rails from historic churches and nothing prohibiting their erection in new ones. Fr. Edward McNamara, professor of liturgy at the Regina Apostolorum Pontifical University, states: "...no document explicitly mandates or even suggests that the removal of altar rails is required by the liturgical reform".
For those reasons I hope and pray that more churches bring back altar rails. Following Vatican II, many churches destroyed beautiful marble, hand-carved altar rails. Altar rails are gravely important because they allow more of the Faithful to receive the Holy Eucharist on the tongue while kneeling. Thankfully Catholic Church and chapels that offer the Tridentine Latin Mass are some of the places where the use of altar rails has been retained.

I pray that this post will not be a source of controversy and discord but one filled with ideas on how to encourage Eucharistic Reverence.
54 readers' have left their comments. A few selected comments:
Matthew, 
Are you saying that Memoriale Domini, Dominicae Cenae, & Inaestimabile Donum are the personal opinions of Paul VI & John Paul II? If you are then Summorum Pontificum is the personal opinion of Benedict XVI and the Bishops can ignore it and do not have to make the Latin Mass available to the faithful. Anonymous
A couple questions for you Matthew:                                                                                                                                                 26.
1. What is your Pastor’s opinion on this?
2. What is your Bishop’s opinion on this?
3. What is the USCCB stand on this?
Read http://www.usccb.org/liturgy/girm/lit4.shtml 
and http://www.usccb.org/liturgy/current/norms.shtml (in particular, check out #41)
4. What is the Vatican’s opinion on this? 
To all of you reading this. Learn and Listen to your Pastor and your Bishop. 
This blog is certainly entertaining, but that is all. Do not form your opinion from here. Get the facts. Deacon Paul
Dear Matthew,
Let me just say that you are absolutely right on in your position. Deacon Paul and the refutation referenced by "anonymous" are wrong. Remember that the US bishops usurped the permission of Paul VI for communion in the hand. They enacted it first, got it into place, then said it was custom, and so got the permission. In essence, they LIED. There were similar shenanigans with EMHC, kneeling for communion, and many other issues. The arguments they present are biased and specious, based on biased and specious sources.
Be wary of any English translations of documents, even those on the Vatican web site. They are at best poorly done and at worst reflect an agenda... whose I'll leave that to you to determine. Just remember what Paul VI said about the smoke of Satan. Learn Italian and Latin. Most Church documents are first written in Italian, then translated into Latin, and from that into other languages. (Check with Fr. Z on this.) There you will find the truth, not in the English translations. Look at what was done to the Mass by ICEL and how it undermined the teaching of the Church by false translation.
Be wary of what you are taught in seminary. I spent four years in a major seminary which taught heresy in every class, and taught it with pride. It's eleven years later and I'm still trying to make up for it. Check things out as best you can with reliable sources. If in doubt, consult someone who is outside the system and has no reason to represent a particular agenda or position. That's just good scholarship.
Above all, pray, pray, pray. As St. Alphonsus tells us, without prayer we are damned. Keep close to Jesus in the Blessed Sacrament. Never fail to make a holy hour. Do that first and the time will be there for other things. Keep close to Mary. She will keep you close to her Son and never let you stray or be blinded to the truth. Remember, she is the vanquisher of all heresies. Let the chain of the Rosary bind you to her for life. If you do, you will not be separated from her for eternity. Foster devotion to the Angels, Saints, and the Holy Souls; they are there to help you.
I wish you all success as you begin your journey to the priesthood. Know you are remembered before the throne of grace.
Fr. Scott Bailey, C.Ss.R.
It’s The Lord - Communion in the Hand

http://www.christianfamilyoutreach.com/pamphlets/its_the_lord.pdf
Since 1969, the Holy See has approved the practice of in-hand reception of the Eucharist in regions and countries where it had the approval of the appropriate episcopal conferences. The first grant of approval was to Belgium in May 1969. Approval was granted the United States in June 1977.

The vote for in-hand reception of Communion came up at annual national meetings of the United States Bishops two different times, two different years and was defeated each time. Then it came up a third time at the bishops’ meeting and there were still not enough votes among those present to pass it. So it was deferred this third time – so that votes on the subject could be collected from absentee bishops; bishops not present at that third attempt. It then narrowly passed.

Shortly before the third meeting Cardinal John J. Carberry*, Archbishop of St. Louis was a guest in my rectory in Redfield, SD for several days. He expressed grave concern about Communion in hand that was soon coming up again for a vote at the national bishops’ meeting. *See page 10
He wanted me to give him reasons he could present to the bishops of why they should not approve of Communion in the hand. Bishops were being put under greater pressure, from disobedience in many parishes, with an attitude it seemed, "If we do it, they’ll have to approve of it."
Belgium was the first country to have their bishops approve of it. It is interesting that Belgium now has only 5% of its Catholics participating regularly in Sunday Mass. The United States that used to have 70% plus of its Catholics at Mass every Sunday, now has 25% to 30% - depending of which survey you go by, not to mention the millions of former "Catholics" who have alienated themselves from the Church and the Eucharist which they lost faith in. In many of our

Catholic schools, both in lower levels as well as higher levels, the education offered is often still simply on the secular level, with little or no mention of the Sacraments; no Catholic history or apologetics are taught. Books offered by state schools are often not faithful to Catholicism or true history. Graduates of such schools often remain in ignorance of the true faith and morals of the Church. Their parents often are not paying attention to see if their children are being taught the basics of the Catholic faith and morals. Thus, formation is sadly lacking in the home where the primary duty to teach and form lies. Let me tell you this: If you are a parent sending your children to "Catholic" grade or high schools, or "Catholic" colleges, in most cases your children are not being taught the Catholic faith. Now we know that there are Catholic schools that are faithful to Church teachings, however even if your children are in a good Catholic school, it is still the parents’ duty, to teach and form them in the faith.

Actions Speak Louder than Words

Now add to the above situation, the Eucharist, the source and center of our Divine Liturgy or worship at Mass, is being handled flippantly by all kinds of people.                                                                                                          27.
You are looking at millions of people who have never been taught or formed in the reality of the True Presence of Christ in the Eucharist and His Church. "Church of the Eucharist" is the title of the final encyclical by Pope John Paul II.

There were those who cautioned us.

Blessed Mother Teresa was absolutely right in seeing the connection between a crisis of faith of many Catholics and Communion in the hand. What is being said about one’s faith and love for the Real Presence of the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, and the perpetuating, in the Sacrifice of the Mass, of Christ’s infinite Sacrifice of the Cross which redeemed us? — It is not being professed if the Sacred Host is handled and looked upon as an ordinary little piece of bread quickly disposed of??? Think about that deeply. Do you truly believe? Truly? We must always remember that you cannot be a true Catholic without faith in the Eucharist.

To handle or receive the Sacred Host, which is the living Real Presence of the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Our Lord Jesus Christ without proper reverence and adoration is not only disrespectful, it is the serious sin of sacrilege. One cannot take lightly or handle carelessly the greatest Gift God has given us. Thus, Mother Teresa openly expressed great sorrow when she witnessed people receiving Holy Communion in the hand. Seeing the irreverence and abuses creeping into the Divine Liturgy, and the various other problems that have been growing in the Church, attributed it all to Communion in the hand and the consequential weakening and loss of true faith. She is now Blessed Mother Teresa, an honor that adds credibility to her warnings. 
Why does Pope Benedict XVI not give Holy Communion in the hand?

Those attending Papal Masses who receive Holy Communion from Pope Benedict XVI must both kneel and receive the Sacred Host on the tongue. Why?

Why are the hands of the priest consecrated at his ordination when he receives the Sacrament of Holy Orders? The priest will handle the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist. Also, multiple graces and blessings will pass through his hands: the Sacraments which he will handle and dispense, the infinite act of the Consecration at the holy Sacrifice of the Mass he will celebrate which perpetuates the Sacrifice of the Cross — all involve the use of his consecrated hands. I remember well during many years of preparation before ordination, when I was then, as I am now, in awe that my hands would be consecrated by the Bishop for these purposes. My awe was that the Church of the Eucharist would make me a Custodian of the Eucharist, with the duty of handling with my own hands, and a sense of great reverence and adoration in my soul, the Body of Jesus Christ, the Second Person of the Most Blessed Trinity made man. It would be my duty to see that no irreverence was directed to the Most Blessed Sacrament.

It is "Most Blessed" because it is the greatest Sacrament with a constant abiding presence of the Son of God incarnate. Jesus said that the Eucharist is necessary if we are to have His life in us.

Yes, He did. Read the entire chapter of John 6 prayerfully and you will come to that faith with the help of the Holy Spirit.

Eucharist, Priesthood, Church - go together. All are essential in the life of Christ’s own Mystical Body which He founded and established as the High Priest. Without all three being present, as Jesus established His Church, there is no full expression and life of the one true Church.

Without the Eucharist, one does not have the means of rendering God the Father infinite worship in Jesus Christ through the power of the Holy Spirit. If the hands of the Catholic priest are consecrated for the reasons we have been speaking of, and they are, how is it that most everyone today can put out their hands to touch and handle the Eucharist, the Sacrament most holy and divine, containing the infinite Person of God made man? Think again before you extend your hands for the Eucharist. Why does the priest at the altar wash his hands at the beginning of the Eucharistic prayer? What does it symbolize? But the Eucharist is not a mere symbol; it is a divine reality of the REAL PRESENCE.

With the Eucharist being handled often flippantly by many today — it has contributed greatly to a lessening and loss of faith. It is what Blessed Mother Teresa had in mind when she spoke of her sadness and the abuses resulting from Communion in the hand. It is doubtlessly what Pope Benedict XVI has in mind today when he requires kneeling and reception on the tongue to receive from him the Eucharist, the Body of the Lord.

Church of the Eucharist

The Catholic Church is the Church of the Eucharist. The Eucharist is the center and life of the Church. Holy Orders confers on a man the grace and spiritual power to sanctify others, to forgive sin, (John 20:21-23) to effect the Eucharist. Only an ordained priest can consecrate bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Jesus Christ. When the twofold consecration takes place, it perpetuates what Jesus did at the Last Supper, the first Mass, and which He offered physically on the Cross on the first Good Friday. The same Sacrifice is offered at every Mass. Matthew, Mark, and Luke all speak of the Last Supper and Jesus passing on to the Apostles the power that He had to change bread and wine into His Body and Blood, "Do this in memory of me." John 6 speaks of the Eucharist in greater detail explaining that it is really Jesus Christ, the "living bread come down from heaven" whom we receive in the Eucharist.

When we receive Our Lord into our heart and soul at the time of Holy Communion, a prayerful and adoring thanksgiving should be made. Jesus is present, Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity within us for as long as it takes the body to digest entirely the species of bread and/or wine that has been consecrated into our Lord. Remember, it is not bread or wine after the consecrations, only the species, appearances, and taste. Metabolisms vary, but the minimum is fifteen minutes, and for some it is even longer that the REAL PRESENCE of Jesus Christ is within them.                            28.
During all that time, Jesus Christ is pouring ever more sanctifying grace into our souls, making possible more intensive happiness before the vision of God in heaven for all eternity. We receive grace according to the dispositions of our hearts and souls. The Venerable Pope Pius XII said about thanksgiving after Holy Communion, "We ought not to interrupt the hymn of divine praise within us."
Apostolic Chain Needed for the True Eucharist

In the many denominations separated from the Catholic Church, there is no true Eucharist. They do not have the Real Presence of Jesus Christ and His Sacrifice made present. Why? The Apostolic Chain has been broken for them. Their ministers are not in the unbroken line of the consecration of men in Holy Orders that goes back to Jesus and the Apostles. Every validly ordained Catholic priest has been ordained by a bishop, who was ordained by another bishop, back, back, for two thousand years until we come to the first bishops and priests, namely the Apostles, who were ordained by Jesus Christ Himself. (John 15:16). We call that "the Apostolic Chain." The many non-Catholic denominations were founded by men, not Jesus Christ. Their ministers are not truly ordained because they are not on the apostolic chain. The Sacred Scriptures they have and teach from — their ancestors took with them when they broke from the Catholic Church during the Protestant Revolt early in the 16th century. They have continued to divide into ever more communities until today there are about 30,000 denominations. The fastest growing is the "nondenominational" community which is another name for another denomination, yet with no particular requirements as to what one must believe. Each one is as it were his/her own church. It offers an easy path, but not what Jesus Christ taught and established. Jesus prayed at the Last Supper "that they may all be one" (John 17). He also said: "Whoever does not bear his own cross and come after me, cannot be my disciple" (Luke 14:27).

Why should we not receive the Eucharist in the hand? Why was Mother Teresa of Calcutta so saddened at Communion in the hand? Why is Pope Benedict requiring that this greatest of the Sacraments be received from him while kneeling and on the tongue? The above should tell you why. Now if you are one of those, who receives our Lord in the hand, could you give me a good reason why? Why do you prefer to receive Our Lord on the hand, the very One whom the

Shepherds fell on their knees and adored on that first Christmas? Remember that the Church required the Eucharist to be received on the tongue for centuries? Why has reverence and adoration for the Eucharist diminished, which in turn has led many out of the true Church and away from the Eucharist? Does in-hand reception increase your faith and reverence? Or, does it weaken not only your faith but others as well?

When Catholics lose their faith in the Eucharist, they also lose the very life of the true Church. For we are the CHURCH OF THE EUCHARIST.

Quotes of Interest

Pope Benedict XVI, recalling the words of Saint Augustine: "No one eats that flesh without first adoring it; we should sin were we not to adore it."
Speaking of Communion-in-the-hand, it is necessary for all to recognize that the practice was introduced as an abuse, and hurriedly, in many places within the Church right after the Council. This practice contributes to a gradual, growing weakening of the attitude of reverence toward the Sacred Eucharistic Species.

An alarming lack of recollection and an overall spirit of carelessness have entered into liturgical celebrations.

Now, more than ever, it is necessary to help the faithful renew a living faith in the real presence of Christ in the Eucharistic Species in order to strengthen the life of the Church herself and to defend her in the midst of the dangerous distortions of the faith, which such a situation continues to cause.

+Malcolm Ranjith, Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments

Communion only reaches its true depths when it is supported and surrounded by adoration. "Kneeling is the right, indeed the intrinsically necessary gesture" before the living God. To the extent that a culture exists that is alienated from the faith and unknowing of the One before Whom it ought to kneel, the liturgical gesture of kneeling "is the right, indeed the intrinsically necessary gesture," observed Cardinal Ratzinger.

From DOMINUS EST — It is the Lord! By The Most Reverend Athanasius Schneider
In support of Communion in the hand

http://acatholiclife.blogspot.com/2007/07/mission-restore-eucharistic-reverence.html
ST. BASIL THE GREAT Letter 93 (Cæsaria, concerning Communion) in its entirety 378 AD:
"It is good and beneficial to communicate every day, and to partake of the holy Body and Blood of Christ. For He distinctly says, "He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath eternal life." And who doubts that to share frequently in life, is the same thing as to have manifold life. I, indeed, communicate four times a week, on the Lord's Day, on Wednesday, on Friday, and on the Sabbath, and on the other days if there is a commemoration of any Saint. It is needless to point out that for anyone in times of persecution to be compelled to take the communion in his own hand without the presence of a priest or minister is not a serious offence, as long custom sanctions this practice from the facts themselves. All the solitaries in the desert, where there is no priest, take the communion themselves, keeping communion at home. And at Alexandria and in Egypt, each one of the laity, for the most part, keeps the communion, at his own house, and participates in it when he likes. 
For when once the priest has completed the offering, and given it, the recipient, participating in it each time as entire, is bound to believe that he properly takes and receives it from the giver.                                                             29.
And even in the church, when the priest gives the portion, the recipient takes it with complete power over it, and so lifts it to his lips with his own hand. It has the same validity whether one portion or several portions are received from the priest at the same time." 

ST. CYRIL OF JERUSALEM "Fifth Mystagogical Catechesis", 21: PG 33. col 1125, 350 AD:
"When thou goest to receive communion go not with thy wrists extended, nor with thy fingers separated, but placing thy left hand as a throne for thy right, which is to receive so great a King, and in the hollow of the palm receive the body of Christ, saying, Amen."

ST. JOHN DAMASCUS "De Fide Orthodoxa" Book IV, ch. XIII, circa 730 AD:
"Wherefore with all fear and a pure conscience and certain faith let us draw near and it will assuredly be to us as we believe, doubting nothing. Let us pay homage to it in all purity both of soul and body: for it is twofold. Let us draw near to it with an ardent desire, and with our hands held in the form of the cross let us receive the body of the Crucified One: and let us apply our eyes and lips and brows and partake of the divine coal, in order that the fire of the longing, that is in us, with the additional heat derived from the coal may utterly consume our sins and illumine our hearts." 

A Traditionalist perspective; to be read with caution; included only for academic reasons
Why Communion in the Hand is a sacrilege
http://www.cfnews.org/sacrilege.htm 
By John Vennari, February 2006, Catholic Family News
It is a bedrock Catholic truth, taught by the Church since the time of the Apostles, that Our Lord Jesus Christ is truly present in the Most Holy Eucharist: Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity.
The Council of Trent defined dogmatically that Our Lord Jesus Christ is present in every part of the Blessed Sacrament. The Council taught infallibly:
"If anyone denieth that, in the venerable Sacrament of the Eucharist, the whole Christ is contained under each species, and under every part of each species, when separated; let him be anathema."
This means that Our Lord is present even in the smallest particle of the Host, and in the smallest particle that may fall to the ground. Thus the reverence that we owe to the Blessed Sacrament demands that we take every precaution that no particle of the Host — not even the smallest — is left open for desecration in any way.
First of all, Saint Thomas Aquinas taught that "out of reverence for this Sacrament, nothing touches it but what is consecrated." Thus, he said the sacred vessels of the altar are consecrated for this holy purpose, but also, the priest’s hands are consecrated for touching this Sacrament. And St. Thomas said that it is therefore not lawful for anyone else to touch it, except to save it from desecration. (Summa, III, Q. 82. Art. 3)
This reverence for the Blessed Sacrament, and even for the smallest particles, was incorporated into the traditional Mass — the Old Latin Mass — which contained strict rubrics on this point:
1) From the moment the priest pronounces the words of the Consecration over the Sacred Host, the priest keeps his forefinger and thumb together on each hand. Whether he elevates the chalice, or turns the pages of the missal, or opens the tabernacle, his thumb and his forefinger on each hand are closed. The thumb and forefinger touch nothing but the Sacred Host;
2) During Holy Communion, the altar boy holds the paten under the chin of those receiving Communion, so that the slightest particle does not fall to the ground. This paten is cleaned into the chalice afterwards;
3) After Holy Communion is distributed, the priest scrapes the corporal (the small linen cloth on the altar) with the paten, and cleans it into the chalice so that if the slightest particle is left, it is collected and consumed by the priest;
4) Then, the priest washes his thumb and forefinger over the chalice with water and wine, and this water and wine is reverently consumed to insure that the smallest particle of the Sacred Host is not susceptible to desecration.
Communion in the hand and so-called Eucharist lay-ministers make a mockery of the Divine Truth that Our Lord is truly present in every particle of the Eucharist, and make a mockery of the holy rubrics used by the Church for centuries as a safeguard against desecration.
Because what happens with Communion in the hand? 
The Host is placed in the hand, which is not consecrated. The communicant picks It up with his own fingers, which are not consecrated. The sacred particles fall to the ground, are stepped upon and desecrated.
Likewise with so-called Eucharistic lay-ministers, their hands are not consecrated; they should not be touching the Sacred Host. The sacred particles of the Host fall to the ground, are stepped upon and desecrated. The fingers of "lay-Eucharistic ministers" are not washed, so any particle remaining will also be desecrated. 
No authority in the Church, not even the highest, can dispense a Catholic from the duty of preserving the necessary reverence owed to Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament. Any Church leader who does so labors under the "diabolic disorientation of the upper hierarchy" warned against by Sister Lucy of Fatima, and is derelict in his duty.
Only forty-five years ago, Communion in the hand was unthinkable in Catholic churches. It was recognized for the sacrilege that it is. Only forty-five years ago, Eucharistic lay-ministers were unthinkable in Catholic churches. It was recognized for the sacrilege that it is.                                                                                                              30.
But now, these abuses are permitted and promoted by a liberal hierarchy who — in this area and in many other areas — suddenly approve what the Church always rightly condemned. This "suddenly blessing what the Church always condemned" is the hallmark of the Vatican II reforms.
The truth, however, is that God does not change, and man’s duty of reverence toward the Blessed Sacrament does not change, even if we have many leaders who in their destructive liberalization of the Catholic Church, seem to care little or nothing for the true reverence we owe to Our Lord in the Holy Eucharist.
Thus, anyone who receives Communion in the hand, or who receives Communion from a Eucharistic lay-minister, or who is a Eucharistic lay-minister himself or herself — in the objective order — is committing a sacrilege. It is a misuse of a holy thing. It is a mockery of what the Church has taught and practiced. It is a desecration of the greatest gift that God has given us: the Real Presence of Our Lord Jesus Christ in the Most Holy Eucharist.
The Day the Host Dropped
The pre-Vatican II rubrics for when a Host is dropped, like the rubrics of the Latin liturgy, safeguarded the reverence due to the Blessed Sacrament. The May 1949 American Ecclesiastical Review explained:
"This procedure requires that the spot on which the Sacred Host has fallen be purified, usually with a dampened purificator, and then scraped and the scrapings thrown into the sacrarium [small sink in sacristy that drains into ground under the church]. Authors, generally, in order to avoid delay in going on with the distribution of Holy Communion, interpret the fulfillment of the rubric to allow marking the spot on which the Sacred Host has fallen, either with a linen cloth or with the plate used with the cruets, the priest returning after Mass to purify the place in the manner prescribed in De defectibus."
This strict procedure not only gives God the reverence that is His due, but profoundly impresses the spectator, as it impressed me at a young age.
The year was around 1965, I was a boy of about 7 years old. My father took me for Sunday Mass to the "Italian Parish", Our Lady of Consolation in Philadelphia. The Mass was still in Latin, the sacred atmosphere still pervaded the church and the liturgy, though the first updrafts of change were in the wind.
During Communion time on this particular Sunday, the priest accidentally dropped a consecrated Host. We were sitting up front, and my father drew my attention to it. 
The priest briefly interrupted the distribution of Communion to fetch a small white cloth which he placed over the Host on the floor. The distribution of Holy Communion resumed, with the priest and altar boy carefully stepping around the Veiled Guest.
My father purposely kept me after Mass so that I could see the purification rubric from the front pew.
All was done simply, quietly, for there was no talking in church whatsoever back then, in reverence to the Blessed Sacrament. 
The priest and the altar boy approached the spot near the altar rail inside the sanctuary, the spot covered with a white cloth. The priest then dropped to his knees, lifted the veil, retrieved the Sacred Species and consumed it with dignity and decorum. Slowly, reverently, still on his knees, he then cleaned and purified the section of the floor where the Host had dropped. 
He took his time. There was no rush. An air of solemnity, holiness and adoration pervaded his every move. 
I was fascinated and edified by the procedure. I remember thinking to myself, "truly, the Sacred Host is the Body of Our Lord Jesus Christ," because the priest tended to It with awe-inspiring care and reverence.
It was the best catechism lesson on the Real Presence I ever had.
What do seven-year-olds now see? In modern parishes, under the lax rubrics of the New Mass, the priest simply picks up a dropped Host and moves on, as if he dropped some loose change. Particles are left to be stepped upon and desecrated. Before and after Mass, people prattle away in church as if they are socializing in the parish hall. Many modern priests and laity disregard their duty of silence before the Blessed Sacrament. They forget the stern warning of little Jacinta of Fatima, "Our Lady does not want people to talk in church".
Where is this reverence and care for the Blessed Sacrament in the post-Conciliar Church with the introduction of Communion in the hand and the “anyone can handle it” attitude? How will our young people gain any understanding of the Real Presence of Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament when He receives cavalier treatment from clergymen? How can reverence for the Eucharist be instilled in the Catholic faithful when they see It given in the hand as common foodstuffs, and distributed by ill-trained lay people who should not be handling the Blessed Sacrament in the first place? 
It is no mystery why so many Catholics have lost faith in the Sacred Mysteries. Too many of our priests have abandoned the outward devotion necessary: 1) to give proper reverence to Christ in the Blessed Sacrament; 2) to teach the people through example that the highest reverence must be shown to Our Lord Jesus Christ truly present in the Blessed Sacrament.
Yet, the post-Conciliar catastrophe will not go on indefinitely. Someday the Church will once again be blessed with a hierarchy that gives Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament the reverence due to the King of Kings.
In the meantime, let us resist sacrilegious innovations such as Communion in the hand and lay-Eucharistic ministers, encourage others to resist them, and cling to the Latin Tridentine Mass wherein the rubrics that safeguard the reverence to the Blessed Sacrament are meticulously preserved.
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The Need for Reparation
In 1916, a year before Our Lady’s visitations at Fatima, the "Angel of the Eucharist" appeared with Chalice and Host to the children. He administered the Sacred species to the three children saying, "Eat and drink the Body and Blood of Our Lord, horribly outraged by ungrateful men. Make reparation for their crimes and console your God." The Angel left the chalice and the Host suspended in the air, and prostrated himself before It. The children imitated him. The Angel then prayed repeatedly this act of reparation:
"Most Holy Trinity, Father, Son and Holy Ghost, I offer Thee the Most Precious Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ, present in all the tabernacles of the world, in reparation for the outrages, sacrileges and indifference by which He Himself is offended. And by the infinite merits of His most Sacred Heart and of the Immaculate Heart of Mary, I beg of Thee the conversion of poor sinners."
Let us commit to memory this prayer and say it throughout the day as often as possible. The "outrages, sacrileges and indifference" toward the Blessed Sacrament engendered by the Vatican II revolution are unprecedented, probably the worst in history. Sacrilege is so commonplace that it is no longer recognized as sacrilege. The need for reparation is colossal. 
A Traditionalist perspective; to be read with caution; included only for academic reasons
The Truth about Communion in the Hand

http://www.cfnews.org/comhand.htm 

By John Vennari, September 1995, Catholic Family News

In his 1931 essay on The New Paganism, the great Catholic historian Hilaire Belloc warned of the post-Christian Paganism that was to come. Though the entire essay will not be treated here, for the purpose of the subject at hand, it is necessary to point out the central aspect of it: the old paganism had deep respect for tradition, and the new post-Christian paganism has a revolutionary contempt for tradition. Belloc said: "The old paganism was profoundly traditional; indeed it had no roots except in tradition. Deep reverence for its own past and for the wisdom of its ancestry and the pride therein were the very soul of the Old Paganism; that is why it formed so solid a foundation on which to build the Catholic Church, and that is also why it offered so long a determined resistance to the growth of the Catholic Church. But the New Paganism has for its very essence contempt for tradition and contempt for ancestry. It respects perhaps nothing, but least of all does it respect the spirit of 'Our fathers have told us"."
"Our Fathers Have Told Us!"
Throughout the centuries, our fathers have told us about our Faith and about the Blessed Sacrament. Our fathers have told us that the Holy Eucharist is truly the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ. The Fathers of the Council of Trent defined the Blessed Sacrament with precision and care. Father Thomas Aquinas taught us that out of reverence toward this Sacrament, the touching and administrating of this Sacrament belong only to the priest. Our Catholic fathers at home, as well as our teaching sisters in school, told us that it was sacrilegious for anyone but the priest to touch the sacred host.

Throughout the centuries, the Popes, bishops and priests taught us this same thing, not so much by words, but by example — and especially by the celebration of the Old Latin Mass, where profound reverence for the Blessed Sacrament as the true Body of Christ was in every move the priest made. Our fathers told us these things not just for the sake of handing down a venerable but groundless tradition, they have told us these things through word and ex-ample to show fidelity to the Catholic Faith and reverence toward the Blessed Sacrament. Our fathers told us this because it was the truth.

But the introduction of Communion in the hand and lay ministers of the Eucharist shows an arrogant disregard for what our fathers taught us. And though these practices have been introduced under the guise of being an “authentic” liturgical development mandated by Vatican II, the truth is Communion in the hand is not an authentic liturgical development, was not mandated by the Second Vatican Council, and shows complete defiance and contempt for centuries of Catholic teaching and practice before us, thus resembling the philosophy of the New Paganism and the philosophy of revolution.

Communion in the hand was introduced under a false ecumenism, allowed to grow due to weakness in authority, approved through compromise and a false sense of toleration, and has led to profound irreverence and indifference toward the Blessed Sacrament as the liturgical order of our day and the disgrace of our age.

Nowhere Mentioned in Vatican II
Communion in the hand is not mentioned in a single document of the Second Vatican Council, nor was it mentioned during any of the debates during the Council. In all sixteen documents of Vatican II, there is no mention of Communion in the hand.

Before the Second Vatican Council, there is no historic record of bishops, priests or laity petitioning anyone for the introduction of Communion in the hand. Quite to the contrary, anyone who was raised in the pre-Vatican II Church will distinctly remember being taught that it was sacrilegious for anyone but the priest to touch the sacred host.

The teaching of Saint Thomas Aquinas, in his great Summa Theologica bears this out. He explains:

"The dispensing of Christ̓s Body belongs to the priest for three reasons.                                                               32.
"First, because he consecrates in the person of Christ. But as Christ consecrated His Body at the (Last) Supper, so also He gave It to others to be partaken of by them. Accordingly, as the consecration of Christ̓s Body belongs to the priest, so likewise does the dispensing belong to him.

"Second, because the priest is the appointed intermediary between God and the people, hence as it belongs to him to offer the people’s gifts to God, so it belongs to him to deliver the consecrated gifts to the people.

"Third, because out of reverence for this Sacrament, nothing touches It but what is consecrated; hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest’s hands for touching this Sacrament. Hence, it is not lawful for anyone else to touch It, except from necessity, for instance, if It were to fall upon the ground or else in some other case of urgency." (ST, III, Q.82, Art. 13)
Saint Thomas, who is the prince of theologians in the Catholic Church, who towers above all the rest, whose Summa Theologica was placed on the altar next to the Scriptures during the Council of Trent, and whose teaching Saint Pius X said was the remedy for Modernism ... Saint Thomas clearly teaches that it belongs to the priest and only to the priest to touch and administer the Sacred Host, that "only that which is consecrated" (the hands of the priest) "should touch the Consecrated" (the Sacred Host).

Controversy surrounds the claim that Communion in the hand was practiced in the early Church. There are some that claim that it was practiced up until the sixth century and even cite a passage of St. Cyril to substantiate this assertion. Others maintain that it was never a Catholic custom, but if Communion in the hand was practiced in the early Church, if was instituted by the Arians as a sign of their disbelief in the Divinity of Jesus Christ. This same school of thought also maintains that the quotation of Saint Cyril is of unsound Arian apocryphal origins. Whatever the case, it is clear that Communion on the tongue is of Apostolic origins (that is, taught by Christ Himself), Communion in the hand was condemned as an abuse at the Synod of Rouen in 650, and the practice of Communion in the Hand is never reflected in the artwork of any period whether it be in the East or West... that is, up until after the Second Vatican Council.

Reverence toward Eucharist Incorporated into the Old Mass
The teaching that only the priests may touch the Sacred Host, that the priest’s hands are consecrated for this purpose, and that no precaution was too great to safeguard reverence and prevent desecration had been incorporated in the Liturgy of the Church; that is the Old Latin Mass.
Priests were trained in the Old Latin Mass to celebrate Mass with precise rubrics that safeguarded the reverence the Blessed Sacrament deserves. These meticulous rubrics were carved in stone and were not optional. Each and every priest in the Roman Rite had to follow them with unyielding precision.

In the Pre-Vatican II Church, when the Latin Tridentine Mass was the norm, men training to be priests were not only taught, but DRILLED in these rubrics.

Some of the rubrics in the Old Latin Mass are as follows:

* From the moment that the words of consecration over the Sacred Host are uttered by the priest, he keeps his forefinger and thumb together, and whether he elevates the chalice, turns the pages of the missal or opens the tabernacle, his thumb and forefinger touch nothing but the Sacred Host. It is also worth noting that there was no leaving the Sacred Host up on the altar to walk up and down the aisles (especially before his fingers have been purified) shaking peoples̓ hands in an awkward display of forced friendliness. 

* At the end of Mass, the priest scrapes the corporal with the paten, and cleans it into the chalice so that if the slightest particle was left, it would be collected and reverently consumed.

* The priest's hands are washed over the chalice after Communion time with water and wine which is reverently consumed, to insure that the slightest particle is not susceptible to desecration.

These are only some of the rubrics incorporated into the Old Mass. They were not just silly scruples, but showed the Church believed with certainty that at Mass, the bread and wine truly become the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ, and that no pains were too great to make sure that our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament was treated with all the reverence and homage that His Majesty deserves.

Now, when it comes to showing reverence, is it possible for these rubrics to be improved upon? A true Catholic renewal would either leave these gestures of reverence intact, or enhance them. But obliterating these without apology and without convincing argument, as has been the case over the last 25 years with the introduction of the New Mass, is not the mark of genuine Catholic renewal, but resembles the New Paganism warned of by Belloc, in its arrogant contempt for tradition.

And to add insult to injury, the introduction of Communion in the hand makes all these crucial pre-Vatican II rubrics look like superstitious sentimentalism with no foundation in reality — again, contempt for what our fathers taught us and obvious contempt for the Blessed Sacrament itself.
How Did Today's Communion in the Hand Come About?
400 years ago, Communion in the hand was introduced into "Christian" worship by men whose motives were rooted in defiance of Catholicism. The 16th Century Protestant revolutionaries (more politely but undeservedly called Protestant "reformers") re-established Communion in the hand as a means of showing two things:

1) That they believed there was no such thing as "transubstantiation" and that the bread used at Communion time was just ordinary bread. In other words, the real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist is just a "Papist superstition", and that the bread is just bread and anybody can handle it.                                                                                             33.
2) Their belief that the minister of Communion is no different in essence from laymen. Now, it is Catholic teaching that the Sacrament of Holy Orders gives a man a spiritual, sacramental power, it imprints an indelible mark on his soul and makes him different in essence from laymen.

The Protestant Minister, however, is just an ordinary man who leads the hymns, reads the lessons and gives sermons to stir up the convictions of the believers. He can’t change bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Our Lord, he can’t bless, and he can’t forgive sins. He can’t do anything a normal layman can’t do. He is not a vehicle for sacramental grace.

The Protestant’s establishment of Communion in the Hand was their way of showing their rejection of belief in the Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist, rejection of the Sacramental Priesthood — in short, to show their rejection of Catholicism altogether.

From that point on, Communion in the hand received a distinctly anti- Catholic significance. It was a recognizably anti-Catholic practice rooted in disbelief in the real presence of Christ and the priesthood.

So, if imitation is the sincerest form of flattery, it is not unfair to ask why are our modern churchmen imitating self-proclaimed infidels who reject core sacramental teaching of Catholicism? This is a question that those Churchmen intoxicated by the liberal spirit of Vatican II have yet to answer satisfactorily.

Thanks to Ecumenism...
Though Communion in the hand was not mandated by the Second Vatican Council, what was "canonized" by Vatican II was "Ecumenism" — this false spirit of counterfeit unity that had been previously condemned by the Church, particularly by Pope Pius XI in his 1926 encyclical Mortalium Animos — this movement of Catholics becoming more buddy-buddy and huggy-huggy with other religions, and especially with Protestants. This movement that supposedly plays up those things we have in common with other creeds, and hush-hushes those things that divide us. To celebrate our shared "values". ("Values" is a subjective term you won’t find in pre-Vatican II theology manuals). No longer do we try to convert non-Catholics, instead we engage in useless and endless "dialogue" in which Catholicism always comes out the loser, because such dialogue gives the unmistakable impression that Catholicism no longer believes it is the sole possessor of theological truth.

Though Ecumenism will not be treated within this article (see "The Problem with Modern Ecumenism", Catholic Family News — March 1995 Issue), suffice it to say that this novel ecumenical spirit which Dietrich von Hildebrand called "ECUMANIA" became rampant during and after Vatican II. The ecumenical spirit became the primary formative principle in the whole range of the new liturgical forms established since the Council. This is why the new liturgy so closely resembles a Protestant service.

The Ecumenical Monkey-See, Monkey-Do
After Vatican II, some ecumenically-minded priests in Holland started giving Communion in the hand, in a monkey-see, monkey-do imitation of Protestant practice. But the bishops, rather than do their duty and condemn the abuse, tolerated it.

Because Church leaders allowed the abuse to go unchecked, the practice then spread to Germany, Belgium and France. But if the bishops seemed indifferent to this scandal, the laity was outraged. It was the indignation of large numbers of the Faithful which promoted Pope Paul VI to take some action. He polled the bishops of the world on this issue, and they voted overwhelmingly to retain the traditional practice of receiving Holy Communion only on the tongue. And it must be noted that at this time, the abuse was limited to a few European countries. It had not yet started in the United States.

"Memoriale Domine"
The Pope then promulgated the May 28, 1969 Instruction Memoriale Domine. In summary, the document states:

              1) The bishops of the world were overwhelmingly against Communion in the hand.

              2) "This manner of distributing Holy Communion (that is, the priest placing the Host on the tongue of the communicants) must be observed."
              3) Communion on the tongue in no way detracts from the dignity of the communicant.

              4) There was a warning that "any innovation could lead to irreverence and profanation of the Eucharist, as well as gradual erosion of correct doctrine."
              The document further says "the Supreme Pontiff judged that the long received manner of ministering Holy Communion to the Faithful should not be changed. The Apostolic See therefore strongly urges bishops, priests and people to observe zealously this law."
A Simultaneous Red Light and Green Light
It must be asked, then, if this instruction is on the books, why is Communion in the hand so prevalent? An illustration can be given by the story of the Canadian bishops̓ response to Humanae Vitae. Humanae Vitae rightly reaffirmed the Church’s teaching against contraception. But when Humanae Vitae was issued, there was a tidal wave of scandalous opposition from Catholic priests and Ph.D.s. The Canadian bishops wrote a pastoral letter supposedly in support of Humanae Vitae, but within that document the bishops used the curious phrase "norms for licit dissent".                  34.
This phrase gives the impression that there could be room for Catholics to legitimately reject Humanae Vitae. So, whether they realized it or not, the bishops sabotaged their own pastoral letter, by giving a simultaneous red light and green light to rejection of the Papal Encyclical. When vast numbers of Catholics, then, rejected Humanae Vitae based on the Canadian bishops̓ compromise, it was hardly surprising. Even the most ordinary parents are smart enough not to give their children the option to accept or reject parental commands. To do so would be a clear sign of weak and vacillating leadership. But unfortunately, this is precisely what happened with the supposedly anti-Communion in the hand document of 1969.

Now, this was the age of compromise, and the document contained the seed of its own destruction, because the Instruction went on to say that where the abuse had already become firmly established, it could be legalized by a two-thirds majority in a secret ballot of the national bishops conference (providing the Holy See confirmed their decision.) This played right into the liberals̓ hands. And it must be noticed, the Instruction said "where the abuse had already become firmly established". So, countries in which the practice had not developed were obviously excluded from the concession — and all English-speaking countries, including the United States, fell into this category.

Naturally, liberal clergy in other countries (including ours) concluded that if this rebellion could be legalized in Holland, it could be legalized anywhere. They figured that if they ignored Memoriale Domine and defied the liturgical law of the Church, this rebellion would not only be tolerated, but eventually legalized. This is exactly what happened, and this is why we have Communion in the hand today.

Started in Defiance, Perpetuated by Deception
Not only was Communion in the hand started in disobedience, it was perpetuated by deceit. Space doesn’t allow all the details, but the propaganda in the 1970s that was used to sell Communion in the hand to a trusting, vulnerable people was a campaign of calculated half-truths that didn’t tell the whole story. A quick example will be found in the writings of Monsignor Champlin. His writings:

              • give the reader the false impression that Vatican II provided a mandate for the abuse when, in fact, it is not hinted at in any Council documents.

              • do not tell the reader that the practice was started by clergymen in defiance of established liturgical law but makes it sound as if it were a request from the laity. 

              • do not make clear to the reader that the world’s bishops, when polled, voted overwhelmingly against Communion in the hand. 

              • do not mention that permission was only to be a toleration of the abuse where it had already been established by 1969. It was not a green light for it to spread to other countries, like the United States.

Not "Optional" for the Clergy!

Now we are at the point where Communion in the hand is viewed as a superior way of receiving the Eucharist and the vast majority of our little children are being mis-instructed to receive First Communion in the hand. The Faithful are told that it is an optional practice, and if they don’t like it, they can receive it on the tongue. The tragedy of it all is, if it is optional for the laity, in practice it is not optional for the clergy. Priests are falsely instructed that they must administer Communion in the hand, whether they like it or not, to anyone who requests it, thereby throwing many good priests into an agonizing crisis of conscience.

After the Second Vatican Council, a very wise Archbishop shrewdly observed that the masterstroke of satan was to sow disobedience to Catholic tradition through obedience.

It is obvious that no priest can be lawfully forced to administer Communion in the hand, and we must pray that more priests will have the courage to safeguard the reverence due to this Sacrament, and not be trapped into a false obedience that causes them to cooperate in the degradation of Christ in the Eucharist. They must find the courage for opposing this novel practice by remembering that even Pope Paul VI, despite his weaknesses, correctly predicted that Communion in the hand would lead to irreverence and profanation of the Eucharist, and a gradual erosion of correct doctrine — and we have seen this prophecy come to pass. And, if the priest’s opposition to Communion in the hand should be fierce and firm, their opposition to "Extraordinary Ministers" should be even more adamant.

"Extraordinary Ministers"
In his best-selling book, The Last Roman Catholic?, James W. Demers said "Of those responsible for the lack of beauty in the Church, no one is more culpable than today’s lay ministers. The mindless behavior of this superficially trained laity brings to the sanctuary a pomposity that is both embarrassing and saddening to watch."
Lay people giving out Holy Communion during Mass was rightly considered an unthinkable act of sacrilege and irreverence only 30 years ago, and for centuries preceding. But now, lay people administering the Blessed Sacrament is an ordinary sight in the average Novus Ordo parish church, and most Catholics think nothing of it — proving that men can become desensitized to desecration.

It seems like they came from nowhere. All of a sudden, there they were! And where they were, they were for keeps! But if you think about it, there were some necessary steps that we sat in the pew and watched develop that laid the foundation for this plague of unconsecrated hands commissioned by pastors to degrade the Eucharist, usurp the duty of those in Holy Orders, undermine the priesthood, and rob the altar of God of its sacred rights.                                35.
Bishop Sheen once wrote that both men and women are slaves to fashion, but with this difference ... he said if women are slaves to fashions of clothing, men are slaves to fashions of thought. And the fad and fashion that was the pride and joy of many post-Vatican II Churchmen, in the name of making the Church more "relevant" was the idea of lay-involvement in the liturgy.

Lay people started reading the Epistle, and the new responsorial psalms. They conducted the tedious “Let us pray to the Lord — Lord hear our prayer” "Prayers of the Faithful", and even greeted us over the microphone before Mass — wishing us "good morning", telling us what hymns we’ll be singing and what Eucharistic Prayer Father fancies today.

The sanctuary became a stage, and a weekly one-man-monologue would no longer do. The bigger the cast, the better, and the gripping drama of the Mass became an amateur show. The priest, a man who had been called by God and who had been specifically trained in the study and dispensing of the sacred mysteries had to step aside, either willingly or reluctantly, to allow unqualified, out-of-place, part-time dabblers to trespass and profane His sacred domain of sanctuary and altar.

But lay-readers within the New Mass was not the only necessary step. Lay ministers of the Blessed Sacrament would not have been possible without the revolution in rubrics that preceded it: the practice and widespread acceptance of lay-people receiving the Holy Eucharist in their palms. The office of Eucharistic minister is therefore the illegitimate offspring from the union of the New Liturgy’s "lay involvement" and Communion in the hand living together in the modern Church. It is a love-child of the 1960s revolution.

Everybody's in on the Act!

You can be sure there were many Catholics willing to become part of this "lay-elite" who distribute Holy Communion, but there were also Catholics whose good Catholic sense was initially opposed to this practice, but who eventually allowed themselves to be talked into it by persuasive clergymen, and the biggest ploy used by modern clergy was to resort to flattery ... to approach good Catholic men and women saying "You’re a good parish member, an exemplary Christian, a good father or mother, so we want to bestow upon you the 'honor' of being a Eucharistic minister."
So what have they done? They've taken the distribution of Christ̓s body, something so sacred that it belongs to the priest alone and turned it into a childish reward for good behavior: like a merit badge that would be given to a cub-scout for swimming a mile or building a wigwam, or like a star that would be placed on the forehead of a third-grade girl because she’s the only one in class who could correctly spell "Czechoslovakia".

It’s been disguised as a reward that the good and humble in the parish accept reluctantly, and then get used to. Or it̓s a position that the proud and pompous in the parish lust after, thereby showing themselves incapable of recognizing a false and petty prestige.
"Extraordinary Minister" or "Eucharistic Minister"?
The terms "lay minister" and "Eucharistic minister" have been used rather loosely up until this point, because this is the terminology often found in parish bulletins. In actuality, there is no such terminology as "Eucharistic minister", the proper term is "Extraordinary minister".

When it comes to the sacraments, "extraordinary minister" is classic terminology. For example, the "ordinary minister" of Confirmation in the Roman Rite is the bishop, and the "extraordinary minister" is the priest, specifically delegated by the bishop in extraordinary circumstances. So, if words mean anything, as Michael Davies pointed out, an extraordinary minister should be an extraordinary sight. Not only should we rarely see one, but there should be many Catholics who go through their entire life without once seeing an extraordinary minister. But today, there’s nothing extraordinary about extraordinary ministers. They are as ordinary and part-and-parcel of the modern Church as missalettes and collection baskets. This is clearly a calculated abuse of classic Catholic terminology used to introduce a novelty into the New Mass that has no foundation in Church History or Catholic practice. 

On January 29, 1973, an Instruction was issued by the Sacred Congregation for Divine Worship that authorized the introduction of Extraordinary Ministers of the Eucharist called Immense Caritatis. This document does not grant some revolutionary indult for any and every parish to permit lay-people to administer Communion, it authorizes the use of extraordinary ministers in "Cases of genuine necessity" which are listed as:

              • When there is no priest, deacon or acolyte. 

              • When these are prevented from administering Holy Communion because of another pastoral ministry or because of ill health or advanced age. 

              • When the number of the Faithful requesting Holy Communion is such that the celebration of the Mass or the distribution of the Eucharist outside Mass would be unduly prolonged.

The Instruction stipulates that:

"Since these faculties are granted only for the spiritual good of the Faithful and for cases of genuine necessity, priests are to remember that they are not thereby excused from the task of distributing the Eucharist to the Faithful who legitimately request it, and especially from taking and giving it to the sick."
First of all, it is not an act of disloyalty or disobedience to question the wisdom of the document in the first place, particularly when this permission is a revolution against all the pre-Vatican II rubrics that existed for centuries — rubrics that existed for reasons of reverence, to safeguard against desecration and that were a matter of Catholic common sense. But even taking this document at face value, it is difficult to envisage circumstances that would justify the use of Extraordinary Ministers outside of mission lands. Today’s "Eucharistic Ministers" actually operate in defiance of existing Vatican norms.                                                                                                                                                       36.
The Age of Ambiguity
The term "taken at face value" was used because, as some astute readers will have already noticed, the document just quoted from was loosely worded. The document had that ambiguity, imprecision and elasticity that has characterized many of the Vatican II and post-Vatican II documents. 

Though there is no hard proof that the loose wording of Immensae Caritatis was done on purpose, there is ample proof that the ambiguity in the Vatican II documents was deliberate. Influential liberal theologians at Vatican II, admitted that placing deliberate ambiguity in the Council documents was a key strategy of the progressives. One said, “We have used ambiguous phrases during the Council and we (the liberal theologians) know how we shall interpret them after.”

The main ambiguity which probably gave rise to today’s proliferation of Extraordinary Ministers was the justification of their use if Mass would be (what was called) "unduly prolonged". Now, does this mean 5 minutes or 45 minutes "unduly prolonged"? It depends on who interprets it. And in instructions of this nature, lack of precision gives rise to wide interpretation, and wide interpretation gives rise to the establishment of an abuse under the appearance of fidelity to Church regulations. And once a fad like "Extraordinary Ministers" becomes widespread, and everybody’s doing it simply because everybody’s doing it, then who even pays attention to existing guidelines anyway? It is a pattern we see over and over again in the modern Church: "Let’s violate the law, and in the end we’ll have the violation established as local custom."
Unsuccessful Papal Intervention
This unlawful abuse is so well established as local custom that even Pope John Paul II, who made at least a paper attempt to curb the abuse was completely unsuccessful. In his letter Dominicae Cenae of February 24, 1980, the Pope restated the Church’s teaching that "to touch the sacred species and to administer them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained." But, for whatever reason, this 1980 document contained no threat of penalty to any laymen, priest or bishop who ignored the Pope’s plea. A law without a penalty is not a law, it’s a suggestion. And this 15-year-old letter of Pope John Paul II has been taken as an unwelcome and unheeded suggestion by the hierarchy and clergy of Western countries.

On September 21, 1987, a letter was sent from the Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation of the Sacraments through the proper channels to a number of Episcopal Conferences, including our American Bishops, on the subject of Extraordinary Ministers. In summary, the letters (which can be found in Michael Davies̓  Privilege of the Ordained) stated that Rome has received many complaints of abuses regarding Extraordinary Ministers. As a result, the Pontifical Commission officially ruled that "when ordinary ministers (bishops, priests) are present at the Eucharist whether celebrating or not, and are in sufficient number and are not prevented from doing so by other ministries, the Extraordinary Ministers of the Eucharist are not allowed to distribute Communion either to themselves or to the Faithful."
This ruling too, has been completely ignored, as will be all rulings providing a concession for this abuse is somewhere on the books. We can only pray that our Church leaders will finally come to the realization that when it comes to the Blessed Sacrament, you don’t reform an abuse, you annihilate it. And in order not to continually play into the manipulating hands of the New Paganism of Modernism, then a complete, formal, unambiguous condemnation of Communion in the hand and Extraordinary Ministers is our leaders̓ only true Catholic option.

The Sense of the Sacred
The Sacraments are the most precious gems the Church possesses, and the Holy Eucharist is the greatest of all the Sacraments. Because in all the other sacraments we receive sacramental grace, but in the Holy Eucharist, we receive Christ Himself. So, since it is obvious that the Blessed Sacrament is the greatest treasure the Church possesses, then It must be treated with all the reverence and homage It deserves. And all those pre-Vatican II barriers that prevented desecration are indispensable to the life of the Church and the holiness of the Faithful.

How often have we heard even our Church leaders lament that "we have lost the sense of the sacred." This is one of the most astounding statements a Churchman can utter ... as if it were some sort of mystery. Because the sense of the sacred is not lost, we know exactly where it is, and it could be recovered in every single parish church on earth tomorrow. The "sense of the sacred" is found wherever safeguarding the reverence for the Blessed Sacrament is put into practice of paramount importance. But the "sense of the sacred" has not been lost, it has been deliberately thrown away, run out of town on a rail, by the arrogant agents of the New Paganism of Modernism masquerading as Catholic reformers, who have introduced novel practices into the Church that demean the Eucharist, show contempt for tradition and for what our fathers taught us, and have led to a worldwide crisis of Faith of unprecedented proportions.

But for us, through the grace of God, it is no puzzle. We know exactly where "the sense of the sacred" is found, and we cling to it with a fierce tenacity. It is found in the celebration of the Old Latin Tridentine Mass where profound reverence for the Blessed Sacrament is deeply ingrained into every moment of the Liturgy, and where Communion in the hand and "Eucharistic Ministers" are still looked upon in horror with Catholic eyes, and are clearly recognized as the out-of-place, sacrilegious, non-Catholic practices that they are.
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Cardinal Ranjith to his clergy: communion on the tongue only and while kneeling is mandatory 

http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.ca/2012/04/cardinal-ranjith-to-his-clergy.html
April 3, 2012

As reported last year on Rorate the Archbishop of Colombo in Sri Lanka, Malcolm Cardinal Ranjith, has restored in his archdiocese the practice of communion on the tongue only and while kneeling. Last month, on the Feast of St. Joseph, he reiterated in an address to his clergy that this manner of receiving communion is mandatory for all of the faithful in his territory, even during outdoor Masses (emphasis mine):

May I also remind you once again that in all Churches and Chapels in the Archdiocese Holy Communion is to be administered only on the tongue and kneeling. This should be implemented as normal use even at Holy Mass celebrated with the participation of a big crowd outdoors. On such occasions at least the youth and the children as well as the "youthful" should be called upon to kneel and receive the Lord. This is the most appropriate way of expressing our profoundest belief in the continuous and personal presence of the Lord in the most Sacred Host as we acclaim "down in adoration falling, lo! the Sacred Host we hail". And in all our Churches, as an expression of that faith our people should be called upon to receive the Holy Communion, kneeling. And so kindly take steps to fix the altar rails and a cushion line fixed to the ground before the railing so that all could kneel and receive easily. It is also good for us to explain to our people about the teaching of the Church on the Most Holy Eucharist as found in the Catechism of the Catholic Church Nos. 1373-1381.
The Archbishop also announced that he will personally take charge of the effort to correct liturgical abuses regarding Mass vestments in the Archdiocese of Colombo:

I would also like to insist with you on the culture of priestly vestments at Holy Mass. In a sermon Pope Benedict gave at the Chrism Mass held at St. Peter’s Basilica in Rome on 5th April 2007, he explained this need in relation to what happens at Baptism where we put on Christ. St. Paul said so: "for as many of you as were baptized into Christ, have put on Christ" [Galatians 3:27]. The Pope continued: "This is what is fulfilled in Baptism; we put on Christ, He gives us His garments and these are not something external. It means that we enter into an existential communion with Him, that His being and our being merge, penetrate one another" [Priests of Jesus Christ, Family Publications, Oxford 2009 p.31]. The challenge to let Christ live in us is indicated by this putting on of Christ – "It is no longer I who live, but Christ lives in me" [Galatians 2:20]. The Priest is one who is called upon to live that intimate spirit of communion with Christ even more intensely, especially when he celebrates the Eucharist. It is the highest point of our communion with Him, when we become totally identified with Him in His salvific sacrifice on Calvary. States the Pope "at the moment of priestly ordination, the Church has also made this reality of "new clothes" visible and comprehensive to us externally through being clothed in Liturgical vestments…the "putting on of Him" is demonstrated again and again at every Holy Mass by putting on the Liturgical vestments…the fact that we are standing at the altar clad in Liturgical vestments must make it clearly visible to those present that we are there 'in the person of Christ'."[ibid p.32] Indeed we ought to recall how Jesus explaining the parable of the wedding feast stressed on the need to be attired in a proper garment. He who was not thus dressed was ordered to be thrown with hand and feet tied into the dark where there is weeping and gnashing of teeth [cfr. Matthew 22:13]. The Vatican Instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum of 2004 states on the matter: "the vestments proper to the priest celebrant at Mass, and in other sacred actions directly connected with the Mass, unless otherwise indicated, is the Chasuble, worn over the alb and stole" [123] and then it states "the abuse is reprobated whereby the sacred ministers celebrate Holy Mass or other rites without sacred vestments or with only a stole over the monastic cowl or the common habit of religious or ordinary clothes" [126]. The same document states that the "ordinaries should take care that in all Churches and oratories subject to their jurisdiction there is present an adequate supply of Liturgical vestments made in accordance with the norms" [ibid]. And so dear fathers, kindly ensure that in each Church in your parishes there is an adequate supply of a sufficient number of amices, girdles, stoles and chasubles for daily use. When I come for my parish visits starting from January next year, I will check on this matter personally. Kindly begin celebrating your daily sacrifice of the Eucharist properly clad and that means dressed with the alb, with or without the amice, the girdle, stole and chasuble. This should start immediately. The Auxiliary Bishops and Episcopal Vicars should kindly ensure that this is strictly followed in your areas.
His sharp remarks regarding abortion should be noted as well.  
Selected out of 36 comments: 

Poeta said... 

What a Pope he would make...                                                                                                                        38.
Francis said... I was thinking the same thing. In the meantime he would be a great replacement for Levada at the CDF. 

Andrew said... 

This is wonderful. Clear instructions. Not ones that are issued with a million exceptions so as to make the order useless. We need clear and concise direction from our bishops. NOT muddled and contradicting statements and suggestions from a myriad of committees and sub-committees. Bishops...be bishops and LEAD! 

Athelstane said... 

I can't think of another single (non-SSPX, non-Campos) bishop who has instituted such a requirement. Quite remarkable and heartening. 

Niantic said... 

What a sharp contrast to Cardinals Wuerl and Schönborn and other usual suspects.
Thank you Cardinal Ranjith for restoring Tradition to your Archdiocese. May this same order and restoration be issued from the Vatican without any delay for the entire Church! For the honor of God and the salvation of souls. 

Catholicus said... 

Athelstane: Juan Luis Cardinal Cipriani Thorne has forbidden communion in the hand in his archdiocese, and requires that communion be received kneeling in his cathedral. 
Seraph said... 

Cardinal Ranjith was run out of Rome by the Modernists. His consolation prize for going back to Sri Lanka was being made cardinal by Pope Benedict. He was one of the only few supporters of the Holy Father in the Vatican. He would have been a great prefect of the CDW. He is my number one choice to succeed Benedict. Many people in this country are high on Burke, but Ranjith is well above and beyond Burke as a better choice. 

Joe Potillor said... 

Deo Gratias...can we get an American Bishop to do the same...doubt it. 

Athelstane said... 

Hello Catholicus, I knew about Cipriani Thorne, but I was under the impression that it hadn't been made mandatory for both. Well, even if that's true, that makes two dioceses out of 2,795. 

Joe Potillor said... 

Athelstane: All Dioceses in Kazakhstan as well have only kneeling and on the tongue as well. 

Knight of Malta said... 

Seraph: It probably didn't help that he endorsed Msgr. Gherardini's book, Ecumenical Vatican Council II, a Much Needed Discussion 

Ora et Labora said... 

Well done Cardinal Ranjith, I only pray you stay firm in your desired to correct the liturgical abuses at least in your Archdiocese.
Remember that many souls are under your care and you just like your brother bishops will have to give an account for each and everyone of those souls to the KING OF KINGS. 

Clinton R. said... 

Oh, that Cardinal Ranjith would become the next pope. In the meanwhile, I pray that Our Lord blesses him and that He may bless the Church Militant with priests that are filled with the Holy Spirit and the zeal of the Apostles. +JMJ+ 

Lynda said... 

It would be great if Sri Lanka and Ireland were to set up a Bishop Exchange Programme . . . ! No mealy-mouthed nuance there! No frustration and desperation for the faithful of Colombo! I bet the faithful there know they are respected and supported and lead in their faith. He is a great example for his fellow Bishops. 

Joe Potillor said... 

The fact that Cardinal Ranjith has yet to offer a TLM in his diocese...The content of this letter should give you an idea of what he's dealing with...1st things first, getting the priests in line with the rubrics of Holy Mother Church...then get the TLM going. [TLM: Tridentine Latin-rite Mass]
Filipino Catholic said... 

The Diocese of Talibon in the island of Bohol in the Philippines does not practice communion in the hand either. On the other hand (no pun there!) the bishop who instituted that rule is also hostile to Latin. 

Rick DeLano said... 

Seraph is oh-so-right concerning the relative mettle of Cardinal Ranjith Patabendige Don w.r.t. that of a certain American Cardinal often given to behind-the-scenes rug-pulling.....
I cannot help but wonder whether the resolute plain-speaking of this Sri Lankan is what earned him his ticket home. 

Latin Mass Society of Cebu said... 

All hail this Archbishop! Orthodox and True to the Catholic Faith! 

Vince said... 

Makes me wish i lived in his archdiocese. Courage amongst the cardinals seems to be in short supply these days. Cardinal Ranjith is a much needed shepherd who will bring a renewed hope and spirit to all of Asia. I pray that he will encourage other cardinals to follow his example. 

Vince, I too, like you, wholeheartedly wish I lived in Sri Lanka under his episcopal jurisdiction. May God the Holy Spirit hear my ardent prayer, "please, please let him be our next Pope." Michael Prabhu www.ephesians-511.net Catholic apologist INDIA [April 6]                                                                                                                                                                    39.
Communion kneeling and on the tongue made mandatory in the Cathedral of Lima 

http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2009/09/communion-kneeling-and-on-tongue-made.html 
September 21, 2009 Source: Arzobispado de Lima
A reader from Lima, Peru has informed Rorate that to receive Holy Communion at the Cathedral-Basilica of Lima, Perú, that the faithful must now kneel in addition to receiving only on the tongue. For that purpose, two kneelers are now put before the steps of the high altar at the moment of Communion, just like in Papal Masses. 

In his sermon on September 20, 2009 in the Cathedral, Juan Luis Cardinal Cipriani Thorne, Archbishop of Lima, made the following statement:

"The most respectful way of receiving the Eucharist is kneeling and on the tongue. We must recover a sense of respect and reverence due to the Eucharist, because the love to Jesus is the center of our Christian lives. Our souls are at stake."
The Archbishop -- who has tried to make Lima a "Eucharistic City" -- also exhorted his flock to adore the Eucharistic Lord in the more than 70 adoration chapels in the city. 

Readers might recall that in August, in apparent preparation for this significant move, the Cardinal had also preached a strong exhortation in favor of communion kneeling and on the tongue, as well as the use of the communion plate. (See this article on WDTPRS.) The Cardinal had already banned communion in the hand in his Archdiocese last year. 

Selected out of 32 comments: 

As the saying goes, "brick by brick". See how terribly difficult it is to bring back a sense of reverence once it has been lost? Kudos to His Eminence. 

Joan said...

This is exactly what every Bishop must do.

Dan Hunter said...

This is what Pope Benedict XVI wants. May it happen very soon in every diocese in America according to the Holy Fathers will.

servusmariaen said...

I applaud His Excellency for this move. I pray fervently that this will become widespread. I would hope the next move would be for Ad Orientem to return (among other things).

patt s said...

We are fortunate and blessed in Houston to have at least two Catholic churches that still allow us to receive in this manner and have done so for the last 30 years.

Anonymous said...

Deo gratias. Little by little the novelties resulting from Vatican II are being eradicated. May the Extraordinary Form of the Mass proliferate. [See also pages 12, 13]
Historical Argument Favors Communion on Tongue 

http://stlouiscatholic.blogspot.in/2008/04/historical-argument-favors-communion-on.html 
April 25, 2008, Catholic World News Brief via EWTN
April 22, 2008 (CWNews.com) - The American magazine Catholic Response has published an English translation of a provocative article, originally published in the official Vatican newspaper, calling for an end to the practice of receiving Communion in the hand.

The article by Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Karaganda, Kazakhstan, originally printed in L'Osservatore Romano, examines the historical record of Catholic practice, concluding that the early Church quickly developed the practice in which lay people [received] Communion on the tongue while kneeling. Only ordained ministers were allowed to touch the consecrated Host with their hands.

By the 6th century, Bishop Schneider writes, the Church had formed a consensus that Communion should be received on the tongue, of reverence for the Eucharistic Lord. Pope Gregory the Great chastised priests who resisted that consensus, and it was become an "almost universal practice" in the early Church, the author says.

Kneeling to receive Communion was also a pattern established early in Church history, Bishop Schneider reports. That posture, too, was seen as a means of expressing reverence for Jesus in the Eucharist, and "the most typical gesture of adoration is the biblical one of kneeling."

By administering Communion on the tongue, priests were able to foster greater devotion to the Eucharist; Bishop Schneider remarks that that form is "an impressive sign of the profession of faith the in the Real Presence."

He adds the argument that this form of distributing Communion can prevent accidents. The author cites St. Cyril of Jerusalem, who exhorted priests to use extra caution "so that no even a crumb of the Lord's Body could fall to the ground."

The article published in L'Osservatore Romano, and now translated in Catholic Response, summarizes the more complete argument that Bishop Schneider put forward in his book, Dominus Est. That book, released in Italy earlier this year, drew special notice for two reasons. It was published by the official Vatican press, and a preface was contributed by Archbishop Malcolm Ranjith, the secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship, who said it was "high time to review" the policy of allowing laymen to receive Communion in the hand.
Selected out of 7 comments:                                                                                                                           40.
Fr. Andrew said... 

I think more about this the more I see irreverent communicants. Especially those carrying infants and either don't know or refuse to use the preferred reception on the tongue. 

I tell you one thing, though. If we think Ad Orientem and dignity in the Reform of the Reform are tough fights, I can't imagine what this would mean! Gonna need strong leadership there. 25 April, 2008
Latinmassgirl said... 

I agree with the above comments, but I also find it very disturbing to see people grab (not receive) with one hand the Lord's sacred body, and then jamb it into their mouth as walking away, without bowing before hand or pausing after grabbing. I would say that only 1/10 of the people bow before receiving communion, and most of them do it to the person in front of them's backside because saving time is soooooo important! Let's pray that the lovely reverence of kneeling and receiving on the tongue becomes the norm again at Novus Ordo masses. 

The people who would resist it the most are the "former" hippy, baby boomers, but who cares what they think? They can just go to the pretend masses of the hippy women priestesses and sing "Come to the Table of Plenty", to their heart's content! 26 April, 2008
Discussion on the above and following article in Konkani Catholics yahoo group digest no. 1448 dated April 24, 2008, digest no. 1449 dated April 25, 2008 and digest no. 1451 dated April 27, 2008:
I remember when I was in School (Don Bosco's-Mumbai), our priest had advised us to receive Holy Communion in the hand. I think the Church had allowed it after Vatican II.
Currently I'm aware that there is a debate going on, among the Curia and other higher bodies of the Catholic Church in Rome, about stopping this practice and returning to the traditional way of kneeling down and receiving communion on the tongue. Schneider
I went to the Holy Ghost Church, Bangalore, for my Sunday Mass. It was to begin at 6:30 pm. I was in the church by 6: 15 and was waiting by the side entrance as the Kannada Mass was going on and a priest/or religious brother came out of the church to distribute the Holy Communion. There was no altar boy to help the priest. He started distributing the Holy Communion outside. There was a light wind and with this wind, the Holy Communion floated in the air and fell down on the grass and the priest never noticed this. Since I was sitting nearby on a chair picked it up and handed over to the priest/brother. He just collected it from me as if nothing had happened.
These days priests/nuns /brothers distribute Holy Communion with lot of indifference and without reverence. It is high time they maintain the sacred atmosphere of distributing the Holy Communion. Joseph and Stella Rodricks
Dear Schneider, The first thing I want to clear up here is that RECEIVING COMMUNION IN THE HAND IS NOT AGAINST THE PRESENT CHURCH DISCIPLINE. So therefore no one should go around telling others that receiving communion in the hand is wrong (except for the case I mention below).
That apart, the story of how this practice came to be is a sad story. Be absolutely certain that VATICAN II said NOTHING ABOUT INTRODUCING THIS PRACTICE.
It is a classic case where the Holy See was forced to give in to a liturgical practice introduced by certain Bishops on their own. I believe, the practice was first introduced in Belgium by Cardinal Suenens. To make a long story short, Pope Paul VI responded with an Instruction, "Memoriale Domini" on the Manner of Administering Holy Communion on May 29, 1969 where, after consultation with ALL the bishops of the Latin Church, he maintained that "in view of the seriousness of the matter and the importance of the arguments proposed, the Supreme Pontiff judged that the long received manner of ministering Holy Communion to the faithful SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED."
So what happened then? Well, on account of the practise of some brother Bishops who had already gone overboard with introducing the practise without approval from the Holy See, the Pope granted that:
"If the contrary usage, namely, of placing Holy Communion in the hand, has already developed in any place, in order to help the episcopal conference fulfill their pastoral office in today's often difficult situation, the Apostolic See entrusts to the conferences the duty and function of judging particular circumstances, if any. They may make this judgement provided that any danger is avoided of insufficient reverence or false opinions of the Holy Eucharist arising in the mind of the faithful and that any other improprieties be carefully removed."
Well that's the story in short. And so conference after conference has slowly introduced this practice in their jurisdiction. Whether sufficient catechesis regarding this has been given and whether the reverence to the Sacrament has been maintained is something to think about.
Today, however, I'm surprised to find in some parishes, announcements saying that all are required to receive communion in the hand only. THIS IS A LITURGICAL ABUSE. NO ONE CAN BE REQUIRED TO TAKE COMMUNION IN THE HAND. The communicant may always choose to receive communion on the tongue, and either standing or kneeling. [In one isolated case I heard about, police were actually called to arrest a devout family of kneeling communicants in a Canadian diocese.]
However, if communion is administered under both kinds (body and blood), then it is FORBIDDEN for the communicant to receive the host on the hand and dip it into the chalice (intinction) by himself.
To know more about the Church discipline, please read the all important instruction, "Redemptionis Sacramentum" on certain matters to be observed or to be avoided regarding the Most Holy Eucharist:
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/ccdds/documents/rc_con_ccdds_doc_20040423_redemptionis-sacramentum_en.html Austine Crasta [moderator]                                                                                          41.
I fully agree for a call for an end to the practice of receiving Holy Communion in the hand. And as rightly pointed out by Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Kazakhstan in his article in which the practice developed for the lay people to receive Communion on the tongue while kneeling and only ordained ministers were allowed to touch the consecrated Host with their hands. I also agree with him that by administering Communion on the tongue, priests were able to foster greater devotion to the Eucharist and rightly so as he cites St. Cyril of Jerusalem, who exhorted priests to use extra caution "so that not even a crumb of the Lord's Body could fall to the ground." 
I have been a Minister of the Eucharist, in Bahrain at the Sacred Heart Church for the past 13 years and I personally am not in favour of receiving Communion in hand. From experience in distributing "the body of Christ" to the faithful here, a considerable number receive in hand, without even little reverence to the Lord. Many come with wrong posture of hands to receive, while others extend their hands without even bothering to see that they are soaked with sweat. More displeasing is to see young children receiving in hand, of which I am sure they are either asked by their parents to do so or are taught in the Catechism classes. But whatever the reason, I strongly feel that to receive on tongue is the best form of reverence to the Lord.
Although, I distribute Communion, I pray every time before I go to the altar, seeking God's forgiveness to cleanse my hands, to purify my hands and to make me worthy to distribute His body to the faithful. I pray that we may grow in holiness and discern the right way for me to receive him every time I go to His banqueting table. John Rebello 

Dear Joseph & Stella, if you are the parish member of that parish the best thing would be to take up the matter with the parish priest and bring it up in the parish council. It is not at all wise to be disrespectful to the blessed Eucharist and distribute it as if it is only an ordinary prasadam. Please take up the matter there. Fr. Juze Vaz, svd, Indore
Dear Austine, Thank you for that piece of information on receiving Holy Communion and "Cum Amore ac Timore". They cleared some of my unanswered questions regarding this practice. I received my first Holy Communion nearly 35 years ago. But to date, I never have gathered enough courage to receive it on my palm. (And I don't intend to do so. It is my personal decision and not to belittle those who might do so.)
I remember during my recent visit to Mangalore, I attended the Sunday Mass at a certain church. I saw almost everyone receiving Communion in their hands. Believe me! When I opened my mouth, priest looked at me as if I did something wrong. Rupert Vaz, Abu Dhabi 

I'm glad to present here the full text of Bishop Schneider's scholarly article - which we've been discussing following Rupert's posting - published Jan 8, 2008, in the official Vatican newspaper "L'Osservatore Romano", in which he makes a very convincing case from early Church history, for a return to the traditional practice of receiving communion on the tongue.
Bishop Athanasius Schneider ORC was born in Tokmak, Kyrgyzstan, of German parents, who later emigrated to Rottweil, Germany. In 1982 he entered the Order of Canons Regular of the Holy Cross in Austria. He studied philosophy at the University of St. Thomas Aquinas (the Angelicum) in Rome, and theology at the Sapientiae Institute of Anapolis, Brazil. Ordained a priest in March 1990, he obtained a doctorate in patristic theology in 1997. 
He was ordained auxiliary Bishop of the Diocese of Karaganda in Kazakhstan on June 2, 2006 by Cardinal Angelo Sodano, the then Vatican Secretary of State. Previously he was the secretary of the Liturgical Commission of the Episcopal Conference of Kazakhstan and the spiritual director in the seminary and chancellor of the diocesan curia of Karaganda.
This excellent article titled "Cum Amore ac Timore" certainly deserves a much wider reading. So read and pass it on. Austine
Thanks John, You really voiced the thoughts in my heart and mind, fully agree for a call for an end to the practice of receiving Holy Communion in the hand. 
I also believe that receiving Communion on the tongue, priests were able to foster greater devotion to the Eucharist last week one South African lady who is very gifted had a message that the Body of Christ was so often ripped apart by people who come with no reverence, it was confirmed the following day when another brother broke the word on the same topic. Many a time I feel people are so casual and hardly aware of Jesus being present bodily. 3 weeks ago, I had a very bad ulcer under my tongue and it was very painful. At the Eucharistic Table I told the Lord that as I receive Him, I was sure that he would heal me., I received Jesus and as soon as I received Him, I felt a fire burn so hot like coal, I forgot about my ulcer and only savoured my Master and had this joy welling up inside me which I can't explain. As we were driving home my husband asked me how my ulcer was and I realized I had no pain; it had disappeared. Praise God!!! If really we could make people aware of these truths.
My husband too is a Eucharistic minister and I have seen him pray and be in prayer and cleanse himself before he ministers. I truly pray that we all grow in Holiness , many a time I feel we have stopped listening to what the Lord wants to say to us and have become so mechanical in our dealings and opinions and that includes so many of us who claim we serve Christ. I remember as a youth for Christ we used to wear wrist bands with WWJD i.e. What Would Jesus do? I think we ought to do that now. Sunita Mascarenhas Doha – Qatar

Have you noticed, that at Mass, there may be Nuns (sisters), who should have the first privilege of distributing the host, but the Eucharistic Ministers, rush to the altar, I have seen nuns get up, and sit down again, realising that there already are too many at the altar.
In Sharjah, St. Michael's Church, there is a special trend - distribution starts in an orderly manner, and then when an Eucharistic Minister has finished distributing at his allocated place, he will go around, and break orderly queues to start distributing, many a time, the person receiving the host, is not even given time to bow down before ingesting the Host. 
If Eucharistic Ministers do not respect the Host, how can one expect ordinary people to realise the importance of what they are receiving. And the excuse given is that crowds are large, and they try to finish it as fast as possible. Are we looking at saving time?  And if the large crowd has to be dispersed quickly, the Host should be distributed in complete reverence, the minister could stand alongside, the priest/minister, who is already distributing, and hence have the queue moving faster, since two people would be receiving where previously only one was receiving.  
I have also noticed some priest and ministers, complete the words 'Body of Christ' even before the person who is receiving is standing in front of him. Some just murmur, in an inaudible manner - Where is the respect that is due? I have seen young boys wearing baseball caps, and queuing up to receive Communion, and the Ministers giving them the Host, without even questioning their wearing the cap.
I have heard catechists say – "It is peer pressure, and we cannot force the youth to dress according to what would be right". Peer pressure? We try to correct them in many other things, which also have peer pressure, but dress sense, we condone. It surely would be great to revert back to kneeling down, and receiving communion on the tongue, as was the case, when I was younger. God Bless Salvador Fernandes Dubai/Sharjah – UAE

Dear Salvador,
You said: "Have you noticed, that at Mass, there may be Nuns (sisters), who should have the first privilege of distributing the host, but the Eucharistic Ministers, rush to the altar" There are a couple of things I would like to mention in this regard.
1. Of late the Church is taking exception to the use of terms like "Eucharistic Ministers" or "extraordinary minister of the Eucharist." Why? Because it unnecessarily and improperly broadens the meaning of this function. 
Properly speaking only a validly ordained Priest is the "minister of the Eucharist" because he is the only minister who can confect the Sacrament of the Eucharist 'in persona Christi' i.e., in the person of Christ.
The right way to refer to this lay ministry is: Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion.
Unlike an ordinary minister, an extraordinary minister is a person who, in case of necessity, is permitted or specially delegated to administer one of the sacraments.
In the case of Holy Communion, the ordinary ministers are the Bishop, the Priest and the Deacon by virtue of the Sacred Ordination. That brings me to the next point.
2. Who is an extraordinary minister of Holy Communion in the Church? Is there an order of preference that should be shown in their appointment?
If you are familiar with the Church scene four decades ago, you would know that there were something called "minor orders" which performed the same functions of what we today call "ministries". 
It was His Holiness Pope Paul VI who by his motu proprio "Ministeria Quaedam" dated 15 August 1972 replaced the "minor orders" with the "ministries" of lector (reader) and acolyte opening them up to laymen.
This is what is referred to as "instituted ministry" because they require a formal institution (not ordination) and these may be conferred to laymen.
A FORMALLY INSTITUTED ACOLYTE IS, BY VIRTUE OF HIS INSTITUTION, AN EXTRAORDINARY MINISTER OF HOLY COMMUNION EVEN OUTSIDE THE CELEBRATION OF MASS. 
The other extraordinary ministers of Communion are lay persons or religious deputed by the Bishop in accordance with Canon Law, for one occasion or for a specified time or even permanently.
However in special cases of an unforeseen nature, the presiding Priest - if he has faculty from his Bishop to do so - may appoint a fit person to distribute communion for a single occasion.
The order of preference for the selection of a suitable person by a Bishop or Priest is as follows (this may be changed at the prudent discretion of the diocesan Bishop): lector, major seminarian, man religious, woman religious (i.e., sisters), catechist, one of the faithful — a man or a woman. [Immensae Caritatis, January 29, 1973]
Therefore, as you can see, there are two cases (barring seminarians) where a layman may rank ahead of sisters in the choice for an extraordinary minister of communion - firstly, a formally instituted acolyte who is already an extraordinary minister of communion by virtue of his ministry, and secondly, a formally instituted lector.
Most of the dioceses I know do not have the formally instituted ministries of lector and acolyte. I'm not sure about yours. Austine [moderator]
Dear Vincent, 
You said: "Jesus Christ instituted the Eucharist at the Last Supper which He celebrated with His apostles the night before He died for us. He took bread, and blessed, and broke it, and gave it to the disciples and said, 'Take and eat, this is My body'." (Matthew 26.26) The practice of placing it on the mouth may have developed gradually out of sheer reverence. Hence, I do not see any thing wrong in receiving the communion by hand."
There are two things I want to point out here.
1. First of all, in that Sacred Text you have quoted, Our Lord gave his body and blood saying "Take and eat" to the Apostles with whom he shared his own priesthood that they may perpetuate the sacrifice of Calvary through the Mass - "Do this in memory of me". Therefore it applies perfectly well to Priests, not so much to laypersons. Therefore the Church in the Council of Trent traced the custom whereby only the priest-celebrant gives Communion to himself (with his own hands), and the laity receive it from him, to Apostolic tradition itself:
"Now as to the reception of the sacrament, it was always the custom in the Church of God, that laymen should receive the communion from priests but that priests when celebrating should communicate themselves which custom, as coming down from an apostolic tradition, ought with justice and reason to be retained." [Trent, Sess. XIII, Ch. VII]  43.
3. And secondly the practice of receiving communion on the hand or on the tongue is a matter of Church discipline (not doctrine) and therefore can be changed. Therefore, as I mentioned before, there is absolutely nothing wrong with receiving communion on the hand provided it is done with reverence and faith. But reverence and faith toward the Eucharist following the introduction of this practice is what is in question. 
The point is not that reverence and faith cannot be shown in receiving communion in the hand. The point is that reverence and faith evidently suffered the most, not to mention the presence of a very real danger of profanation of Holy Communion [Redemptionis Sacramentum, 92]. So far as the risk of profanation is concerned, we cannot wait for a substantial amount or intensity of the risk to be involved. Should there be even a small risk of profanation, I would think it presents sufficient reason for Holy Communion not to be given in the hand of the faithful. Austine [moderator]
"Cum amore ac timore" [With love and awe] 
http://vultus.stblogs.org/2008/03/cum_amore_ac_timore_with_love.html  
By Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider, March 8, 2008 - Libreria Editrice Vaticana
This is the article by Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Karaganda in Kazakhstan that attracted considerable attention when it appeared in L'Osservatore Romano, 8 January 2008. I applaud His Excellency's well-documented argument. Would this not be another fruit of the "Year of the Eucharist" proclaimed by Pope John Paul II precisely to rekindle "Eucharistic amazement" in the Church?
1. In his last encyclical, the great Pope John Paul II gave the Church a strong warning which sounds like a real testament: "We must carefully avoid underestimating any dimension or requirement of the Holy Eucharist. We thus show our awareness of the greatness of this gift . . . there is no risk of exaggerating in respect for this Mystery." 
Awareness of the greatness of this mystery is shown in the way in which Christ's Body is given and received. 
Being aware of the importance of the moment of Holy Communion, the Church in her bimillenary tradition has tried to find a ritual expression to testify to her faith, love and respect in the most perfect possible way. Thus, in the wake of an organic development, by at least as early as the 6th century, the Church began to give the Holy Eucharist directly into the mouth. This is testified in the biography of Pope Gregory the Great, who reigned from 590 to 604, and by an indication of the Pope himself. 
The Synod of Cordova, which took place in 839, condemned the sect of the so-called Casians for their refusal to receive Holy Communion directly into the mouth. After this the Synod of Rouen of 878 confirmed the current practice of placing the Body of Christ on the tongue, threatening priests with suspension from their office should they give the Eucharist to lay people by placing it in their hands. 
In the West the custom of kneeling and prostrating oneself before receiving the Eucharist was established in monasteries as early as the 6th century (e.g., in the monasteries of St. Colombanus). Later, in the 10th and 11th centuries, this custom became even more widespread. 
At the end of the patristic age, the practice of receiving Holy Communion directly into the mouth became so widespread as to be almost universal. This organic development can be traced back to the spirituality and Eucharistic devotion of the Fathers of the Church. As early as the first millennium, owing to the highly sacred nature of Eucharistic bread, the Western and Eastern Church in unison and almost instinctively realized the urgency of giving the Eucharist to lay people in their mouth. 
The well-known liturgist J. A. Jungmann explained that, thanks to the distribution of Holy Communion directly into the mouth, several problems were sorted out: the necessity for those about to receive the Eucharist to clean their hands, the even more serious problems of preventing fragments of consecrated bread from being lost, and the necessity of purifying the patens of the hands after receiving the sacrament. The cloth and later on the paten were expressions of greater respect for the Eucharist. 
2. As John Paul II pointed out in the encyclical Ecclesia de Eucharistia: "In the wake of this great sense of mystery it becomes clear how the Church's faith in the Eucharistic mystery has found expression, through the centuries, not only in the exhortation to an attitude of inner devotion, but also in a series of outer gestures." 
The most adequate attitude towards this gift is receptivity, the centurion's humility, the attitude of someone ready to receive food, i.e., a child's attitude. The word of Christ, which invites us to receive the Kingdom of Heaven like children, can find its most suggestive expression in our gesture of receiving the Eucharistic bread kneeling and directly into the mouth. 
John Paul II highlighted the necessity of outer expressions of respect for the Eucharist: "Although the banquet connotes the idea of familiarity, the Church has never given in to the temptation of banalizing this 'familiarity' with her Bridegroom, forgetting that He is also her Lord . . . The Eucharistic banquet is a real sacred banquet where underlying the simplicity of signs is God's unfathomable holiness. The bread broken on our altars is the angels' bread, which we can only approach with the centurion's humility." 
The child's attitude is the Christian's deepest and most authentic attitude towards his Savior, who nourishes him with His Body and Blood. As Clement of Alexandria points out in a moving passage: "The Word is everything to the child: father, mother, pedagogue, nourisher: 'Eat My flesh and blood, says Jesus!' . . . What an amazing mystery!" 
Another biblical reflection is found in the story of the Prophet Ezekiel's calling. Ezekiel received God's word in his mouth symbolically: "Let your stomach make a meal of it and let your inside be full of this roll which I am giving to you. I looked, and lo, a hand outstretched towards me was holding a roll. Then I took it, and it was sweet as honey in my mouth" (Ezekiel 2, 8-9; 3, 2-3).                                                                                                                        44.

In Holy Communion we receive the Word-made-flesh, food for us little children. When we receive the Eucharist, therefore, we can remember the gesture of the Prophet Ezekiel. 
Christ's giving us real nourishment with His Body and Blood in Holy Communion was compared to breastfeeding in the patristic age, as shown by St. John Chrysostom's impressive words: "Through the Eucharistic mystery, Christ unites with each believer; he himself nourishes those he gave life to, without entrusting them to anybody else. Do you not see how newborn children rush to their mother's breast? We must approach this sacred banquet and take this spiritual drink with the same fervor; rather, with an even more burning desire than a baby." 
3. The most typical manifestation of worship is the biblical gesture of kneeling down, as understood and practiced by the early Christians. 
According to Tertullian, who lived between the 2nd and 3rd century A.D., the highest form of prayer is the worship of God, which is also to be manifested in the act of kneeling: "The angels pray, all creatures pray, cattle and wild beasts pray and bend their knees." 
St. Augustine warned believers that they sinned unless they adored Christ's body when receiving it in the Eucharist. 
As established in an ancient Ordo communionis of the liturgy of the Coptic Church: "Let all, young and old alike, prostrate themselves and in this way begin the distribution of the Eucharist." 
According to the Mystagogic Catecheses ascribed to St. Cyril of Jerusalem, the believer was to receive Holy Communion with a gesture of worship and veneration: "Do not hold out your hands, but with a gesture of worship and veneration come close to the cup which contains Christ's blood." 
St. John Chrysostom invited those on the point of receiving Christ's Body in the Eucharist to imitate the Magi of the East in their spirit and gesture of worship: "Let us therefore come close to Him with fervor and burning love. The Magi themselves worshipped Him even though they found Him in a manger. 
Those men worshipped the Lord with awe and respect, though being Gentiles and barbarians. So we, who belong to the Kingdom of Heaven, must at least try to imitate those barbarians! Unlike the Magi, you do not only see this body, but have also experienced its strength and power of salvation. Let us therefore spur ourselves to show greater awe, reverence and devotion than the Magi." 
Benedict XVI speaks about the same close link between worship and Holy Communion in his recent post-synodal exhortation Sacramentum caritatis: "Receiving the Eucharist involves an attitude of worship towards the One we receive" (n. 66). 
Even as a cardinal, Joseph Ratzinger stressed this point: "Receiving the Eucharist is a spiritual event affecting the whole of human reality . . . Holy Communion affects us completely only when supported and understood by worship." 
In the Apocalypse, the book of the heavenly liturgy, the 24 elders prostrating themselves before the Lamb of God provide a model of how the Church is to treat the Lamb when believers come into contact with Him in the Eucharist. 
4. The Fathers of the Church showed the greatest concern to prevent even the smallest piece of Eucharistic bread from being lost, as St. Cyril of Jerusalem exhorted with highly suggestive words: "Be careful not to lose any part of the Lord's body. Should you drop anything, it would be as though you had severed a limb from your own body. Pray, tell me, if anyone were to give you gold beads, would you not keep them with the greatest care so as not to lose any of them? Should you not be more careful and vigilant to prevent even the smallest crumb of the Lord's body from falling to the floor, this being far more precious than gems and gold?" 
As early as the 2nd and 3rd centuries, Tertullian voiced the great anguish and concern of the Church to prevent any fragment of bread from being lost: "We are exceedingly worried to avoid dropping the smallest crumb of bread or spilling the smallest drop of wine." 
This is what Saint Ephrem, who lived in 4th century, taught: "Jesus filled the bread with Himself and the Spirit and called this bread His living body. What I have given to you, Jesus said, you must not regard as bread or tread on any fragment of it. The smallest fragment can sanctify millions of men and is enough to give life to all those who eat it." 
A warning in the liturgical tradition of the Coptic Church reads as follows: "There is no difference between larger and smaller pieces of the Eucharist; even fragments so small as to be invisible are worthy of the same veneration and have the same dignity as the unbroken bread." 
In some Eastern liturgies the consecrated bread was referred to as pearl (margarita). The Collectiones Canonum Copticae read as follows: "God forbid it! No pearl of consecrated bread must fall on the floor or stick to the fingers!" 
The great care of the early Church in preventing fragments of Eucharistic bread from being lost was all over the Christian world: Rome (see Hippolytus, Traditio apostolica, 32), North Africa (see Tertullian, De corona 3, 4), Gaul (see Caesarius Arelatensis, sermo 78, 2), Egypt (see Origenes, In Exodum hom. 13, 3), Antioch and Constantinople (see John Chrysostom, Ecloga quod non indige accedendum sit ad divina mysteria), Palestine (see Hieronymus, In Ps 147, 14), Syria (see Ephraem In hebd. Sanctam, s. 4, 4). 
5. In the early Church, men had to wash the palms of their hands before receiving the Eucharist. Also, believers had to take a deep bow and receive Christ's Body directly in the palm of their right, but not their left, hand. The palm of the right hand was used, so to speak, as a paten or as a corporal (especially for women). 
A sermon by St. Caesarius of Arles reads as follows: "All men who desire to receive Holy Communion are to wash their hands. All women are to bring a linen cloth upon which Christ's Body is to be placed." 
The palm of the hand was usually washed after reception of the Eucharist, as is still the case in the Communion of the clergy in the Byzantine liturgy.                                                                                                                         45.
The ancient canons of the Chaldean Church prohibited even the priest from bringing the Eucharist to his mouth with his fingers. He was to take the Lord's Body from the palm of his hand; the reason for this was that it was not ordinary, but heavenly food: "The priest is commanded to take the piece of bread directly from the palm of his hand; he is to take it directly with his mouth, as it is heavenly food." 
6. In the ancient Syriac Church, the distribution of the Eucharist was a rite compared to the scene of Isaiah's purification at the hands of a seraph. In one of his sermons, St. Ephrem puts the following sentences into Jesus' mouth: "The coal sanctified Isaiah's lips. Now I, who have come to you in the appearances of bread, have sanctified you all. The fire tongs whereby the coal was taken from the altar and which the Prophet Isaiah saw were an image of Me in the great sacrament. Isaiah saw Me, in the same way as you see Me when you hold out your right hand and bring the living bread to your mouth. The tongs are My right hand. I am in the seraph's place. The burning coal is My body. All of you are Isaiah." 
In the Liturgy of St. James, before distributing Holy Communion to the congregation, the priest said this prayer: "May the Lord bless us all and make us worthy to receive the burning coal with immaculate hands and bring it to our mouth." 
7. If every liturgical celebration is a sacred act par excellence (see Sacrosanctum Concilium, n. 7), this applies most of all to the rite of Holy Communion. The great Pope John Paul II stressed the need for the Church to take into particular consideration the sacred nature of the Eucharist, given the tendency of contemporary culture to ignore the sacred: "We must always remember, perhaps most of all in times like these when we perceive a tendency to obliterate the distinction between sacrum and profanum, given the widespread inclination (in certain areas at least) to desecrate all things." 
In this context, the Church is called on to secure and strengthen the sense of the sacredness of the Eucharist. In our pluralistic, and in certain respects deliberately secularized society, the living faith of the Christian community secures the right of citizenship for this sense of sacredness. 
As a result of the experience of the early Church, of the increase in the overall theological understanding of the Eucharistic mystery and the ensuing changes in the liturgy, the distribution of Holy Communion was limited, at the end of the patristic age, as is still the case in the Eastern liturgy. For the laity, the distribution of Eucharistic bread directly into the mouth began to come into use. In the East only non-consecrated bread, called antidoron, was laid on the palm of the hand. The difference between Eucharistic bread and simply blessed bread was thus clearly shown. The most frequent warning of the Fathers of the Church about the attitude towards Holy Communion was expressed thus: "Cum amore et timore!" ("With love and awe!"). At the end of ancient times, the organic development of Eucharistic devotion by the Fathers of the Church, in the West and East alike, resulted in the distribution of the Eucharist into the mouth and the gestures of prostrating oneself (in the East) and kneeling (in the West). 
Would it not be consistent with the innermost nature of consecrated bread if, even today, believers prostrated themselves and opened their mouth before receiving Christ's Body and let themselves be nourished like children, Holy Communion being food for the spirit? Such a gesture would also be an impressive manifestation of faith in God's Real Presence amongst the congregation. Should any non-believer find himself there and see such an act of worship, perhaps he too "would prostrate himself and worship God, proclaiming that the Lord is really amongst you." (1 Cor 14:24-25) Also at http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?id=8059&CFID=552433&CFTOKEN=93589790?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
EWTN Catholic Q&A - Unnecessary changes in the Mass......... WHY?
http://www.ewtn.com/vexperts/showmessage_print.asp?number=340682&language=en 
Question from BB on 06-05-2001
Have you noticed a change in the way the Catholic Church administers Holy Communion from the way it once was?

Do you remember when Catholics always knelt for Holy Communion? 

Do you remember when Catholics received Holy Communion on the tongue only?

Do you remember when only the priest administered Holy Communion?

Do you remember our priests and sisters teaching us it was sacrilegious for anyone but the priest to touch the Sacred Host?

Do you remember when tabernacles were always in the centre of the altar as the primary focal point?

Why has kneeling for Holy Communion disappeared?

Why are tabernacles disappearing from the centre of the churches and placed on the side?

Why are people receiving Communion in the hand?

Why are there lay-ministers of the Eucharist?

Why were these things changed?

If things were changed for the sake of "modern times" and "modern man", has it resulted in record crowds of "modern men" flocking into our churches to pray and receive the Sacraments?

Do we have record turnouts in our seminaries, monasteries and convents?

Has the introduction of these new things increased the amount of vocations in the Church?

Was there a "vocation crisis" before these essential and fundamental things were changed?

In the Rubrics of the Old Rite of Mass, why was there such precaution taken against the desecration of the Sacred Species?                                                                                                                                                                 46.
Why did the priest scrape the corporal with the paten so as not to allow even the slightest minute particle to fall to the ground and be desecrated?
Why did these rubrics disappear?

Was there more love and reverence before the "renewal"? Was there more faith in the Real Presence before the "renewal"? 

Was there a deeper and greater understanding and appreciation of the Blessed Sacrament as really and truly being the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ under the appearance of bread and wine?

Were the old rubrics simply "over scrupulous"?

Did the old rubrics and strict laws safeguarding reverence, dignity, and holiness, not express the Catholic Faith regarding the Blessed Sacrament properly?

Do we now understand and believe in it in a different manner, and is this therefore manifested by the actions of first the clergy, and then the laity? Are we afraid to adore the Sacred Host?

Are we ashamed to adore the Sacred Host?

Is it any coincidence that Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament began to fade away more and more with the introduction of Communion in the hand, and lay ministers of the Eucharist?

Has Catholic teaching changed regarding Transubstantiation, that is, the changing of the bread and wine into the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ during the Sacrifice of the Mass?

If the teaching has not changed, why has attitude, spirit, rubrics, and practice changed?

Where did Communion in the hand come from since it is nowhere proposed or even mentioned in the documents of Vatican II?

Why did it still come about on a worldwide scale even after Pope Paul VI in the 1969 letter to the Bishops, Memoriale Domini stated "This method, 'on the tongue' must be retained"?

If it is supposed to be "optional," why are the little children in most parochial schools taught no other way than receiving in the hand as "this is the way it is done"?

Why is there a new attitude of "anyone can handle It"?

Have we created a "vicious cycle" or a "cause and effect" situation where radical changes are introduced, vocations drop as a result, and then more changes such a "lay ministers of the Eucharist" are introduced appealing to their need because of the "vocation crisis"?

Is it possible there may be forces at work to undermine the priesthood?

Is it possible there may be forces at work to Protestantize the Catholic Church?

Is it possible there may be forces at work to destroy the Catholic Church?

Do Catholic authorities and educators not know that Communion in the hand was condemned by the Synod of Rouen in 650 A .D. to halt widespread abuses that occurred from this practice, and as a safeguard against sacrilege?

Are Catholic authorities unaware of Saint Thomas Aquinas' teaching that only the consecrated (hands of the priest) should touch the consecrated (Sacred Host)? Summa Pt. III, Q. 82 ART #3.

Are Church authorities unaware that Protestant denominations beginning with Martin Luther in the 16th century re-introduced Communion in the hand to manifest their belief once and for all that there is no such thing as Transubstantiation and Holy Orders, and the bread used during services is just ordinary bread, and the minister is just an ordinary man with no God-given power to consecrate?

Are Catholic authorities unaware that during ritualistic Satan worship, there must be a consecrated Host for the diabolic black mass, where It is profaned in the most horrendous and immoral way possible?

Are Catholic authorities unaware that the introduction of Communion in the hand, and the "anyone can handle It" attitude easily accommodates those who wish to acquire It for evil purposes? Do they care?

Is it a manifestation of disrespect or disobedience to present these hard but sober and valid questions?

Or is it a matter of genuine concern to preserve and defend the reverence, dignity, and holiness due to the greatest treasure the Catholic Church possesses, and the greatest gift given us by God: the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ in the Most Blessed Sacrament?
Source: Christian Order, December 1998, pages 587-589

Answer by Fr. Robert J. Levis on 06-06-2001: 

Dear BB, I know you will find answers to these many questions in EWTN, on its TV Programs thru the years, in its Libraries, and in its "frequently answered questions" forum. God bless your concern. Fr. Bob Levis

NOTE: These questions are from a Traditionalist source http://www.fatimacrusader.com/cr37/cr37pg20.asp probably, but EWTN’s Fr Robert Levis might not have realised that, and responded to BB. -Michael
Ratzinger's Best Pupils Are in Sri Lanka and Kazakhstan
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/1345143?eng=y 
By Sandro Magister
They are the bishops Ranjith and Schneider. They follow the pope's example in the liturgical camp more and better than many of their colleagues in Italy and Europe. One revealing test is the manner of giving communion at Mass 
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ROME, October 14, 2010 – In Sri Lanka, the bishops and priests dress all in white, as can be seen in the unusual photograph above: with the entire clergy of the diocese of Colombo, the capital, diligently listening to its archbishop, Malcolm Ranjith, who is likely to be made a cardinal at the next consistory.
In his diocese, Archbishop Ranjith has proclaimed a special year of the Eucharist. And to prepare for it, he gathered all of his priests for three days of intensive study in Colombo, where he brought in two outstanding speakers from Rome: Cardinal Antonio Cañizares Llovera, prefect of the Vatican congregation for divine worship, and Fr. Uwe Michael Lang, a member of the same congregation and an adviser for the office of pontifical liturgical celebrations.
Lang, German by birth and an Oratorian, was raised in Great Britain in the school of the great Henry Newman, who was beatified by Benedict XVI last September 19 in Birmingham. He is the author of one of the books that have provoked the most discussion in recent years, in the liturgical field: "Rivolti al Signore," in which he maintains that the correct orientation in liturgical prayer is toward Christ, for both the priests and the faithful. The book opens with a preface by Joseph Ratzinger, written shortly before his election as pope.
Archbishop Ranjith, who before returning to Sri Lanka was secretary of the Vatican congregation for divine worship, was and is an enthusiastic admirer and promoter of the thesis of Lang's book, as well as having the trust of Benedict XVI. Just like Cardinal Cañizares Llovera, not for nothing called "the Ratzinger of Spain" in his country, who was called to Rome by the pope to guide the Church in liturgical matters, a central objective of this pontificate. 
Not only that. In order to offer more insight to his priests during the three days of study, Archbishop Ranjith brought in from Germany a Catholic writer of the first rank, Martin Mosebach, also the author of a book that has raised a great deal of discussion: "Eresia dell'informe. La liturgia romana e il suo nemico." And he asked him to speak precisely on the Church's disarray in the liturgical field.
All of this for what ultimate aim? Ranjith explained this in a pastoral letter to the diocese: to rekindle faith in the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist, and to teach how to express this faith in appropriate liturgical signs.
For example, by celebrating the Mass "facing the Lord," by receiving communion on the tongue instead of in the hand, and by kneeling to receive it. In short, with those actions that are distinctive traits of the Masses celebrated by pope Ratzinger.
The striking thing about this and other similar news is that Benedict XVI's work to restore vitality and dignity to the Catholic liturgy seems better understood and applied on the "outskirts" of the Church than in its European center of gravity.
It is no secret, for example, that Gregorian chant is today more vibrant and widespread in some countries of Africa and Asia than it is in Europe.
Among the guidelines given by Archbishop Ranjith for the Eucharistic year in the diocese of Colombo is, in fact, that of teaching the faithful to chant in Latin, at the Mass, the Gloria, the Credo, the Sanctus, the Agnus Dei.
In the same way, Benedict XVI's decision to liberalize the use of the ancient missal alongside the modern one – for a mutual enrichment of the two forms of celebration – seems to be understood and applied in Africa and Asia better than in some regions of Europe.
Another proof of this concerns the way in which communion is given to the faithful: in the hand or on the tongue, standing or kneeling.
The example given by Benedict XVI – on the tongue, and kneeling – finds very few imitators above all in Europe, in Italy, and even in Rome, where almost everywhere communion is still given in the hand to anyone who approaches to receive it, in spite of the fact that the liturgical norms permit this only in exceptional cases.
In Palermo, where the pope went last October 3, some of the local priests refused to get in line to receive communion from him, simply to avoid taking part in an action with which they do not agree.
The rumor has also spread that at the Masses celebrated by the pope, people kneel because they are before him, and not to adore Jesus in the most holy sacrament. A rumor that finds a hearing even though for some time communion has also been given to the faithful on the tongue and kneeling by the cardinals and bishops who celebrate under the pope's mandate.
It is no surprise that the article that www.chiesa dedicated in mid-September to the meaning of kneeling in adoration before God and the Eucharist raised protests from various readers, including some priests. The main argument brought out against kneeling for communion is that the model and origin of the Mass is the Last Supper, where the apostles were seated and ate and drank with their hands.                                                                                               48.

It is the same argument adopted by the Neocatechumenals to justify their "convivial" way of celebrating the Mass and taking communion, to which they continue to adhere thanks to the permission that the Church authorities - among whom they boast some supporters, like substitute secretary of state Fernando Filoni - have given them to "receive communion standing while remaining in place" (article 13.3 of their statutes).
Here as well, to find the parishes, the dioceses, the priests and bishops who act and teach in full harmony with Benedict XVI, it is easier to go looking on the "outskirts" of the Church: for example, in remote Kazakhstan, in ex-Soviet central Asia.
There, in the diocese of Karaganda, all of the faithful receive communion on the tongue and kneeling. And there is a bishop there, the auxiliary of Karaganda, Athanasius Schneider, who has written a little gem of a book on the subject, entitled: "Dominus est – It Is the Lord! Reflections of a Bishop of Central Asia on Holy Communion."
The book is in two parts. The first recounts the heroic life of those Catholic women who during the years of communist rule brought communion to the faithful in secret, defying the prohibitions. And the second explains the faith that was at the origin of that heroism: a faith in the real presence of Jesus in the Eucharist that was so strong as to be willing to die for it.
And it is against this background that Bishop Schneider revisits the Fathers of the Church and the history of the liturgy in the West and in the East, shedding light on the origin and reinforcement of this adoring manner of receiving communion kneeling and on the tongue.
When pope Ratzinger read Bishop Schneider's manuscript in 2008, he immediately ordered the Libreria Editrice Vaticana to publish it. And it did, in Italian and Spanish.
The English edition of the book has a preface written by the archbishop of Colombo, Ranjith.
The book: Athanasius Schneider, "Dominus est – It Is the Lord! Reflections of a Bishop of Central Asia on Holy Communion," 2008.
The program of the three days of study on the Eucharist organized by the archbishop of Colombo, Malcolm Ranjith, for the priests of his diocese:
> Liturgy Convention, 1st-3rd september 2010
The article from www.chiesa on September 13, 2010: > Why Kneel for Communion
Ranjith on Kneeling for Communion during the liturgy and Communion on the Tongue
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/006.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500  http://www.newliturgicalmovement.org/2008/01/ranjith-on-kneeling-for-communion.html
By Shawn Tribe January 27, 2008
Libreria Editrice Vaticana has published a book, Dominus Est by Bishop Athanasius Schneider, where that Bishop analyzes the question of communion received kneeling and on the tongue.
Archbishop Malcolm Ranjith has written the foreword to this book, which the New Liturgical Movement is happy to present an unofficial translation here to follow. (Many thanks to a good friend of the NLM for providing the link to this, which came originally through, Associazione Luci sull'Est.
Without further ado, the foreword of Msgr. Ranjith, Secretary to the CDW:
In the Book of Revelation, St. John tells how he had seen and heard what was revealed and prostrated [himself] in adoration at the foot of the angel of God (cf. Rev 22, 8). Prostrating, or getting down one one's knees before the majesty of the presence of God in humble adoration, was a habit of reverence that Israel brought constantly to the presence of the Lord. It says the first book of Kings, "when Solomon had finished putting this prayer to the Lord and this plea, he stood up before the altar of the Lord, where he was kneeling, with palms stretched heavenward, and blessed the whole assembly of Israel "(1 Kings 8, 54-55). The position of supplication of the King is clear: He was kneeling in front of the altar.
The same tradition is also visible in the New Testament where we see Peter get on his knees before Jesus (cf. Lk 5, 8); when Jairus asked him to heal her daughter (Luke 8, 41), when the Samaritan returned to thank him, and when Mary the sister of Lazarus asked for the life of her brother (John 11, 32). The same attitude of prostration before the revelation of the divine presence and is generally known in the Book of Revelation (Rev. 5, 8, 14 and 19, 4).
Closely linked to this tradition was the conviction that the Holy Temple in Jerusalem was the dwelling place of God and therefore, in the temple it was necessary to prepare one's disposition by corporal expression, a deep sense of humility and reverence in the presence of the Lord.
Even in the Church, the deep conviction that in the Eucharistic species the Lord is truly and really present, along with the growing practice of preserving the Holy Sacrament in tabernacles, contributed to practice of kneeling in an attitude of humble adoration of the Lord in the Eucharist. [...]
...faith in the Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharistic species already belonged to the essence of the faith of the Catholic Church and was an intrinsic part of Catholicism. It was clear that we could not build up the Church if that faith was minimally affected.
Therefore, the Eucharist, bread transubstantiated in Body of Christ and wine into the Blood of Christ, God among us, is to be greeted with wonder, reverence and an immense attitude of humble adoration. Pope Benedict XVI... points out that “receiving the Eucharist means adoring him whom we receive [...] only in adoration can a profound and genuine reception mature."(Sacramentum Caritatis 66).                                                                                                  49.
Following this tradition, it is clear that it became coherent and indispensable to take actions and attitudes of the body and spirit which makes it easier to [enter into] silence, recollection, and the humble acceptance of our poverty in the face of the infinite greatness and holiness of the One who comes to meet us in the Eucharistic species. The best way to express our sense of reverence to the Lord in Mass is to follow the example of Peter, who as the Gospel tells us, threw himself on his knees before the Lord and said, 'Lord, depart from me, for I am a sinner’ (Luke 5, 8).
As we see in some churches now, this practice is decreasing and those responsible not only require that the faithful should receive the Holy Eucharist standing, but even eliminate all kneelers forcing the faithful to sit or stand, even during the elevation and adoration of the [Sacred] Species. It is ironic that such measures have been taken in [some] dioceses by those responsible for liturgy, or in churches, by pastors, without even the smallest amount of consultation of the faithful, even though today, more than ever, there is an environment desiring democracy in the Church.
At the same time, speaking of communion in the hand, it must be recognized that the practice was improperly and quickly introduced in some quarters of the Church shortly after the Council, changing the age-old practice and becoming regular practice for the whole Church. They justified the change saying that it better reflected the Gospel or the ancient practice of the Church... Some, to justify this practice referred to the words of Jesus: "Take and eat" (Mk 14, 22; Mt 26, 26).
Whatever the reasons for this practice, we cannot ignore what is happening worldwide where this practice has been implemented. This gesture has contributed to a gradual weakening of the attitude of reverence towards the sacred Eucharistic species whereas the previous practice had better safeguarded that sense of reverence. There instead arose an alarming lack of recollection and a general spirit of carelessness. We see communicants who often return to their seats as if nothing extraordinary has happened... In many cases, one cannot discern that sense of seriousness and inner silence that must signal the presence of God in the soul.
Then there are those who take away the sacred species to keep them as souvenirs, those who sell, or worse yet, who take them away to desecrate it in Satanic rituals. Even in large concelebrations, also in Rome, several times the sacred species has been found thrown onto the ground.
This situation not only leads us to reflect upon a serious loss of faith, but also on outrageous offenses...
The Pope speaks of the need not only to understand the true and deep meaning of the Eucharist, but also to celebrate it with dignity and reverence. He says that we must be aware of “gestures and posture, such as kneeling during the central moments of the Eucharistic Prayer." (Sacramentum Caritatis, 65). Also, speaking about the reception of the Holy Communion he invites everyone to “make every effort to ensure that this simple act preserves its importance as a personal encounter with the Lord Jesus Christ in the sacrament." (Sacramentum Caritatis, 50).
In this vein, the book written by Bishop Athanasius Schneider, Auxiliary Bishop of Karaganda in Kazakhstan entitled Dominus Est is significant and appreciated. He wants to make a contribution to the current debate on the real and substantial presence of Christ in the consecrated species of bread and wine... from his experience, which aroused in him a deep faith, wonder and devotion to the Lord present in the Eucharist, he presents us with a historical-theological [consideration] clarifying how the practice of receiving Holy Communion on the tongue and kneeling has been accepted and practiced in the Church for a long period of time.
Now I think it is high time to review and re-evaluate such good practices and, if necessary, to abandon the current practice that was not called for by Sacrosanctum Concilium, nor by Fathers, but was only accepted after its illegitimate introduction in some countries. Now, more than ever, we must help the faithful to renew a deep faith in the Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharistic species in order to strengthen the life of the Church and defend it in the midst of dangerous distortions of the faith that this situation continues to cause.
The reasons for this move must be not so much academic but pastoral - spiritual as well as liturgical - in short, what builds better faith. Mons. Msgr. Schneider in this sense shows a commendable courage because he has been able to grasp the true meaning of the words of St. Paul: “but everything should be done for building up" (1 Cor 14, 26). MALCOLM RANJITH, Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship
The ordinary form of the Mass celebrated extraordinarily 

http://southernorderspage.blogspot.com/2011/02/this-letter-from-cathedral-rector-on.html 
Posted by Fr. Allan J. McDonald, February 1, 2011

The letter below is from the Very Rev. Fr. John Lankeit, Rector of Ss. Simon & Jude Cathedral. The bishop of this rector is the Most Reverend Thomas J. Olmsted, Bishop of The Diocese of Phoenix, Arizona. 
This letter is from the Cathedral's bulletin. I cannot imagine that the rector would write a letter like this without his bishop's approval. Keep in mind the rector of a Cathedral is called the rector because the bishop is the pastor. In the Episcopal Church, all pastors are called rectors as they see their bishop as the actual pastor of each parish. We do too, but have not adopted the term rector except for cathedrals. 
A Letter from Our Cathedral Rector
Dear Parishioners,
I want to thank all of you who have recently started receiving Holy Communion on the tongue, not to mention those of you who already had been. This subject has generated a lot of buzz over the past few weeks, the vast majority of which has been overwhelmingly positive.                                                                                                                                                      50.

While my main objective in encouraging reception on the tongue is to deepen appreciation for the Eucharist, I also have a pastoral responsibility to eliminate abuses common to receiving in the hand. Such abuses are no doubt unintentional.
Nevertheless, what I witness troubles me. And I’m not alone.
In 2004, responding to the problem of Eucharistic profanation, the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacrament released an official instruction entitled REDEMPTIONIS SACRAMENTUM:
On certain matters to be observed or to be avoided regarding the Most Holy Eucharist. Regarding Holy Communion, the document states:
“[S]pecial care should be taken to ensure that the host is consumed by the communicant in the presence of the
minister, so that no one goes away carrying the Eucharistic species in his hand. If there is a risk of profanation,
then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful.” (Paragraph #92)
Here are just a few examples of profanation that I see all too frequently:
• Blessing oneself with the host before consuming it. (The act of blessing with the Eucharist is called “Benediction” and is reserved to clergy).
• Receiving the host in the palm of the hand, contorting that same hand until the host is controlled by the fingers, then
consuming it (resembling a one-handed “watch-the-coin-disappear” magic trick)
• Popping the host into the mouth like a piece of popcorn.
• Attempting to receive with only one hand.
• Attempting to receive with other items in the hands, like a dirty Kleenex or a Rosary.
• Receiving the host with dirty hands.
• Receiving the host, closing the hand around it, then letting the hand fall to the side (as if carrying a suitcase) while
walking away and/or blessing oneself with the other hand.
• Walking away without consuming the host.
• Giving the host to someone else after receiving…yes, it happens!
We would never treat a piece of GOLD with such casualness — especially in this economy!! Yet many treat this Eucharistic “piece” of GOD with casualness at best, indifference and irreverence at worst. Of course, much abuse is due to ignorance, owing to poor catechesis, which is precisely why I have written about this issue for four consecutive weeks.
Yet we have another great incentive…
When Holy Communion is received on the tongue…every single one of these abuses is instantly eliminated!
The way we treat another person says more about our relationship with that person than any words we might say. This is
especially true of our relationship with the Divine Person, Jesus Christ. So let us continually seek to increase our reverence for our Eucharistic Savior, and to eliminate anything that degrades the respect He deserves.
The graces we receive will surely be greater than anything we can imagine!
God’s Blessings… my prayers…
Very Rev. Fr. John Lankeit, Rector, Ss. Simon & Jude Cathedral
Fr Allan McDonald’s comments:
The exact same problems that Fr. Lankeit points out in his letter, every Catholic pastor in America could write the same thing. Hosts are taken out of the Church; disposed of in the pew or on the floor; there is the one handed flip of the host into one's mouth; hosts are grabbed; people break off a part of the host and give it to their underage child or someone else in the pew or at home; children take it as though it is popcorn and on and on and on.
In terms of the common cup, I recently distributed it at a funeral. I watched children receive from me and their saliva slide into the chalice, one person took an almost full chalice from me so quickly that it "sloshed" from the chalice to it outside base and on my shoes and I presume the carpet. I had about 30 people drink from the same chalice. I wiped the rim each time, the purificator was stained with lipstick and I doubt that the hygiene and germlessness of the chalice after the last person drank a combination of mostly saliva mixed with Precious Blood could be verified in a clinical analysis.
Of course, I've had EMs tell me on numerous occasions that one person will consume the entire chalice which is full; that someone's chewing gum fell into the chalice as they drank from it or the host they just placed in their mouth and partially chewed fell from their mouth into the chalice. Numerous people self intinct even when the EM tried to prevent it. While holding the host in one hand and prying the hand of an EM that the EM had placed over the chalice to prevent self-intinction, the communicant called the EM a name!
What will it take for us to return to the over 1000 tradition of kneeling for Holy Communion and receiving on the tongue. I think recovering this tradition will do more for the reverence due to Holy Communion than even ad orientem worship.

Fr Allan McDonald was ordained a priest on June 7, 1980. He served in St. Teresa Church, Albany (1980-85), Cathedral of St. John the Baptist in Savannah (1985-91). He was pastor of the Church of the Most Holy Trinity in Augusta from June of 1991 to July of 2004. He is currently pastor of St. Joseph Church, Macon since 2004. He was the vocation director for the diocese from 1986 to 1998 and Diocesan Master of Ceremonies and Director of Liturgy from 1985 through 1991, and was vicar forane of the Augusta deanery from 1991 to 2000.

See also http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/01/a-priest-who-gets-it-about-how-people-receive-communion/ 
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What are we to think of communion in the hand? 
http://scripturecatholic.xanga.com/703038688/9-what-are-we-to-think-of-%E2%80%9Ccommunion-in-the-hand%E2%80%9D/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
Scripture Catholic, Walking with God, May 27, 2009

Patron: John, it is very depressing to see people receive communion in the hand as if the Eucharist were a common piece of bread. I believe it fosters a lack of faith in the Real Presence. I also know that it leads to many grave abuses. Yet I have been told that communion in the hand has always been practiced by the Church and that there is nothing inherently wrong with it. Please give me your thoughts 
John Salza: Communion in the hand depressed Mother Theresa as well. When asked what she thought the worst problem in the world was, the saint of a woman replied: "Wherever I go in the whole world, the thing that makes me the saddest is watching people receive Communion in the hand." Not abortion or war, but communion in the hand. 
First, let’s get one thing straight. Notwithstanding what we see in most Novus Ordo parishes, the current law of the Church actually forbids Communion in the hand except in very limited circumstances. According to Memoriale Domini (promulgated under the pontificate of Paul VI in 1969), the only time Communion in the hand is permissible is when the practice (which the pope calls a "contrary usage”) has already been established (usually through disobedience), and only then where the appropriate episcopal conference approves the usage by a secret 2/3 vote, which must then be reviewed and approved by the Holy See. Communion on the tongue (sub lingua) is still the universal law of the Church. Incidentally, even though Communion in the hand is now a pervasive practice throughout the United States in Novus Ordo parishes, the United States was not one of those places where Communion in the hand was an established practice before Memoriale Domini. 
Memoriale Domini states that a "contrary usage" should not be allowed if it would lead to a lack of respect of the Eucharist, false or adulterated doctrinal opinions of the Eucharist, or profanation of the Eucharist. Thus, while Paul VI permitted a very narrow exception to the Church’s universal law of Communion on the tongue (in places where the abuse was already established, subject to Rome’s approval), the document made it clear that "the Holy Father has decided not to change the existing way of administering holy communion to the faithful" (which is "on the tongue"). This reflected the bishops’ desire – by a clear majority - not to implement Communion in the hand. 
John Paul II affirmed the foregoing. In Dominicae Cenae, the pope said: "To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained” (No. 11). In Inaestimabile Donum, the pope said: "It is not permitted that the faithful should themselves pick up the consecrated bread and the sacred chalice, still less that they should hand them from one to another" (No. 9). In 2004, John Paul II’s Congregation for Divine Worship issued Redemptionis Sacramentum which addressed certain matters concerning the celebration of the Eucharist. The document reiterated the warnings of Memoriale Domini by stating: "If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful." 
At large Novus Ordo parish Masses, there is invariably a risk of profaning the Eucharist when our Lord is distributed in the hand. Hosts are found on the floor, underneath the pews and in Missalettes. They are being stolen by Satanists or being trafficked on EBay. These are grave sacrileges that are beyond comprehension. Such sacrileges were unheard of before Vatican II. This does not take into consideration the more common effect of dulling the average Catholic’s attitude and awe toward this great mystery, by treating the consecrated species as mere "pane comune." This is especially problematic in light of the current age of liturgical chaos. In light of the risks of profanation, adulteration of true doctrine, and irreverence – the very risks Paul VI and John Paul II stated must prevent giving Communion in the hand – the Church’s law forbids the practice. 
Regarding the argument that Communion in the hand "was always practiced by the Church," this is not true. First, the person making this argument evidently believes that longstanding ecclesiastical and liturgical traditions should be followed. I absolutely agree. Thus, if it can be demonstrated that Communion on the tongue (not in the hand) is such a longstanding tradition, then Communion on the tongue should remain the universal law of the Church and Communion in the hand should be abolished. 
Many in favor of Communion in the hand point to the writings of St. Basil, Letter 93, St. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechetical Lectures 23:21, the Quintsext Synod of Trullo, Canon CI; and St. John Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa Book IV, ch. XIII. Not only do these writings fail to establish a consensus on the matter, they provide dubious and even conflicting information. For example, St. Basil (330-379) says clearly that to receive Communion by one's own hand is only permitted in times of persecution or, as was the case with monks in the desert, when no deacon or priest was available to give it: "It is not necessary to show that it does not constitute a grave fault for a person to communicate with his own hand in a time of persecution when there is no priest or deacon" (Letter 93). The text implies that to receive in the hand under other circumstances, outside of persecution, would be a grave fault. The saint based his opinion on the custom of the solitary monks, who reserved the Blessed Sacrament in their dwellings, and, in the absence of the priest or deacon, gave themselves Communion. 
Many people point to Cyril of Jerusalem’s quote of making your hand like a "throne" to receive the Lord. However, Cyril lived in the same century (the 4th) as Basil, so this discounts Cyril’s "throne" quote and makes it an exception (during times of persecution), not the rule. Moreover, Cyril’s quote is of dubious origin; many scholars trace it to Patriarch John, who succeeded Cyril in Jerusalem. But this John was of suspect orthodoxy. This we know from the correspondence of St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome, and St. Augustine.                                                                                                  52.
 
In fact, the early witnesses actually demonstrate that Communion on the tongue was the normative practice of the Church. For example, Pope St. Leo the Great (440-461), already in the fifth century, is an early witness of the traditional practice of Communion on the tongue. In his comments on the sixth chapter of the Gospel of John, he speaks of Communion in the mouth as the current usage: "One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith." The Pope does not speak as if he were introducing a novelty, but as if this were a well-established fact. 
A century and a half later, Pope St. Gregory the Great (590-604) is another witness to the established practice of Communion on the tongue. In his dialogues (Roman 3, c. 3) he relates how Pope St. Agapito performed a miracle during the Mass, after having placed the Body of the Lord onto the tongue of the communicant. We are also told by John the Deacon of this Pope's manner of giving Holy Communion. These witnesses are from the fifth and the sixth centuries. Thus, we have two great, sainted Popes who tell us communion sub lingua was the tradition of the Church, already in the fifth and sixth centuries. 
The Council of Rouen, which met in 650, affirmed the tradition by declaring: "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywomen but only in their mouths." The Council of Constantinople also prohibited the faithful from giving Communion to themselves (which is of course what happens when the Sacred Particle is placed in the hand of the communicant). It decreed an excommunication of one week's duration for those who would do so in the presence of a bishop, priest or deacon. 
St. Thomas Aquinas also reminds us that reverence demands that only what has been consecrated should touch the Blessed Sacrament. By baptism, the Christian has been consecrated to receive the Lord in Holy Communion, but not to distribute the Sacred Host to others or unnecessarily to touch it. Some argue that our hands are just as worthy as our tongues, maybe even more so, and on that basis Communion in the hand should be normative. This is a silly argument. It is the priest’s hands, not his tongue (or our tongues) that are consecrated for the specific duty of distributing Communion. Others disagree with Aquinas by arguing that our stomachs are not consecrated to receive the Eucharist and yet receive, so the same should be true with our hands. Again, this is fallacious reasoning. The priest’s stomach is not consecrated either, only his hands. That is because his hands have been set aside for distributing Holy Communion to the non-ordained. 
Even if the early Church did permit Communion in the hand (let’s assume she did even outside of situations of persecution), the Holy Spirit led the Church to adopt Communion sub lingua as her normative practice. We see this not only in the writings of Basil in the fourth century, but also from two sainted popes in the fifth and sixth century, and a regional council in the seventh century. St. Thomas affirms the same in the thirteenth century. We have not even addressed the fact that the Protestant Reformers strongly promoted Communion in the hand to deny the Catholic Church’s teaching on the Eucharist (e.g., the revisions to the Anglican’s prayer book published in 1552 included communion in the hand). 
Therefore, Communion on the tongue is an ecclesiastical tradition which was developed under the guidance of the Holy Spirit from very early on up to the present time. Yes, even current Church law forbids Communion in the hand except in cases where the abuse has been established so long as there is no risk of profanation or irreverence (but there always is that risk, so this effectively proscribes its usage). Moreover, I am sad to say that the fruits of Communion in the hand, in my experience, speak for themselves. 
Having established that Communion in the hand is not a tradition of the Catholic Church does not mean that the practice is intrinsically evil. The few popes who have approved Communion in the hand (in cases where the risks we discussed are not present) could not foist a sacrilege upon the Church. The Holy Spirit would never allow it. Moreover, if Communion in the hand were intrinsically evil, there could never be exceptions that would allow it (and we would certainly have never seen it in the early Church). 
Having said that, the Catechism defines sacrilege as "profaning or treating unworthily the sacraments and other liturgical actions" (CCC 2120). Certainly, in many cases, receiving Communion in the hand can result in "treating unworthily" this most Blessed Sacrament. In such cases, Communion in the hand could approach sacrilege or result in sacrilege, but we cannot say the practice is sacrilegious per se (unless we were to accuse the few popes who have approved the practice of unleashing sacrilege upon the Church, something a Catholic should never do). Nevertheless, given the known sacrileges that result from Communion in the hand and the degeneration of faith in the Real Presence, I believe that the universal law of Communion sub lingua should be enforced more vigorously, and Communion in the hand abolished, for the love of Christ and His Church. 
Interview with Antonio Cardinal Cañizares Llovera http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/jul/09072703.html
LSN: Is there a movement in the Vatican to return to the traditional manner of reception of Communion? (With the recipient kneeling and the host placed directly on the tongue.)
Cardinal Canizares Llovera: There is no resolution that forbids giving Communion in the mouth. In the same way, there is no norm that forbids Communion in the hand. Neither can be forbidden. Neither one nor the other. This means that Communion in the mouth has a long history and tradition that expresses in a profound way the sense of adoration, reverence in the presence of the body of Christ. Everything that is at stake in the real presence of Christ. If Communion in the mouth goes with the gesture of kneeling, it expresses in a stronger way, with stronger force, the real presence of Christ, the sense of adoration, the participation in the body of Christ that offers Himself for us.                               53.
If the papal liturgy is a sign, an indication for all the Church, we should promote Communion kneeling and in the mouth. But, this does not mean not permitting or forbidding Communion in the hand if it is done with due respect. With a previous gesture of adoration. This could be kneeling, or a genuflection or with a deep bow. And also in the moment of receiving Communion, the right hand should be placed under the left hand forming a cross expressing in this way the recognition of the real presence of the body of Christ offered for us. We should take care that no particle should be lost. And the body of Christ should be received in front of the priest.

http://scripturecatholic.xanga.com/703038688/9-what-are-we-to-think-of-%E2%80%9Ccommunion-in-the-hand%E2%80%9D/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25: 
We should all fight to avoid abuses against the Eucharist. It is the holiest, greatest, most important [thing] in the Church and in life. We should respect the Eucharist and the rules and discipline of the Church that give the warranty of ecclesial communion that has its sources, its roots, its truth in the Eucharist, in the celebration of the Eucharist, in the rite that the Church has indicated- Lisa de Ruyter, June 17, 2011
http://scripturecatholic.xanga.com/703038688/9-what-are-we-to-think-of-%E2%80%9Ccommunion-in-the-hand%E2%80%9D/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25: 
I am hesitant to share this. 2 days ago I dreamt that I was receiving Holy Communion in the Hand and found that my hands were bound; therefore, I could not.  When I looked up I there found Christ Himself as the priest and was mortified at my insufficient 'gesture' during this profound moment. I also understood therein the mystery of the Holy Priesthood. This has disturbed me for days. I've been researching and found some peace on this website. Thank you. I received Communion in the hand since my first Holy Communion. The Sisters taught us that it was fine (1970).  Everyone else received that way and I didn't want to draw attention to myself receiving otherwise.  But it has never sat right with me.   I am very devoted to the Seven Sorrows of our Lady and also have a Devotion to the Precious Blood.  It seems the Lord is showing me this for a reason. God Bless. – Jan Marie, January 24, 2012
Communion in the Hand is a Sacrilege?
http://www.smwa.org/SMWA/members/David_Martin/Communion_in_hand_is_sacrilege.htm?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
By David Martin, St. Michael’s World Apostolate, August 29, 2012
With the crisis in the Church ever intensifying, clergy have failed to acknowledge that at the very crux of the problem is the practice of receiving Communion in the hand. This is a protestant practice that was introduced after Vatican II to encourage the idea of the Church being a "common priesthood," which of course was Luther's idea.
However, the faithful have no authorization from On High to touch the Host as if they were priests, regardless of what is allowed today as common law. That is, they are not consecrated to handle or administer the Blessed Sacrament, so that if they do, a sacrilege is committed.
This in turn brings on spiritual repercussions and draws the plague of the devil upon the church, so that what is fostered is not only impurity of thought and action (evidenced by all the abuse and display of indecency in church), but casual and heretical notions about the Sacrament and the Holy Sacrifice (e.g. the Eucharist is holy bread, the Mass is a meal, the Mass is a community gathering, etc). If Catholics today no longer believe that the Eucharist is the Creator Himself in person, it is because of this diabolical practice that has cheapened their religion and nurtured this apostate mentality.
Communion in the hand caters to human pride and warps our conception of Jesus Christ. It serves no other purpose than to nourish a disbelief and contempt for Christ in the Eucharist. It promotes personal uncleanness and fosters the general mentality of transgressing into forbidden realms (touching that which we ought not), which also calls to mind the transgression of Eve when she rose up in her pride and partook of the forbidden fruit.
However, the author of both is the devil who is given great strength to work among us in the Church through this practice. Satan's objective is to destroy the monarchical concept of the Church where Christ is no longer seen as the King of kings reigning within His palace. The aim of progressives is to cast mockery upon His divinity where He is seen instead as a mere man who had brothers and sisters, and Communion in the hand has been the major tool in their hands wherewith to advance this heresy.
The faithful would do well to consider the conduct of Moses when he approached the burning bush in the mount. The Lord ordered him to put off his sandals because he was on holy ground. And "Moses hid his face: for he durst not look at God." (Exodus 3:6) And to think that this was only a manifestation of God's presence, not an actual physical presence.
With how much greater reverence must we approach the altar where the Creator Himself dwells day and night in full Body and Spirit? Shall we mock Him and do a little dance for Him (guitar Mass) and then stick our dirty hands out and try to make the Lord of Hosts our pet wafer? God forbid!
Thanks to Communion in the hand, members of satanic cults are now given easy access to come into the Church and take the Host so that they bring it back to their covens where it is abused and brutalized in the ritualistic Black Mass to satan. They crush the Host under their shoes as a mockery to the living God, and we assist it with our casual practice? Among themselves the satanists declare that Communion in the hand is the greatest thing that ever happened to them, and we do nothing to stop it?                                                                                                                           54.

It is for this and other reasons that the Holy Father, Benedict XVI, is attempting at this time to reverse this practice, which means that the bishops should not resist his designs. The pope does not want the faithful receiving Communion in their hand nor does he want them standing to receive. According to Vatican liturgist Monsignor Guido Marini, the pope is trying to set the stage for the entire church as to the proper norm for receiving Communion, for which reason communicants at his papal Masses are now asked to kneel and receive on the tongue.
“Kneeling highlights the truth of the Real Presence in the Eucharist, helps the devotion of the faithful, and introduces the sense of mystery more easily,” Marini told L’Osservatore Romano on June 26, 2008.
This is confirmed by Pope Benedict himself: "We Christians kneel before the Blessed Sacrament because, therein, we know and believe to be the presence of the One True God." (May 22, 2008) The pope offered the following as the single greatest remedy against the New Order of pride which presently predominates in the Church:
“Kneeling in adoration before the Eucharist is the most valid and radical remedy against the idolatries of yesterday and today”—Benedict XVI, May 22, 2008
The pope’s initiative is in accord with the Church’s 2000 year tradition and is being done in order to foster a renewed love and respect for the Eucharist which presently is being mocked and treated with contempt. The various trends and innovations since Vatican II (guitar liturgy, altar girls, lay ministers, Communion in the hand) have worked together to destroy our regard for the Eucharist, thus advancing the spiritual death of the Church. After all, the Eucharist is the very life and heartbeat of the Mystical Body around which the entire Church must revolve.
Kneeling directly coincides then with the Church’s centuries old ordinance that only the consecrated hands of a priest touch the Body of Christ in Holy Communion. "To priests alone has been given power to consecrate and administer to the faithful, the Holy Eucharist." (Council of Trent) This teaching is beautifully expressed by St. Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologica:
“Because out of reverence towards this Sacrament, nothing touches it, but what  is consecrated; hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest’s hands, for touching this Sacrament.”
It is for reason that Pope Paul VI in his May 1969 pastoral letter to the world’s bishops reaffirmed the Church’s teaching on the reception of Communion, stating: "This method on the tongue must be retained." (Memoriale Domini) This came in response to the bishops of Holland who started Communion in the hand in defiance of the centuries old decree from the Council of Rouen (650 A.D.) where this practice was condemned. "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any lay person, but only in their mouths." To date this age old prohibition has never been legally overturned.

Today Communion in the hand is carried on illicitly as a "common law" practice and has become a major tool of the enemy to destroy the Faith throughout the world. This practice has served no other purpose than to nurture contempt for Christ in the sacred mysteries. It is no wonder St. Basil referred to Communion in the hand as "a grave fault."
That is to say, Communion in the hand is not tied to Catholic Tradition. This practice was first introduced to the Church by the heretical Arians of the Third Century as a means of expressing their belief that Christ was not divine. Unfortunately, it has served to express the same in our time and has been at the very heart of the present heresy and desecration that is rampant throughout the universal Church. If we have 'abuse' problems today it is because we're abusing the sacrament — it’s backfiring on us!
Hence, the Holy Father is doing his part to try to purge the Church of abuse and we as members of Christ are called upon to assist him. His designs for the reception of Communion are nicely reflected in a statement by Cardinal Canizares Llovera, the prefect for the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments, speaking to Life Site News on July 22, 2009: "It is the mission of the Congregation for Divine Worship and Sacraments to work to promote Pope Benedict’s emphasis on the traditional practices of liturgy, such as reception of Communion on the tongue while kneeling."
The pope’s plan to have the faithful receive in the traditional manner is not a mandate, but bishops and clergy are nonetheless bound to follow his lead. Unfortunately, the practice of kneeling for Communion is discouraged in many dioceses and in some cases is even banned, though the faithful are not required to honor this.
In an interview in December, 2008, Cardinal Llovera spoke concerning the best way to receive the Eucharist: "What does it mean to receive Communion in the mouth? What does it mean to kneel before the Most Holy Sacrament? What does it mean to kneel during the Consecration at Mass? It means adoration, it means recognizing the real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist; it means respect and an attitude of faith of a man who prostrates before God because he knows that everything comes from Him... That is why it is not the same to place in the hand, and to receive communion in any fashion than doing it in a respectful way; it is not the same to receive communion kneeling or standing up, because all these signs indicate a profound meaning."
Hence, today's crisis revolves around the Church’s failure to recognize the Divine Presence of Jesus Christ in the tabernacle, this being the end fruit of reform. And whereas the single greatest remedy is to universally restore the high altar where the Mass is again said facing the tabernacle (ad orientem), the next best thing is to return to our knees before the Holy Eucharist. Without this basic humility before the Eucharist our efforts at restoration are vain. The most orthodox thing that one can do is to abase himself before God in the Eucharist, without which there is no orthodoxy. For those who would approach the Eucharist in a casual, nonchalant manner, let them consider the warning of St. Paul in Holy Scripture:
“Whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the Body and of the Blood of the Lord... For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, not discerning the Body of the Lord.” (1 Corinthians 11:27, 28)                                                                                                  55.
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David Martin is the moderator for St. Michael's worldwide radio program. He is the SMWA organizer for Los Angeles, Calif., where he resides. David, who is a former concert pianist, has been a devotee since 1979.
Extraordinary ministers of Communion: What does the Church really say?
http://voxcantor.blogspot.ca/ voxcantoris@rogers.com
In this document is the clarity on what are ubiquitously referred to as Eucharistic Ministers. Friends, there are only three "Eucharistic Ministers" in the Catholic Church, a bishop, a priest and a deacon. The actual "Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion" the correct term, is an Installed Acolyte, generally a Seminarian. The laity can be delegated to fulfill the need for an Acolyte in the absence of one. The Church is hierarchical, so is the liturgy. If an Installed Acolyte is present at a Mass, he has the right and obligation to Lector or serve as an Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion in the place of the laity. The lay person must stand down. If a priest not celebrating the Mass delivers a homily and stays to distribute Holy Communion, he cannot be usurped by a layman. If a Deacon is present, he must fulfill his role as an Ordinary Minister of the Eucharist and must never be supplanted by a layman.

In 1997, on Assumption a document was issued by the Holy See called Ecclesia de mysterio and it was signed by an unprecedented number of Prefects! The first dicastery listed was the Congregation of the Clergy, clearly for whom this was meant. Amazingly, the document was issued and signed by:

Congregation for the Clergy, Darío Castrillón Hoyos, Pro-Prefect, 
Crescenzio Sepe, Secretary

Pontifical Council for the Laity, James Francis Stafford, President

Stanislaw Rylko, Secretary

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Joseph Card. Ratzinger, Prefect

Tarcisio Bertone SDB, Secretary

Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, Jorge Arturo Medina Estévez, Pro-Prefect

Geraldo Majella Agnelo, Secretary

Congregation for Bishops, Bernardin Cardinal Gantin, Prefect

Jorge María Mejía, Secretary

Congregation for the Evangelization of Peoples, Jozef Card. Tomko, Prefect

Giuseppe Uhac, Secretary

Congregation for Institutes of Consecrated Life and Societies of Apostolic Life, Eduardo Card. Martínez Somalo, Prefect

Piergiorgio Silvano Nesti CP, Secretary

Pontifical Council for the Interpretation of Legislative Texts, Julián Herranz, President

Bruno Bertagna, Secretary

Article 8 - The Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion

The non-ordained faithful already collaborate with the sacred ministers in diverse pastoral situations since "This wonderful gift of the Eucharist, which is the greatest gift of all, demands that such an important mystery should be increasingly better known and its saving power more fully shared".(95)

Such liturgical service is a response to the objective needs of the faithful especially those of the sick and to those liturgical assemblies in which there are particularly large numbers of the faithful who wish to receive Holy Communion.

§ 1. The canonical discipline concerning extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion must be correctly applied so as to avoid generating confusion. The same discipline establishes that the ordinary minister of Holy Communion is the Bishop, the Priest and the Deacon.(96) Extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion are those instituted as acolytes and the faithful so deputed in accordance with Canon 230, § 3.(97)

A non-ordained member of the faithful, in cases of true necessity, may be deputed by the diocesan bishop, using the appropriate form of blessing for these situations, to act as an extraordinary minister to distribute Holy Communion outside of liturgical celebrations ad actum vel ad tempus or for a more stable period. In exceptional cases or in un foreseen circumstances, the priest presiding at the liturgy may authorize such ad actum.(98)

§ 2. Extraordinary ministers may distribute Holy Communion at eucharistic celebrations only when there are no ordained ministers present or when those ordained ministers present at a liturgical celebration are truly unable to distribute Holy Communion.(99) They may also exercise this function at eucharistic celebrations where there are particularly large numbers of the faithful and which would be excessively prolonged because of an insufficient number of ordained ministers to distribute Holy Communion. (100)

This function is supplementary and extraordinary (101) and must be exercised in accordance with the norm of law. It is thus useful for the diocesan bishop to issue particular norms concerning extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion which, in complete harmony with the universal law of the Church, should regulate the exercise of this function in his diocese. Such norms should provide, amongst other things, for matters such as the instruction in Eucharistic doctrine of those chosen to be extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion, the meaning of the service they provide, the rubrics to be observed, the reverence to be shown for such an august Sacrament and instruction concerning the discipline on admission to Holy Communion.                                                                                                                        56.
To avoid creating confusion, certain practices are to be avoided and eliminated where such have emerged in particular Churches:

— extraordinary ministers receiving Holy Communion apart from the other faithful as though concelebrants;

— association with the renewal of promises made by priests at the Chrism Mass on Holy Thursday, as well as other categories of faithful who renew religious vows or receive a mandate as extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion;

— the habitual use of extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion at Mass thus arbitrarily extending the concept of "a great number of the faithful".
Nil by mouth – the controversy over Communion on the tongue: a compromise?

http://hughosb.wordpress.com/2012/02/25/nil-by-mouth-the-controversy-over-communion-on-the-tongue-a-compromise/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
February 25, 2012
A couple of weeks ago Elizabeth Harrington, writing as the Education Officer for the Liturgical Commission of the archdiocese of Brisbane, penned an article in the diocesan tabloid, The Catholic Leader, on the issue of the reception of Holy Communion in the hand. It ignited a small bushfire of controversy. Kate at Australia Incognita was tersely unimpressed, and the brethren at Cooees in the Cloister were roused out of a relatively lethargic summer to fisk vigorously Ms Harrington’s article in some detail. And just recently Rorate Caeli has stepped into the fray to take issue with a particular assertion made by Ms Harrington.

Now that the dust is settling, we might look afresh at the issue. To be sure, Ms Harrington’s article, being from someone in an official ecclesiastical position, was unfortunate to say the least, and largely unhelpful to the cause she was championing. It was a reactive article, prompted by her clear displeasure at an online petition started by two Victorian priests, which asks the Holy Father to abolish Communion in the hand, and restore Communion on the tongue as the sole proper means for receiving the Host. The heat of outrage rarely produces the best, clearest or most coherent arguments, as she proves with her article.
Ms Harrington’s case for Communion on the hand

Early in her article she quotes the General Instruction on the Roman Missal (GIRM, to wit, #161), that the choice of how to receive the Host is the communicant’s alone, and that "(n)o minister may dictate whether communicants receive in the hand or on the tongue".

Two problems arise immediately. First, in the very next sentence she declares that

Receiving Communion on the tongue when the majority receives in the hand disrupts the unity that uniformity of posture and practice at Communion symbolises and builds.

This rather stunningly contradicts her previous approving reference to GIRM by effectively dictating that communicants ought not to receive on the tongue when others are receiving in the hand. But apart from this logical flaw, there is another problem, less obvious if one does not read the paragraph in GIRM she refers to, namely #161. If you do read it you will see that it makes no assertive declarations about a minister having no right to dictate how a communicant receives. It does say that a communicant should receive the Host "either on the tongue or, where this is allowed and if the communicant so chooses, in the hand". The tone of this section is not as Ms Harrington would make it out to be. Yes, it does allow a communicant to decide to receive in the hand, but there is a caveat of sorts – "where this is allowed". Here is a clue to something we will return to in the next blog entry: Communion in the hand is a concession, an exception to the general and centuries-old rule that the Host is received normally on the tongue, and it is an exception granted rather unwillingly by Pope Paul VI to bishops’ conferences which requested it. Ms Harrington would seemingly wish to make this exception the rule.

As the article goes on, things do not improve. She asserts that Communion on the tongue is "unhygienic", because it is difficult for ministers to avoid passing on to communicants others’ saliva. Rorate Caeli took exception to this un-substantiated assertion, and quoted a response made by the American Society of St Pius X. They make the valid point that in the pre-conciliar liturgy there were clear and specific rubrics on how to receive the Host on the tongue, which if followed would ensure no physical contact between the priest’s hand and the communicant’s mouth. Indeed, they point out, there is more physical contact in the process of giving the Host in the hand. We have seen the priest purify his fingers; but has the extraordinary minister of the Eucharist (if there is one) done so? they ask (and in some places, they do, deo gratias). Moreover, if saliva is the issue, then surely (they state with good reason) the shared chalice provides far more opportunity for the faithful to share in each other’s saliva; this is especially so if the chalice is not purified adequately after each communicant.

If she makes an argument for anything, Ms Harrington is providing one for restricting the use of Extraordinary Ministers of the Eucharist ("Extraordinary" clearly implying they are meant to be an exception allowed in time of pressing, extraordinary, need, another exception that has become a rule in too many places). If they are not trained to distribute Communion properly, then they should not be allowed to do so. One woman has decided now that if she is forced to receive from an extraordinary minister, she will receive on the hand given the obvious confusion of the ministers at her parish when faced with administering the Host in the tongue.

And if communicants do not know how to receive the Host on the tongue properly, then they should be instructed how to do so. It is not hard. Even Ms Harrington makes the same point.                                                                     57.
Perhaps those who make a meal of it (no pun intended) have been made nervous by the palpable opprobrium of those around them, who (like Ms Harrington) feel they are "disrupt(ing) the unity that uniformity of posture and practice at Communion symbolises and builds". Which begs the question, is the unity of the congregation really built just on uniformity of posture and practice; or is the paramount constituent of unity not rather faith in Christ into whose death we are baptized and whose Body and Blood we receive and so continue more and more to become?

Real Presence(s)!

If faith is the prime building block of a congregation’s unity, a baptismal faith communally proclaimed and renewed in the Creed, then we cannot ignore faith in the real presence of Christ in the sacred species of the Host and the Chalice. Ms Harrington has thought of this point and has sought to muddy the issue by asserting that

Christ is present in several special ways at Mass apart from in the consecrated elements, for example in the assembly which gathers. We “touch” Christ in these other manifestations, so it would be inconsistent not to be able to take Christ under the form of bread in our hands. The bread which becomes the body of Christ is described in the liturgical texts as “work of human hands”. There is nothing unworthy about our hands. After all, we use them to do Christ’s work. As St Teresa said, “Christ has no other hands but yours”.

This is an old chestnut, and one really that is so dis-credited it is embarrassing to see it employed yet again. The four modes of the presence of Christ in the Mass (the priest, the people, the scriptural Word and the sacred species) are here simplistically, and erroneously, equated. In enumerating this four-fold presence of Christ the Second Vatican Council stated clearly though briefly (considering it to be so well-established in the Church’s understanding that it needed no elaboration) that Christ is present "especially under the Eucharistic species" (Sacrosanctum Concilium, #7 – emphasis mine). To clear up any doubt about the primacy of the Real Presence, the Catechism of the Catholic Church does elaborate:

The mode of Christ’s presence under the Eucharistic species is unique. It raises the Eucharist above all the sacraments as "the perfection of the spiritual life and the end to which all the sacraments tend." In the most blessed sacrament of the Eucharist "the body and blood, together with the soul and divinity, of our Lord Jesus Christ and, therefore, the whole Christ is truly, really, and substantially contained." This presence is called 'real' – by which is not intended to exclude the other types of presence as if they could not be 'real' too, but because it is presence in the fullest sense: that is to say, it is a substantial presence by which Christ, God and man, makes himself wholly and entirely present."
Could it be clearer? The presence of Christ in the scriptural Word, the priest and the congregation is a spiritual and intangible presence. In the Host and Chalice it is a real presence in the proper sense of the word – it is a substantial presence, a physical presence. The sacred species are Christ "himself wholly and entirely present".

So the issue is not, as Ms Harrington alleges, the supposed unworthiness of our hands. We are all ultimately unworthy of the Mystery, even the priest. If we were already worthy then there would be no need for the Eucharist in the first place. St Paul was clear about the righteousness that comes only from God to those who have faith in him:

Not that I have already obtained this or am already perfect, but I press on to make it my own, because Christ Jesus has made me his own. Brothers, I do not consider that I have made it my own. But one thing I do: forgetting what lies behind and straining forward to what lies ahead, I press on toward the goal for the prize of the upward call of God in Christ Jesus. (Philippians 3:12-14)

The Eucharist is a crucial part of the process by which the Christ, through his Church and its sacraments, is making us worthy of him, of allowing us to obtain the righteousness that only he can give. This is grace, and we can do or merit nothing without it.

Rather, at the heart of this issue is faith. If we truly believe that Christ is wholly, entirely and substantially present in the Host and the Chalice, then surely that faith must find expression in our behaviour. As human persons our bodies must express what our minds hold to be true and important; our interior conviction must be mirrored in our exterior disposition. Otherwise our faith is lacking integrity.

Ms Harrington blithely, and distressingly, asserts that "(i)t was only later that over-emphasis on Christ’s divinity and on human sinfulness led to a ban on people receiving Communion in the hand". The only possible "over-emphasis on Christ’s divinity" would be to deny his humanity. But there would be no Eucharist without his humanity; it is only because he first took a human body that he can make that body sacramentally and substantially present in the Eucharist. Faith in Christ’s real presence in the Eucharist is itself faith in his humanity. It is more likely that the Host came to be received kneeling and on the tongue out of a strengthened faith in the real presence of Christ in the Host, a result of the development of our understanding of the mystery. Moreover, the practice of the early Church is hardly ipso facto a template for practice now. If so, the light penances of modern confession would have to yield to the years-long public penances of the early Church, and the solemn and public rituals of reconciliation she employed.
The practice of the early Church

So indeed Communion was administered into the hands of the faithful in the early Church. But earlier than is often claimed today, the practice of Communion on the tongue was introduced. Pope St Leo the Great (in his commentary on John’s gospel) and Pope St Gregory the Great (in his Dialogues), popes of the 5th and 6th centuries, give clear indications that they administered Communion on the tongue. But given that Communion was for a time given on the hand, do we take it that the modern practice reflects that of the early Church? A little research makes it all too obvious that, on the whole, it does not reflect the early Church’s practice when receiving Communion on the hand.             58.
One of the more distressing sights at Mass now is to see people coming up and receiving the Host as if it were a corn chip (and grasping and swilling from the Chalice as if it were a beer after work). What sort of faith does that sort of body language betray? Yet in the early Church it was not like this. Bishop Athanasius Schneider in his book, Dominus Est!, provides some telling examples. St Cyril of Jerusalem (313-386 AD) exhorted his flock to 
take care not to lose part of It [the Body of the Lord]. Such a loss would be a mutilation of your own body. Why, if you had been given gold-dust, would you not take the utmost care to hold it fast, not letting a grain slip through your fingers, lest you be so much the poorer? How much more carefully, then, will you guard against losing so much as a crumb of that which is more precious than gold or precious stones?
His point is clear. If you have faith that the Eucharist is the Body and Blood of Christ, the Church’s most precious possession, then surely you should treat it as such. He goes on to cite examples of an equally strong concern for the least particle of the Host in the writings of Tertullian, Origen, and St Jerome. Moreover he quotes a particularly eastern Father, St Ephrem the Syrian (306-373 AD), who wrote

That which I have now given you, says Jesus, do not consider bread, do not trample underfoot even the fragments. The smallest fragment of this Bread can sanctify millions of men and is enough to give life to all who eat It.

In the same vein Schneider quotes the rubrics of the Coptic Liturgy, which evince a zeal for protecting the sacred species from falling to the ground and profanation.

Indeed this clear concern of the Fathers of the Church for the protection of the sacred species down to the least fragment, lest it be trod underfoot (a common specific fear), rather suggests that this, in fact, was an occurrence that was more common than was desirable. Thus the need for exhortations and reminders to be careful with the Lord’s Body. Could this have been a major factor in the transition to Communion on the tongue in both the eastern and western branches of the Church? Perhaps receiving in the hand was soon seen as more dangerous for the sacred species, and more conducive to a laxity in faith.

This is all the more worrying for us today when it is remembered that these early Christians did not simply stand in line as in a bread queue, receive the Host and head back to their places. Schneider gives clear evidence that the faithful washed their hands both before and after receiving Communion, and bowed in adoration before receiving it. Theodore of Mopsuestia even exhorts his flock to kiss the Host before consuming it. St John Damascene in his De Fide Orthodoxa, instructed Christians to compose their hands in the form of a cross to receive “the body of the Crucified One”.

A Happy Compromise?

In the next blog entry we will briefly look at the process by which Communion in the hand came to pass in so many countries (though not all). For now, perhaps we might adopt a compromise that would allow those who are committed to receiving in the hand to do so peacefully and without risking scandal to those who have found the practice disturbing thus far. Ms Harrington herself gives the clue to the compromise when she refers approvingly to St Cyril of Jerusalem’s instruction to his catechumens:

When you come forward for Communion, do not draw near with your hands wide open or with fingers spread apart; instead, with you left hand make a throne for the right hand, which will receive the King. Receive the body of Christ in the hollow of your hand and give the response: Amen.

The unwary miss it the first time reading this passage. St Cyril tells his flock to make a "throne" with their hands. It is clearly a deliberate and careful posture, meant to show great reverence. But there is more. Schneider (p.38) quotes the ancient canons of the Chaldean Church which, strikingly, forbade the priest from using his fingers to put the Host in his mouth. He was directed to consume it straight from his palm, to signify clearly that the Host was not ordinary but "heavenly food". That this unusual and striking canon was included clearly implies that in the early Church the laity did not use their fingers to place the Host in their mouths: they consumed it straight form the palm. Many Anglican converts still receive this way, and it is most edifying. Usually they will also lick or gently suck on their palms to ensure that no fragment of the Host is left behind.

So might it not be a good and charitable thing to do for Christians who are committed for whatever reason to receiving Communion on the hand:

1. To bow or genuflect before approaching the priest or deacon distributing Communion (when I was at my Jesuit school in the late 1970s/early 80s, we were taught to genuflect when we reached number three in line);

2. To place the left hand over the right in the form of a cross, cupping them slightly to make a throne, or for the Christmas-hearted, a crib;

3. To bring the Host on the palm straight up to one’s mouth, licking or gently sucking on the palm to ensure no fragment is left;

4. Before walking off, to make a sign of reverence for the holy food just received, the sign of the cross being the obvious one. Any appearance of rushing at Communion time is to be avoided at all costs. We can spare the Lord a few more minutes, surely.

If all who did not receive on the tongue were to do this then perhaps we might find that faith in the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist might be the stronger, and the more obvious. Such a witness could only benefit us all. I suspect it is only when we pay due reverence to his Real Presence in the Eucharist that we might be able to pay the proper reverence to Christ’s spiritual presence in our neighbour.

As mentioned above, next time we will look at the introduction of the modern concession for reception of Communion on the hand. And do not forget to read the Catechism! Readers have left 25 comments                                    59.
How to Eradicate Communion on the Tongue

http://kneelingcatholic.blogspot.in/2012/04/how-to-eradicate-communion-on-tongue.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
Kneeling Catholic, April 22, 2012
"I WANTED TO SEND A CLEAR SIGNAL. I WANTED IT TO BE CLEAR: SOMETHING QUITE SPECIAL IS GOING ON HERE! HE IS HERE!, THE ONE BEFORE WHOM WE FALL TO OUR KNEES! PAY ATTENTION!" (Pope Benedict XVI explaining kneeling Communion to Peter Seewald)

Kneeling Catholic had a source in the San Antonio area who contributed to this report.....
St. ------ parish, a wealthy parish on the north side of San Antonio has found a way to make certain no-one can receive Holy Communion on the tongue.  They use a version of the Cardinal Schönborn balloon mass.  Whole wheat leaven bread is consecrated and the extraordinary Eucharistic ministers freely divy up the portions into the ciboriums with their bare hands. Then the tiny Morsels are distributed by extraordinary Eucharistic ministers, holding Them between their thumb and forefingers.  Given this circumstance, it would be impossible for the minister not to virtually handle the communicant's tongue, so no one dare's to stick out their tongue...
By the way, before someone tries to say this is an Eastern Catholic tradition, i.e. consecrating leavened bread, let me just inform you ahead of time. Eastern Catholics laity and Orthodox Christians never, ever, ever touch the Holy Species with their hands. Period. The priest distributes Communion with a spoon composed of a precious metal.
The Terrible Impact of the Shifting of the Focus of the Mass
http://veneremurcernui.wordpress.com/2012/05/31/the-terrible-impact-of-the-shifting-of-the-focus-of-the-mass/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
A blog of Dallas Areas Catholics, May 31, 2012

The centrality of the Eucharist in the mystery of the Catholic religion means that its degrading leads to the degrading of all the other Sacraments that lead up to it. […]
Traditionalist blog; read with extreme caution. Included for academic purposes only- Michael 

Holy Communion – on the tongue or in the hand?
http://www.stjoseph-newmalden.org.uk/articles/110123_holy_communion.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
By Fr. Peter Edwards, St. Joseph’s Church Bulletin, New Malden, England, January 23, 2011
At the recent monthly meeting of First Holy Communion Parents (attended by over 50 parents plus Assistant Catechists) a number of them spontaneously expressed deep concern - from their observations - at the casual and careless way in which not a few people receive Holy Communion. Others then questioned the British practice of Communion in the hand as opposed to the universal norm of Communion on the tongue and, in many countries, kneeling. It was noted that the Pope, teaching by example, gives Holy Communion only on the tongue and kneeling at all Papal Masses including in Britain last September.

It was explained that, in response to a request from the Bishops of England and Wales and few other countries (in the 1970s), Rome had granted permission for Holy Communion to be given in the hand, as an exception to the universal Catholic norm, but only on condition that there be proper catechesis (specified as "laid down by the Council of Trent" in 1562), that this practice therefore must not indicate any departure from Catholic belief in the Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist, and that there be neither danger or sacrilege nor of accident to the Eucharistic Species. It was felt that few of these conditions are being fulfilled.

At the end of the evening a number of other parents expressed related concerns and raised further questions, as did a significant number of Parishioners after the catechesis on these matters at the end of last Sunday's 9.30am and 5.30pm Masses (Sunday 16th January).

As a local but international community we are perhaps being challenged for failure to acknowledge the universal norms of the majority of Catholics and, if only by example or expectation, could be seen to discourage or prevent the legitimate rights of those whose national culture or personal devotion lead them to desire to receive Holy Communion on the tongue and / or kneeling. To facilitate the latter provision Communion Rails are unobtrusively restored so that those who wish to receive kneeling may do so.

While Communion in the hand was probably usual in the apostolic era, the Church's experience of profanity, accident, or casual behaviour leading to erroneous beliefs, quickly led Her to develop the custom of receiving Holy Communion directly onto the tongue, not only as a safeguard against sacrifice, accident or heresy, but as a practical expression of people's natural devotion and homage.

How to receive Holy Communion

The General Instruction directs that, before approaching the Minister, a sign of reverence is to be shown to Christ's Real Presence. This is normally a genuflection, or at least a bow.

In receiving directly in the mouth, the tongue should be extended slightly over the lower teeth, ensuring that the mouth is open sufficiently wide for the Minister to place the Sacred Host upon the tongue.

If receiving in the hand (permitted in the UK as an exception to the norm) the Sacred Host must be carried to the mouth with the utmost care, keeping the other hand beneath, to prevent any fragment falling to the ground. This must be done in front of the Minister (or, at most, taking one step to the side, while still facing the altar).                  60.
Under no circumstances may anyone walk away with the Sacred Host still in hand, nor while conveying it to the mouth.

Furthermore, it is the right of every Catholic to be able to receive Holy Communion on the tongue, and kneeling. Nothing may be done to prevent this, and everything provided to facilitate these universal rights.

The Church's Fast before Holy Communion

Of related concern is the observation of some people chewing on their way into Church...!

The Church's teaching on Fasting before Holy Communion (which used to be no food or drink from the previous midnight, and later relaxed to 3 hours before Communion) is currently that we have nothing to eat for one hour before Communion, the only exceptions being water or bona fide medicines, which is usually taken to mean those prescribed by a doctor, but might extend to a cough lozenge, if in real need.

This is little enough to expect in preparation and as a sign of honour for the pre-eminent Food of Christ Himself with which He nourishes us in Holy Communion.

Why Communion in the Hand is Forbidden

http://www.fatimacrusader.com/cr28/cr28pg34.asp?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 [emphases author’s]
By Fr. Nicholas Gruner, S.T.L. 
The following is a commentary on the Regulations allowing Communion in the hand under very restricted circumstances. 

It must be remembered that Communion on the tongue is the law of the Church. Communion in the hand is an exception to the law (it is an "indult") which is not commanded but only allowed if all the conditions outlined by the Vatican are present. If the conditions are not present then the permission is not granted and Communion on the tongue only is permitted. 
The seven conditions are based on two principles as the official document points out. These two principles are not something that the Pope could change even if he wanted to because they are based on Divine Revelation itself.
Every Occasion of Scandal Must Be Avoided

The first condition is that every occasion of scandal is avoided. Obviously if this practice causes some of the Faithful to lose faith in "the Real Presence" then this practice is not good for the salvation of souls because faith in the "Real Presence" in the Eucharist is necessary for salvation. 

If the luxury of being able to receive Communion in the hand is going to cause the loss of faith and thereby the loss of souls for all eternity, can anyone fail to see that Sacred Scripture (which tells us to avoid scandal) and charity for souls would demand that this practice be forbidden. And so the Vatican document also makes this lack of scandal an explicit condition for allowing Communion in the hand. 

In other words, in places, parishes or communities where the Faithful, even only one of the Faithful, would lose his faith in the Real Presence then in that place, even if the bishop and the Vatican have given their permission, then by the very law and terms of the permission as well as by Divine Revelation itself, Communion in the hand in that place would be forbidden under grave obligation upon the minister of the Sacrament, the priest, the deacon and the extraordinary minister if there be one. It would bind the bishop, even the Pope himself in that place. 

If some ministers do not follow this rule, their bad example does not change the rule, not even if the Pope were to give such example, this rule binds all, even the Pope. 

The second principle which the Vatican document gives us is also based on Divine Revelation and cannot be changed by anyone not even the Pope himself because it is part of the unchanging Law of God. 

The second principle is that "All danger of irreverence towards the Eucharist is avoided." Since the Eucharist is the Body of Jesus Christ Himself Who is true God and true Man we are bound by the First Commandment to reverence and adore Him. To do the opposite would be the sin of sacrilege. Thus if one prudently fears that by giving Communion in the hand that sins of sacrilege will be committed then one must not give Communion in the hand. 

Now as St. Paul explains it is the minister of the Sacraments who is personally responsible for their administration. He is responsible first of all not to the Pope, not to the bishop, not to the recipient of the Sacrament, but to God Himself Whose minister he is. 

And it is for the minister to be found trustworthy as God's minister first. 

Now it is precisely the minister, the priest who gives out Communion who is personally responsible to assess the situation. It is not the Pope or bishop, who are not present, but the minister who administers. 

This is the principle of subsidiarity and is acknowledged explicitly enough when we read Norm No. 3, for who is to judge the attitude of the recipient in Norm No. 3 except the priest who administers on the spot the Sacrament. By the very nature of this norm it is not up to the bishop or Pope or Chancery official or other priest nearby but only the priest who actually administers the Sacrament to the Faithful at that place and time who is personally responsible to judge the external attitude of the recipient. 

Now you might ask what are some of the dangers whereby Communion in the hand might cause irreverence to the Holy Eucharist. 

There are several very common ones. Especially and namely this: When a person receives Communion in the hand there is a very high probability that some Fragment of the Host will break off or come loose and remain in the hand after the communicant has put the Host in his mouth. Whereas there is little or no danger of Fragments breaking off and falling to the ground if he receives on his tongue. Now after some time the Fragment will fall off his hand and onto the ground where It can be trampled underfoot.                                                                                                61.
We know from the defined Dogma of the Catholic Faith that each and every Fragment which breaks off from the Host is "The Body of Jesus Christ - really present." So to drop a Consecrated Fragment on the ground is the same as dropping the Consecrated Host on the ground. Even if only done through negligence it is still a sin of sacrilege. 

This danger of irreverence then is to be avoided by Divine Law. Not even the Pope can change this law. The Vatican document by including here the necessity of avoiding danger of irreverence is only reminding us of this Divine Law. 

It is again the personal responsibility of the minister of the Sacrament be he the Pope, a Bishop, a Cardinal or a Priest or Deacon or an Extraordinary Lay Minister to see to it that all danger of irreverence towards the Holy Eucharist be avoided. 

He cannot say the bishop commanded me or everyone else is doing it ... Before God he must answer for each and every act of administering the Holy Eucharist. 

If he knows that the people receiving the Holy Eucharist in the hand do not look in their hands to see if there are any Fragments left after they consume the Host then he can be certain that some of the people will most likely have Fragments on their hands which will sooner or later be dropped. In which case for him his responsibility is clear - he cannot give Communion in the hand even if the bishop or Pope should order him to do so. 

This is not to imply that Pope John Paul II has ever done such a thing. On the contrary, we are very grateful to His Holiness, Pope John Paul II, for resisting Communion in the hand in Italy. As one Italian major religious Superior pointed out, if it were not for Pope John Paul II, Communion in the hand would have been fully introduced in Italy by now. 

Eucharistic Minister is Bound to Avoid Sacrilege

In fact in North America and most likely anywhere else in the world where Communion in the hand is given, not 100% of the people look into their hands to see if there are any Fragments for them to consume and therefore the Eucharistic minister is bound in public churches to avoid the danger of sacrilege and irreverence by not giving anyone Communion in the hand because he can be morally certain that some; likely most (but even some is sufficient reason) will not look in their hands after Communion. Consequently there will be at least a few, if not many, who will drop Fragments on the ground, thereby committing sacrilege and irreverence, even though it is only through negligence as Pope Paul VI taught in his Encyclical (Mysterium Fidei 1965, Sept. 3.) 

Since the minister knows this will happen he is not allowed by the very terms of this official document granting "the indult" of giving Communion in the hand. He is also bound by Divine Law in these circumstances to not give Communion in the hand even if his religious superior should command him. 

With these two principles explained, the average reader should realize why Communion in the hand in practice is still forbidden by the current law of the Church even where the indult has "technically" been allowed. In other words the terms of the permission, both in Divine Law and in Church Law are so strict that almost never is it allowed in practice. 

Before we finish we must recall that the person receiving Communion is also responsible to see that no irreverence is committed, but his responsibility does not excuse the minister from taking all the precautions necessary. 
The following correspondence should further illustrate and illuminate the Church's teaching and law forbidding Communion in the hand and the persecution priests endure, who for reasons of conscience do not follow this practice.
Dear Most Holy Father John Paul II, 

Introduction 
              A number of Catholic priests are suffering due to certain conditions prevailing in the Church at the present time. Because their conscience will not allow them to give Holy Communion in the hand, priests have been removed from their parishes, and priests are hampered in their work. Everyone is the loser, especially at this time when there is a great shortage of priests and the Faithful are as a result still further left with even less priests to actively care for them. We hope and pray that you will relieve this situation - so that priests will not be pressured to act against their consciences. We pray and hope that we will be able to continue, unhindered, our apostolic works for the Glory of God and Our Lady, and for the salvation of souls. 

              We pray and hope that you, Most Holy Father, will help us. 

Some Reflections on Certain 
Theological Points

              Is it not true that the ordinary minister of Holy Communion is the priest? (C.J.C. 845, 1; Council of Trent 13 c.8, 22 c.1) St. Thomas tells us: 

              "Accordingly as the consecration of Christ's Body belongs to the priests, so likewise does the dispensing belong to him." S.T.III, q. 82 a. 3                                                                                                                                                              62.
              And is it not true that the minister is responsible to God for the proper administration of the Sacraments that he personally administers? But some priests ask themselves "How can a priest be held responsible by God, if God (and the Church) does not also give to us priests the authority to dispense this Most Holy Sacrament according to God's law and the universal law of the Church?" 

              And is not the universal law of the Latin Rite still that the Consecrated Host be placed on the tongue of the communicant as the document Memoriale Domini (1969) says: 

              "... the Holy Father has decided not to change the existing way of administering Holy Communion to the Faithful. 

              "The Apostolic See therefore emphatically urges bishops, priests, and laity to obey carefully the law which is still valid and which has again been confirmed." 
The Rights and Obligations of the Priest 
as Minister of Holy Communion

              It seems then to a number of Roman Catholic priests that a priest is not ever obligated by Divine or Ecclesiastical law to give Holy Communion in the hand, even in those dioceses where the bishop has licitly given permission for the priests to give Holy Communion in the hand. As the indult given by the Holy See only dispenses a minister from the law of Holy Communion on the tongue, it does not command a minister to give Holy Communion in the hand. 

              Further, it seems that the indult to give Holy Communion in the hand allows this practice only under certain conditions, one of which is: 

              "Si deve fare attenzione a non lasciare cadere ne disperdere frammenti de Pane Eucharistico. Come pure si deve curare la conveniente mondezza delle mani ..." (A.A.S. 1969, p. 547. Notiziae 1973, circa p. 295.) ("One must pay attention to not let fall or disperse fragments of the Eucharistic Bread. As also care must be taken of the proper cleanness of hands ...") 

              Therefore it would seem that the priest giving out Holy Communion must judge if in fact the conditions set down by the Holy See for this indult are in fact present at the time he is distributing Holy Communion.

              And it would further seem that if the priest is to obey the law of the Catholic Church for the Latin Rite he must not give Holy Communion in the Hand, if in fact the necessary conditions for using the indult are not present. 

              Further, it seems that when the priest finds that to give Holy Communion in the hand would be against the law of God and his conscience, he would be obligated to not give Holy Communion in the hand. (As for example would happen when he is morally certain that the Faithful through ignorance or negligence will cause Consecrated Fragments to drop on the ground after they consume the Host.) 

              It further seems then that if a priest chooses to not give Holy Communion in the hand on some or on all occasions, he should not, on this account, be punished or hindered in his apostolic works by anyone, even by one or more Roman Catholic bishops. 

              Therefore I respectfully appeal to you, Most Holy Father. A number of Roman Catholic priests chose not to give Holy Communion in the hand for serious personal and pastoral reasons. As a result of this they in fact suffer serious losses. In the name of these who suffer, I appeal to you, Most Holy Father. 

              If it is possible, could you, Most Holy Father, give us priests a public, authoritative declaration, which would be easily accessible to all priests and bishops, declaring that no priest is to be molested, punished, or hindered because he declines to give Holy Communion in the hand. 

       Yours in Jesus, Mary and Joseph, 

       Father Nicholas Gruner 
Dear Bishop ... 

              Thank you for your phone call today. I appreciate your continuing pastoral and paternal solicitude in my regard. I appreciate the precious time you have given me in meeting me in July 1981, September 1981, October 1981, February 1982 and May 1982. 

              I really look forward to working in a parish in your diocese. I feel I can help out in parish work and at the same time gain greatly from the experience.                                                                                                          63.
                                                                                                                                                                                              That you have such a position available to me and that in fact I would be greatly helping your diocese at the same time, as there is such a shortage of priests in your diocese as there is almost all over Canada - indeed are even more reasons for me to eagerly help out the parish of ... under the direction of Father ... the parish priest. I appreciated the opportunity to continue my Apostolate of Our Lady of Fatima while helping out in a parish.

              As Your Excellency knows, last October we talked briefly about my problem of conscience regarding the indiscriminate giving out of Communion in the hand. 

              Again this May, I spoke with you a little more at length regarding what I understand to be the Church's present law about Communion in the hand and my obligations as minister of the Holy Eucharist. I said that I might give you a brief outline in writing regarding why my conscience will not permit me to give Holy Communion indiscriminately in the hand. 

              To this purpose I enclose a copy of my letter of three brief pages to Pope John Paul II in January of 1980. I also enclose a page from a copy of The Fatima Crusader, Issue No. 7, Spring 1981, in which we published an unofficial translation of the letter signed by the Cardinal Prefect and the Archbishop Secretary of the Sacred Congregation for Divine Worship. 

              The original letter was published in the Acta Apostolica Sedis (1969) on pages 546-547. This letter is still in effect today, I was informed by officials at the competent congregation in the Vatican when I visited there in 1980. 

              As I understand it, the indult to give Communion in the hand in Canada is governed by this letter as updated in 1980. And it has been updated in this translation by the latest rulings available to us in the spring of 1981 as can be seen in the footnotes attached. 

              Having introduced these documents, I repeat what I said to you in person last week, that I have crossed Canada from the Atlantic to the Pacific Oceans and nowhere have I seen any sufficient care taken of Particles of the Consecrated Hosts - when Communion is given in the hand. 

              This care to see that Particles are not dropped is one of the necessary conditions, without which, no minister of the Holy Eucharist under the present indult and its governing letter (mentioned above and enclosed here) is allowed to give Communion in the hand. 

              And this sine qua non condition clearly spelled out in the indult in fact is reflected in the Magisterial teaching of Pope Paul VI where in his encyclical letter Mysterium Fidei (1965) he quotes Origen with approval, saying that if anyone dropped a Particle of the Host on the ground - through negligence - then that person would be guilty of sin. 

              And as I show in my letter to the Holy Father, Pope John Paul II, the minister of the Holy Eucharist would also be guilty of sin through negligence if he could reasonably foresee and prevent the dropping of a Consecrated Particle on the ground. 

              This decision, in fact, seems to me therefore my obligation in conscience based both on the present indult and based on moral theology, that given the preponderance of probability that such a sacrilegious dropping of Particles of the Host on the ground through negligence will take place in any parish church in Canada through Communion in the hand. 

              This conclusion is based on my own and other priests' experience that not one lay person looks at his hands after having received the Sacred Host in the hand and put the Sacred Host into his mouth. 

              As a result, I can be morally certain that Sacred Particles will be dropped on the ground through the practice of Communion in the hand, and I am therefore bound in conscience - as the one primarily responsible for the administration of the Sacraments that I am personally called to administer - to obey the indult strictly and not give Communion in the hand - until such time as I can be certain that such sacrileges will not take place. 

              To avoid making this letter too long, in reference to Your Excellency's statement that you heard that the lay people had a right to receive Communion in the hand but that you never heard that a priest has a right to not give it in the hand, I refer you to my letter to Pope John Paul II where I refer to the rights of the priest as minister of Holy Communion. I trust that that question of yours is sufficiently dealt with there.  Also to keep this letter short, I point out briefly that Norm No. 3 of the Indult letter which restricts the practice of giving out Communion in the hand to those Faithful who qualify by having their Faith in the Holy Eucharist increased by the gesture of receiving in the hand. 

              Furthermore, Norm No. 3 of the Indult indicated that it is the responsibility of the minister on the spot to judge by the external actions of the recipient whether or not the individual member of the Faithful has had his faith increased by the occasion to receive in the hand. I am not aware that this new practice has caused many people to increase their faith in the Real Presence.                                                                                                                                                                        64.
              It seems that I personally would have an extra reason for not giving out Communion in the hand at ... parish since you mentioned that the Church of Satan is just opening its doors in the city of ... As you noted, the satanists actively seek to find Consecrated Hosts to use in their satanic black masses. Until I get to know the parishioners well, how could I know who to trust with Communion in the hand? 

              I did not expect to have to write such a letter so soon, as you know I had hoped to avoid the issue by simply not giving Communion at all - leaving this for the other lawful ministers to take care of. I have for five years now in Canada tried to avoid making a public issue out of this. 

              I have at very great personal inconvenience to myself avoided as far as possible letting it become widely known that I do not give Communion in the hand, since I did not wish to give the appearance of rebuking my brother priests or of appearing to be holier than others or appearing to act as if I were their superior, as such appearances would only, I thought, further damage my apostolate. 

              I would think it is most likely true that most priests do not know the precise terms of the indult - nor have most priests in North America ever seen it. (I do not believe it has ever been published widely in North America before we published it in 1981.) 

              So I do not expect them to know as well as I do the strict obligations incumbent upon them for giving Communion in the hand. I have not considered it my obligation to inform them, as such a task seems very difficult to one in my position, and as I am not a bishop, I am not in any position to command my brother priests. 

              You remarked on the phone to me today that I should not try to be more Catholic than the Pope and/or the Church. As Your Excellency knows, the Pope does not give Communion in the hand, even in countries where it is permitted. He refused, as was seen on television, to give Communion in the hand to the bishops in the U.S.A. who put out their hands. In France, he refused to give Communion in the hand to the wife of the French President.1 

              I think that after careful consideration of this letter as well as my letter to Pope John Paul II and the precise terms of the indult, it should be evident that I am not more Catholic than the Church, but in fact only doing my duty as the Pope and the present law of the Church require of me. 

              However, if this is not clear to you, then it seems to me that it must be because there is some point of yours that I have not answered. I could have been more explicit on certain points but in the interest of brevity I have tried to keep this letter from getting even longer than it is. Please give me the chance to reply to whatever objections you may have to my reasoning. 

              I hope that, after reading this letter, you will agree that I am not more Catholic than the Catholic Church in this matter. 

              On the phone, you mentioned that I am too educated for my own good. I agreed with you, since I have such an educated formation of my conscience - and most others haven't had the opportunities I have had to know the teaching of the Church - I have been excluded in effect from fully practicing my ministry. 

              I have been ordained to serve God and save souls in an active, open ministry but due to clerical pressure such as your own personnel board, I am excluded from serving the Catholic people in my native land, Canada. 

              But if you meant that I was "too educated" in the sense that my own conscience is in fact not formed according to the mind of the Church on this matter, I am prepared to read any open and sincere reasoning based on Catholic teaching against my own conscience. If I am wrong, then I should be glad to conform to the majority as it will make my life immeasurably easier. But it seems I have yet to meet anyone willing or able to confound my conscience on this point. 

              Thus I expect that such a dream that I had of practicing my priesthood here in Canada is just that, a dream, and that because I am "too educated", I will be an "exile of conscience" something like "the prisoners of conscience" that the Canadian Catholic Bishops' Conference referred to in their Pentecost letter of 1982. 

              I appreciate your honesty and openness with me in telling me that the only stumbling-block for my entry into your diocese is the fact that I will not give Communion in the hand. 

              I hope that some way could be found to accommodate my conscience on this matter and allow me to practice in Canada - you seemed willing to allow me to practice my priesthood last week when I met you in your office, but you did foresee administrative problems if it became known about my stand on Communion in the hand.                                          65.
              Apparently someone told your personnel board about it. I didn't. On Monday, May 31, 1982, I met your personnel board which met to consider my application of joining your diocese. I met only Msgr. A and Msgr. B on Monday morning at about 10 past 10 a.m. I waited a few minutes in the hall while the two priests prepared to meet me in Msgr. A's office. 

              The third member of the board was not present and I don't even know his name. Msgr. B, after a few minutes, left the meeting. I talked in English and French with Msgr. A for about 20 to 25 minutes. No one on the board ever asked me about Communion in the hand. It was never brought up. I didn't know it was a problem for them that I follow my conscience in this matter. If they had asked me I could have explained myself to them. 

              I hope that Your Excellency will consider this letter and permit me to help in your diocese especially since, as Your Excellency said on the phone, you have urgent need of a priest right away. 

              I do hope there is some way around this impasse. I hope I will be able to serve in the diocese and not be asked to violate my conscience. 

              One possible solution could be to let me help Father ... on a trial basis and if my conscience re: Communion in the hand seems to divide the parish - even though the only thing in this regard that I will do is avoid giving Communion - then you could always release me. 

              I might mention that perhaps your fears are groundless, as I can tell you of the experience of Father M who does not give Communion in the hand in ... parish in the diocese of ... The parish priest does give Communion in the hand, and the parish knows Father M does not do this -- he gives out Communion on the tongue only, at the various daily and Sunday Masses and no one seems to mind. (Except very rarely, some stranger objects to Father M about it privately afterwards.) 

              The pastor, Father S, announced to the parish from the pulpit when Father M came, that Father M would not be giving Communion in the hand as Father M had a problem of conscience about it. The people of the parish respect Father's conscience and did not want to make any trouble for him regarding this matter. 

              This has been going on for several years now, and the parish is not divided. I have visited this parish several times over the years and both priests get along fine and the people are not divided, as I am sure the pastor, Father S, as well as Father M can tell you. 

              Thank you for giving this letter and request your consideration. May Our Lady's Immaculate Heart be our refuge in these and the days to come.

Yours in Jesus and Mary, 

Father Nicholas Gruner 

Footnote:

1The Pope has clearly stated that he himself is against the practice of Communion in the hand. However, in recent years under the pressure of the progressive bishops, he has at times complied with their insistence of allowing it. 

It is also a matter of pubic record that when in his opinion proper conditions did not exist, he has on many occasions exercised his right to refuse Communion in the hand.
NOTE: The reason why I publish the Regulations and correspondence on Communion in the hand at this time is because a number of priests have gotten in touch with us and stated that they too are being persecuted for not giving Communion in the hand. 
A woman with the intention of desecrating the Host smuggled It out of the church under her kerchief. The Host miraculously bled profusely, which caused the woman to return the Host to her parish priest. This took place in the 13th Century and the Host has been preserved to this day in Santarem, Portugal.
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Holy Communion in the Hand?
http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=8616 
By Paul Kokoski

In this essay Paul Kokoski discusses claims brought forth by Archbishop Malcolm Ranjith, secretary of the Vatican's Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments, that the practice of receiving Holy Communion in the hand — rather than kneeling and on the tongue — has led to indifference, disbelief, and sacrilegious behavior toward our Lord in the Eucharist.
Father Regis Scanlon, who is spiritual director for Mother Teresa's Missionaries of Charity, has said that "the doctrine of the real presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist is one of those wonderful truths by which Christianity shines forth as a religion of mysteries far exceeding the capacity of the human mind. The Catholic Church has defined the dogma of the real presence by stating that Jesus Christ is present whole and entire under the appearances of bread and wine following the words of consecration at the Eucharist."1 

The reception of Holy Communion at Mass has always been a moment of tremendous reverence and awe, traditionally preceded by the ringing of the bells, burning of incense and observation of silence. 

Sadly there are many Catholics who no longer believe in the real presence. No doubt this has been due to the toning down, and in some cases the deletion, of these and many other symbols and signs of adoration. One such sign of adoration that has been drastically toned down is the practice of receiving Holy Communion on the tongue. 

This has led Archbishop Malcolm Ranjith, secretary of the Vatican's Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments, to recently suggest the policy of giving Communion in the hand be revised or "abandoned altogether."2 It is Archbishop Ranjith's belief that the introduction of this practice after Vatican II has resulted in indifference, outrages and sacrileges toward our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament, causing great harm to both the Catholic Church and to individual souls. 

In the preface to a new book by Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Kazakhstan, Dominus Est: Meditations of a Bishop from Central Asia on the Sacred Eucharist, Archbishop Ranjith notes that the practice of receiving Communion in the hand was not mandated by Vatican II, nor was it introduced in response to calls from the laity. Instead, he argues, the established practice of piety — receiving the Eucharist kneeling, on the tongue — was changed "improperly and hurriedly," and became widespread even before it was formally approved by the Vatican.3 In this essay I will briefly discuss Archbishop Ranjith's claims from the perspective and situation of the Catholic Church in Canada — which I suspect is essentially the same or very similar to the situation in the U.S. and in other countries where Communion in the hand was adopted. 

The practice of receiving Holy Communion in the hand first began to spread in Catholic circles during the early 1960s, primarily in Holland. Shortly after Vatican II, due to the escalating abuses in certain non-English speaking countries (Holland, Belgium, France and Germany), Pope Paul VI took a survey of the world's bishops to ascertain their opinions on the subject. On May 28, 1969 the Congregation for Divine Worship issued Memoriale Domini, which concluded: "From the responses received, it is thus clear that by far the greater number of bishops feel that the present discipline [i.e., Holy Communion on the tongue] should not be changed at all, indeed that if it were changed, this would be offensive to the sensibility and spiritual appreciation of these bishops and of most of the faithful."4 After he had considered the observation and the counsel of the bishops, the Supreme Pontiff judged that the long-received manner of ministering Holy Communion to the faithful should not be changed. The Apostolic See then strongly urged bishops, priests and the laity to zealously observe this law out of concern for the common good of the Church. 

Despite this statement of the Holy See, the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops (CCCB) decided at its Plenary Assembly of November 1969 to submit a formal request to the Holy Father for permission to distribute Holy Communion in the hand. The CCCB informed its members that "the growing participation in the Eucharist, especially by sacramental communion, has created within man the desire to see re-established the venerable custom of receiving the Eucharistic Bread in their hands."5 The CCCB further advised its members that "the Pope thought it better not to change the [old] discipline for all the Church, but, rather, to study on an individual basis the requests submitted to him by national conferences of bishops."6 What Pope Paul VI actually said in Memoriale Domini, however, was "if the contrary usage, namely, of placing Holy Communion in the hand, has already developed in any place [it had not, at that point, in Canada] . . . the Holy See will weigh the individual cases with care."7 

Permission for Communion in the hand was eventually granted to the Canadian bishops on several strict conditions, including that "the new manner of giving Communion must not be imposed in a way that would exclude the traditional practice."8 The Canadian bishops nonetheless advised its instructors of the new practice to provide the faithful with only the "good reasons which justify the introduction of the new rite."9 While not explicitly forbidden Communion on the tongue, the faithful — especially first communicants and converts — were "encouraged to receive the Eucharistic Bread on the flat palm of the hand."10 

This movement toward adopting a new, single policy was reinforced by the removal of the Communion rail, which is compatible with receiving Communion on the tongue. For those not familiar with the Communion or altar rail, it is an architectural feature, usually made of marble or some other precious material that separates the sanctuary from the body of the church. A clean white cloth of fine linen, which was usually fastened on the sanctuary side of the rail, would be extended over the length of the rail before those who receive Holy Communion to act as a sort of corporal to receive any particles that may by chance fall from the hands of the priest. The communicant would kneel, take the cloth in both hands and hold it under his chin.                                                                                                                      67.
Once the faithful were effectively forced to stand for Holy Communion11" and the practice of receiving in the hand became the norm, lay people were then invited to come up to the altar and distribute Holy Communion. Eventually and unfortunately this practice also became normalized. 

One of the major arguments given for supporting the practice of receiving Holy Communion in the hand was that it "emphasizes an active personal involvement, one of the goals of liturgical renewal."12 If, however, this was one of our bishops' primary motivations behind their quest for legitimate renewal, one has to wonder why the most solemn act of kneeling at the moment of Holy Communion was considered expendable when for centuries it was employed because of its immeasurable benefit of predisposing one to holiness. 

Cardinal Ratzinger, now Pope Benedict XVI, has noted that kneeling is "an expression of Christian culture, which transforms the existing culture through a new and deeper knowledge and experience of God."13 He reminds us that "the word proskynein alone occurs fifty-nine times in the New Testament, twenty-four of which are in the Apocalypse, the book of the heavenly liturgy, which is presented to the Church as the standard for her own liturgy."14 
In his book The Spirit of the Liturgy, the Pope speaks of a "story that comes from the sayings of the Desert Fathers, according to which the devil was compelled by God to show himself to a certain Abba Apollo. He looked black and ugly, with frightening thin limbs, but, most strikingly, he had no knees. The inability to kneel is seen as the very essence of the diabolical."15 

Ironically, while the practice of kneeling is widely accepted in secular circles such as those instances when one is in the presence of state royalty or some other important dignitary, our Catholic bishops make no such stipulation when one is in the presence of God himself in the Blessed Sacrament. 

Though modern liturgical theorists, designers and consultants tout the newer practice, which opposes the Communion rail and its conduciveness to receiving Holy Communion on the tongue, there has been no ecclesiastical document that has come out against the Communion rail or one that sanctions its removal from churches. 

St. Thomas Aquinas reminds us, with respect to Communion in the hand, that reverence demands that only what has been consecrated should touch the Blessed Sacrament. He writes: 

The dispensing of Christ's body belongs to the priest for three reasons. First, because . . . he consecrates in the person of Christ . . . Secondly, because the priest is the appointed intermediary between God and the people, hence as it belongs to him to offer the people's gifts to God, so it belongs to him to deliver the consecrated gifts to the people. Thirdly, because out of reverence toward this sacrament nothing touches it but what is consecrated, hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest's hands, for touching this sacrament. Hence it is not lawful for anyone else to touch it, except from necessity — for instance, if it were to fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency.16 

Any emergency justifies that the privilege be extended to a lay person because emergencies do not imply a lack of respect for the holy body of Christ. This aside, there is no reason for receiving Communion in the hand; only an immanent spirit of paltry familiarity with our Lord. 

In his apostolic letter Dominicae Cenae, Pope John Paul II also states: "How eloquent, therefore, even if not of ancient custom, is the rite of the anointing of the hands in our Latin ordination, as though precisely for these hands a special grace and power of the Holy Spirit is necessary. To touch the sacred species, and to distribute them with their own hands, is a privilege of the ordained, one which indicates an active participation in the ministry of the Eucharist."17 
During the reception of Holy Communion it is Jesus who transforms us into himself, and not we who transform him into our substance. The superior being is the one to assimilate the inferior. Is not Communion on the tongue (where one receives directly from the priest in persona Christi) more expressive of this theology and hence more reverent than Communion in the hand (where one takes and gives to oneself)? One of our esteemed high-ranking clergy rejected this latter argument that Communion in the hand is equivalent to "self-communicating." He commented: "If I offer you something to eat, and you accept it in your hand, as is normal, then it is I who am giving and you who receive. Only if you were to help yourself to something in the kitchen, would you be 'taking and giving to yourself.'"18 This may sound coherent but the various bishops and bishops' conferences obviously believed otherwise when they made an appeal for the new practice on the grounds that it represented an "active personal involvement" of the laity. Implicit in this argument is the admission of there being an additional "active" step taken by the communicant during the transfer of the Sacred Host from the priest to the recipient — a step supporting the idea that Communion in the hand is a form of self-communicating. If this were not the case then there would have been no need to introduce it in the first place. In any event it would seem the introduction of this practice was unwarranted. 

The "kitchen" example does, however, raise a new concern. That is exactly what happens when — during the Mass and after the consecration — a member of the laity opens the tabernacle, takes the Sacred Host and distributes it to the faithful. This practice, which is becoming more and more common, would not have been possible had it not been for the prior legitimization of the practice of receiving Holy Communion in the hand. This demonstrates how easily the practice of Communion in the hand can and in fact does open the door to all sorts of accidental and even intentional abuses. 

Our bishops have argued that Communion in the hand is the proper way for the faithful to respond to our Lord's invitation: "All of you, take and eat this." What the bishops overlook is the fact that while our Lord did speak these words he issued them within the context of instituting the sacrament of holy orders. These words were addressed to the apostles and not to all Christians indiscriminately.                                                                                        68.
Arguments for Communion in the hand based upon the fact that this practice can be found among the early Christians are also not valid. Pope Pius XII spoke in very clear and unmistakable terms against the idea of re-introducing customs from the time of the catacombs. This is because customs of a previous era can assume completely new functions today. For example, many Protestants right up to the present time receive Communion in the hand as an implicit denial of the real presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist. It is in this environment, culture and context, and not that of the early Church, that our Catholic bishops have adopted the practice. One calls to mind the longstanding principle of Catholic worship, "lex orandi, lex credendi" — let the law of prayer be governed by the law of belief. Catholics should worship in accordance with what they believe. 

The practice of Communion in the hand has been detrimental to Christian unity ever since it was employed, causing divisions within the Church and confusion among those separated brethren who share with us an explicit and orthodox belief in the Holy Eucharist. 

Despite the widespread practice of Communion in the hand, the universal discipline of receiving Holy Communion on the tongue has not changed. A bishop, for example, may forbid the practice of Communion in the hand but not the practice of Communion on the tongue. The Church strongly encourages the latter but not the former. With respect to the former, the Church speaks only in a cautionary tone because of the many abuses that often accompany this practice. These include the increased likelihood of dropping or stealing the Sacred Host. This unfortunately has happened in these days of revived Satanism. Consecrated hosts have been known to be sold for blasphemous uses. 

Dietrich von Hildebrand asked why ultimately the Church should continue to allow Communion in the hand when "it is evidently detrimental from a pastoral viewpoint, when it certainly does not increase our reverence, and when it exposes the Eucharist to the most terrible diabolical abuses? There are really no serious arguments for Communion in the hand. But there are the most gravely serious kinds of arguments against it."19 

Mother Teresa reportedly said, "Wherever I go in the whole world, the thing that makes me the saddest is watching people receive Communion in the hand."20 Father John Hardon, S.J. also proclaimed, "Behind Communion in the hand — I wish to repeat and make as plain as I can — is a weakening, a conscious, deliberate weakening of faith in the Real Presence . . . Whatever you can do to stop Communion in the hand will be blessed by God."21 Even the great Pope John Paul II reportedly said: "There is an apostolic letter on the existence of a special valid permission for this [Communion in the hand]. But I tell you that I am not in favor of this practice, nor do I recommend it."22 

The abusive and hurried manner in which the practice of Communion in the hand was imposed after Vatican II lead to a widespread lack of reverence for the Eucharist and caused great pain for many in the Church. It disoriented many people, who with real justification — especially in light of the recent and overwhelming loss of faith in the Eucharist as the real presence — feared that the very heart of Catholic belief had been compromised. Further, as Communion on the tongue helps to foster a proper sense of reverence and piety, I believe it is high time this practice be returned to its former place of prominence — not only for the greater glory of God but for the salvation of souls. 
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Communion in the Hand?

http://ecceagnusdei.blogspot.in/2007/09/communion-in-hand.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
By Kevin D. Dello Iacono, Semper Fidelis, Catholic Apologetics of America, September 17, 2007
PURPOSE OF THIS COMPOSITION: As a someone who formerly received Communion in the hand [CITH] from my First Communion until Mother Angelica encouraged my family and me to receive Communion on the tongue beginning in 1993 and as a theologian with two theology degrees, I hope and pray that this composition will lead Catholics away from receiving CITH to receiving Our Blessed Savior [who is truly present in the Blessed Sacrament] on the tongue. 
This issue goes beyond any branch of Catholicism that one subscribes to. In fact, CITH, though it is often described as a custom that is rejected only by so-called "rad trads", it is also rejected even by non-"rad trads", including "Novus Ordo" Catholics like Bishop Athanasius Schneider, Mother Angelica and Father Benedict Groeschel. They believe, as I do, that ending Communion in the hand and restoring the universal custom in the Latin Rite of Communion on the tongue is all about restoring a sense of the sacred among the faithful and about safeguarding the Eucharist from ongoing abuses (diocesan priests have personally told me horror stories when it comes to CITH and the abuses associated with it). 
This is also not about East vs. West. Some CITH advocates will often cite examples in the Eastern Rite where the practice of CITH is maintained. This is a poor argument because as it is wrong to impose Latin Rite customs on the Eastern Rite so too is it wrong to impose Eastern Rite customs on the Latin Rite. The Eastern Catholics were greatly offended centuries ago when Latin Rite Catholics tried to impose their customs unto the Eastern Rite Catholics. This is often condemned by the East and described by scholars by the derogatory word (at least to the East), "latinization". 
This composition is not about judging the spirituality of persons who prefer to receive CITH. They may be holy and humble, but the practice itself is wrong, especially when compared to how it was practiced in the early days of the Church when Catholics had to go through a ceremonial washing of the hands as Bishop Schneider, a Patristic scholar, has often explained! They did not simply receive Jesus in their hands, shove Him in their mouths and then hurry off to their pews or head out of the Church before Mass has concluded as so many do today. 
Communion on the tongue, on the other hand, has always increased reverence and it has always protected the Eucharist from abuse. This composition will prove the latter and former from the perspective of theology and history. 

Whenever a person raises objections to the custom of Communion in the hand (CITH) he or she is often attacked by some people who claim that to even question this custom is heretical or a radical sign of disobedience. In fact, one person reacted to an article posted on the Catholic News Agency website by calling objections to CITH "extremist Catholicism" even though Communion on the tongue has long been considered the norm of the Church and CITH only the exception (that is, the exception only in cases when a priest is not available such as during times of persecution. The persecution of the early Church is one example when this exception took place for grave reasons). 
To put this in proper context, it is important as a theologian to see precisely where this custom is placed among the Church's teachings so that those who oppose CITH will be properly perceived by their critics.                                 70.

The Church makes a four-way distinction as far as the Church's teachings and disciplines are concerned. These four levels of what the Church teaches on matters of faith, morals and discipline assists theologians to make a proper distinction among the Church's teachings and the levels of assent owed to each teaching and custom by the faithful with dogma, of course, or any De fide statement being the highest level of assent that Catholics must believe to be members in good standing with God and His Church, the "pillar and ground of the truth" (1 Timothy 3:15). 
Communion in the hand is not among any of the three levels that require a high form of assent. It is only considered a level four custom. Level four customs concern matters of discipline which can often be incorrect and in need of reform or rejection. Catholics are permitted according to Canon Law to question level four customs and to respectfully address their concerns to the Holy Father and the Bishops. For a thorough understanding of this topic, please click here. 
Issues like CITH and altar girls are especially troublesome because they first began as acts of disobedience (that is, they were never approved yet bishops and priests were implementing these abuses within their local churches against the practice of the Church) and so it is important for the Church to put an end to these abuse to correct the current mindset that disobedience leads to approval and is therefore a good that must be safeguarded. The Church teaches truth in union with the Way, and the Truth and the Life who is Jesus our Lord and Savior. 
In my opinion, one of the many problems in the Church today is the fact that there are so many priests and lay people who think they are "experts" on theological and liturgical issues that they take it upon themselves to impose faulty reasoning on others to defend the custom of CITH. For example, Catholics often quote a partial statement by St. Cyril of Jerusalem> on Communion in the hand even though the full context of his citation is very strange and it has been considered as inauthentic by some scholars (although it is certainly true that some of the Church Fathers, including those who are canonized, have made one or two theological blunders during their lifetime, but these blunders do not reflect the primary thought of these great scholars). Click here for more information on this topic. 

It is too bad some people in the Church who are not scholars think they have a right to defend Communion in the hand by distorting its temporary purpose in the early Church and the teachings of the Fathers who supposedly favored CITH. They totally take the teachings of the Fathers out of context to defend a rare exception to the rule. When they cite a Church Father who supposedly favored CITH they will go so far as to claim that these teachings are infallible because the Church would never canonize someone whose writings contain errors. It is entirely wrong to think that the Church canonizes saints because she agrees with everything the saints say in their writings. As stated earlier, even the saints were known to make a few theological blunders every now and then even in their official writings. Some of their statements on the Immaculate Conception is one example. He is not among the Fathers of the Church, but Saint Vincent Ferrer once defended, albeit unknowingly, a false Pope! People who have personal experience in debates with Catholics who reject the Divine Mercy devotion know very well that the anti-Divine Mercy crowd will routinely cite alleged errors in St. Faustina's Diary and Catholics like "pascendi", formerly of the AngelQueen discussion forum, have been known to respond by citing examples of a few saints and blesseds whose writings also contain some flaws. 

One Church Father who is often cited by the pro-CITH crowd is Saint Basil (330-379), one of the four great Eastern Fathers, who considered Communion in the hand so irregular that he did not hesitate to consider it a grave fault (Letter 93). This is one fact that is never mentioned by anyone who cites St. Basil out of context. 
This article mentions St. Cyril and St. Basil in several places: Click here As does this article: Click here 
Fr. John Zuhlsdorf raises a couple of interesting points on this topic here 

It is also perplexing to see Catholics who overlook recent concerns by some Novus Ordo bishops concerning CITH, including a Vatican approved book written by Bishop Athanasius Schneider, a Patristic scholar, who condemns CITH and encourages Communion on the tongue as the proper tradition of the Church, i.e., Communion on the tongue has always been considered the norm. Click here to see an interview with Bishop Athanasius Schneider. 
Furthermore, a common yet faulty defense in favor of CITH is based on the "particles" of the Eucharist and the authority that is usually cited is St. Thomas Aquinas: 
This is a gross distortion of the Angelic Doctor's teaching. He does not have in mind CITH at all. The saint is warning against becoming too "scrupulous" as far as the particles are concerned without saying that the particles themselves should not be treated with reverent care. Where does Aquinas say that the particles should be disregarded??? He certainly would agree with the Church who has always raised awareness concerning the treatment of the particles by the fact that the use of a Paten became a standard custom during the reception of holy Communion and priests always were taught as one of the rubrics of the Traditional Latin Mass that they must keep their thumb and index finger together from the Consecration until they wash their hands after Holy Communion [at the time when the sacred vessels are cleansed]. Need proof? Click here and see the entry titled "Ablution". In fact, even in the document that permitted CITH, Memoriale Domini of 29 May 1969,there is this citation: 5. Whatever procedure is adopted, care must be taken not to allow particles of the Eucharistic bread to fall or be scattered. And a few years later, this citation was mentioned in another document (which received Papal approval)...SACRED CONGREGATION FOR THE DISCIPLINE OF THE SACRAMENTS, Instruction Immensae caritatis, on facilitating reception of Communion in certain circumstances, 29 January 1973: AAS 65 (1973) 264-271; Not 9 (1973) 157-164. 3? On the part of both the minister and the recipient, whenever the host is placed in the hand of a communicant there must be careful concern and caution, especially about particles that might fall from the hosts.                                                                                                             71.

To put this in context, here is what St. Thomas Aquinas says about Priests and CITH: 
St. Thomas Aquinas, one of the greatest minds the Church has ever known, writes the following regarding the Blessed Sacrament: "Secondly, because the priest is the appointed intermediary between God and the people, hence as it belongs to him to offer the people's gifts to God, so it belongs to him to deliver the consecrated gifts to the people. Thirdly, because out of reverence towards this sacrament [the Blessed Sacrament], nothing touches it but what is consecrated, hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest's hands, for touching this sacrament. Hence it is not lawful for anyone to touch it, except from necessity, for instance if it were to fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency" (Summa Theologica, III, Q. 82, Art. 13).

As Michael Davies observes, “Unless we are to believe that the Holy Ghost abandoned the Church for 1,000 years [the 1,000 year period from the time of the 10th Century, when Communion in the hand was forbidden], we must accept the fact that, under His guidance, a tradition evolved that only the consecrated hands of a priest could touch the Host; we have the witness of St. Thomas Aquinas that, by the 13th century, it was firmly established that not even a deacon could do so under normal circumstances.” (Privilege of the Ordained, p. 16)
Nota Bene: the above portion of this thread will be edited later when time becomes more available to the writer. The edited feature will contain several more citations and examples and corrections as far as grammar is concerned. 

Pope Benedict to Catholics: Kneel and Receive on the Tongue Only [See page 155] 

UPDATE (13 July 2009): 
Cardinal Caffara of Bologna: in certain churches only Communion on the tongue 
Bishop Athanasius Schneider calls receiving Communion on the tongue more reverent (VIDEO) 
Bishop Athanasius Schneider: Historical argument favors Communion on the tongue 
Dominus Est – It Is the Lord - Reflections of a Bishop of Central Asia on Holy Communion by Bishop Athanasius Schneider 
Originally published in Italian by the Vatican Press, this book offers readers insights into the sacrality which ought to surround the distribution and reception of Holy Communion Relying on accurate history and good theology, the author makes a plea for a return to distributing the Eucharist to kneeling communicants on the tongue — the practice now restored at papal liturgies by Pope Benedict XVI. The book comes with the endorsement of the two highest officials in the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments. 
Ranjith on Kneeling for Communion during the liturgy and Communion on the Tongue 
Kneeling for communion and communion on the tongue: "Profound meaning," says Cardinal Cañizares Llovera 
Peruvian Cardinal bans practice of Communion in the Hand 

Recent News from Rome: Pope prefers Communion on the tongue, Msgr. Marini says 
Excerpt: "In interview published in the Wednesday edition of L'Osservatore Romano, Pope Benedict’s new Master of Pontifical Liturgical Celebrations, Monsignor Guido Marini, says he believes that people receiving Communion kneeling and on the tongue will become common practice at the Vatican...." 

Rethinking Communion in the Hand [See pages 2 ff.]
Do it yourself Sacraments? [See pages 126 ff.]
Historical Considerations on Communion on the Hand [See pages 121 ff.]
Valid objections to Communion in the hand [See pages 114 ff.]
Communion in the hand should be rejected [See pages 13 ff.]

Communion on the tongue eventually became the universal norm in the Church because of "growing respect for the Eucharist" as Father Joseph Jungmann cited in his book "The Mass of the Roman Rite" and it became the norm after times of persecution ended. 

Fr. John Hardon speaks out against Communion in the hand [See pages 16 ff.]
There is ample testimony to the fact that the liturgical "renewal" has been accompanied not simply by a decline in Mass attendance, but by a decline in reverence towards the Blessed Sacrament. It is not only traditionalists who testify to this. 
A number of eminent Catholics are cited here but we have already them on the earlier pages- Michael

The Catholic News Agency reported on October 4, 2005: 
The interventions of the Prelates present at the synod during the first general congregations of the Synod on the Eucharist, indicated their concern of the trivialization of the sacrament within ecclesial communities.                      
                                                                                                                                                                   72.

On Monday, during his talk, Cardinal Francis Arinze, Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Cult and the Discipline of Sacraments, approached this Tuesday the theme of receiving communion in the mouth or in the hand, reminding how receiving the communion in the hand has led to abuses, “that could happen, and that already happened, like the use for satanic rituals, the auction on the Internet and other wrongs.” 
The prelate didn’t propose an answer to this dilemma, but invited for “greater vigilance for celebrants, in order to ensure that it is consumed. 
Msgr. Peter Kang, of Cheju (Korea), warned that the participation of children in the Eucharist is decreasing dramatically along with the age. The children that don’t come to Mass say that Mass is boring and not interesting. As well, adults say the same, and don’t feel motivated to participate. 
Our priority is to justify and make grow the heart of the Catholics, their desire and aspiration to participate in the Eucharist. In order to transmit to the modern people the Eucharistic mystery, it is not sufficient to reinforce vigorously the rules and regulations of Eucharistic celebration 

The Catholic News Service reported on October 6, 2005: 
It was not listed as a topic for discussion, but the question of Communion in the hand versus Communion on the tongue received attention at the Synod of Bishops on the Eucharist. 
Cardinal Janis Pujats of Riga, Latvia, was the first to raise the issue, telling the synod Oct. 3 that he thought Catholics should receive Communion on the tongue -- while kneeling. When communicants stand, Cardinal Pujats said, he feels like a dentist looking into their mouths. 
Cardinal Francis Arinze, who heads the Vatican's worship congregation, responded by saying that arguments could be made for both Communion practices, in the hand and on the tongue, according to information released by the Vatican. Ultimately, he said, it's up to bishops' conferences to decide what is best in each country, but he added that Communion in the hand needs better catechesis. 
Cardinal Arinze said non-Catholics in particular sometimes fail to understand Communion in the hand. He related a story about one person who went up and received Communion and then took it home and kept the host in his scrapbook. 
The cardinal added that Communion in the hand does make it easier for sacrilege against a consecrated host. He reminded bishops that a host reportedly received at a papal Mass in 1998 was put up for sale on eBay earlier this year before being withdrawn by the seller. 
Speaking Oct. 4, Archbishop Jan Lenga of Karaganda, Kazakhstan, called Communion in the hand a "fad." He proposed that the Vatican issue a universal norm to gradually do away with it and return to Communion on the tongue while kneeling. 
The archbishop said Muslims in his predominantly Islamic country consider it disrespectful to receive Communion in the hand while standing. He said Catholics could learn a lot from Orthodox Christians and Muslims about how to show reverence to God. 
He added that Communion in the hand adds to the risk of host fragments breaking off and falling to the ground and to the risk of profaning the consecrated host. 
One synod participant noted that objections to Communion in the hand were coming from bishops in Eastern Europe, where the liturgical changes introduced by the Second Vatican Council have been implemented only recently. 

The following excerpts are from the Pastoral Statement on the Manner of Distributing and Receiving the Sacrament of Holy Communion (issued for the Diocese of Sandhurst, Australia, by the Most Reverend Bishop Bernard D. Stewart, on the Feast of Corpus Christi, 1976) 
Decline and abolition [of Communion in the hand] [See pages 16 ff]

Sermon of the opening mass of the 8th colloquium. Mgr Juan Rodolfo Laise, emeritus bishop of San Luis 
[http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/014.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500] 
Dear CIEL friends, 
It is, as always, a great joy to be with you again on the occasion of your Annual Congress. This year you have chosen the theme of The Sacred. It seems to me that that is of the highest importance. Nowadays everything is desacralized. ‘God is dead’, they say; but if God is dead, so is man. 
As you can see, man is worth nothing in contemporary society. From birth to death, his life is in constant danger. Will he be allowed to be born? Will he be helped to die more quickly than Providence intended? And between those times, what will happen to him in a world where people talk more about war than about peace? Yes, my dear brothers and sisters, if man no longer counts for anything, that is because he no longer sees anything as sacred. 
I believe that your association has a mission of very great importance in promoting the traditional Roman Rite, which is, in its own field of liturgy, the most sublime manifestation of the sacred; through its rich & beautiful ornaments; through its language, which does not belong to the everyday; through all the signs and symbols which clearly show that, beneath all that, there is a reality which must be respected and adored. The desacralization of the liturgy, the banalization of the rites, the distribution of Holy Communion in the hand have all contributed greatly and in a culpable manner to the desacralization of the ‘Holy of Holies’: God, and the worship which mankind must give Him by their obedience to the first three of the Ten Commandments.                                                                                     73.

May the Most Holy Virgin, who bore in her sacred womb the Word of God – she who is entirely pure and entirely consecrated to her Lord – may she give you, firstly to you priests, a true sense of the sacred, a true awareness of what you are and of what you do; and to you, dear faithful, the grace of approaching the manifestations of God in the liturgy, as Moses did, with reverence and awe. 
A BRAVE BISHOP! 
When the Holy See gave the hierarchy of Argentina permission to introduce Communion in the hand, the Bishop of the Diocese of San Luis, Juan Rodolfo Laise, decided not to permit the practice in his diocese. He wrote to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith for confirmation. The reply read: 
Since you have judged unnecessary the application of the said per-mission for the territory of the Diocese of San Luis, your Excellency has wished to consult this Congregation of whether by this decision you have acted in derogation of ecclesial communion with the dioceses that have received the indult. 
As to this, you are informed by this dicastery that an attentive study of the documents of the Holy See in this matter shows clearly that you, in deciding to maintain immutable the tradition of distributing Holy Communion in the mouth, have acted in conformity with the law and therefore have not broken with ecclesial communion. In truth, Your Excellency has done no more than fulfill the duty demanded of every bishop by the instruction De Modo Sanctam. 
Dear God! Bless us with more Bishops like Laise. 

Bishop Juan Rodolfo Laise of San Luis, Argentina banned Communion in the hand in his diocese. Below are several quotes from his book, Communion in the Hand: Documents and History, explaining his decision to ban this sacrilegious practice.

[http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/015.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500]  
"Although the Church recognizes legitimate change, it nonetheless considers that 'the temerity and daring of those who introduce novel liturgical practices, or call for the revival of obsolete rites out of harmony with prevailing laws and rubrics, deserve severe reproof'. We must keep in mind that reversing the course of a development and returning to a previous phase, is not a development but rather a corruption. 
"Therefore, to say that 'Communion in the hand is not a novelty', that 'we only do it as the Apostles, as the first disciples did, and as the Christians did for almost one thousand years' (The Living Bread, p. 15) with the purpose of 'dispelling fears', is not a valid argument. It is not true that we will 'only' do it as the Apostles did. As we have just seen, the return to an ancient manner is not in itself a reason for tranquility. Even less so when that manner was first abandoned and finally forbidden, due to its imperfection." 
"Retired from his Vatican positions, Archbishop Bugnini, in his work The Liturgical Reform, gives us abundant data on the history of the introduction of that practice, of which we summarize the principal parts: starting with the liturgical reform, the practice of giving Communion in the hand of the faithful was abusively introduced in some nations (Germany, Holland, Belgium, France). From the beginning there was a firm opposition from the Holy See. On October 12, 1965, the 'Consilium' wrote to Cardinal Alfrink: 'preserve the traditional manner of distributing Holy Communion [...] the Holy Father ... does not consider it opportune that the sacred Particle be distributed in the hand and later consumed in different manners by the faithful, and therefore, he vehemently exhorts [that] the Conference offer the opportune resolutions so that the traditional manner of communicating be restored throughout the world.' 'But -- says Bugnini -- these and other claims had no effect.' 
"Because the Bishops found it difficult to contain the introduced practice, the consultations continued. On May 8, 1968, the Sacred Congregation of Rites had answered 'non expedire' [trans. note: 'it is not expedient']. But due to the insistent requests, the Holy Father decided that the concession be granted 'to the Episcopal Conferences that had requested it with the due cautions and under the care of the same.' The letter from the Secretary of State dated June 3, 1968 reads: 'His Holiness considers, in effect, that the bishops must be reminded of their responsibility so that they may prevent, with opportune norms, the inconveniences and moderate the indiscriminate spread of this practice which is not contrary to the doctrine but, in practice, is very disputable and dangerous. That is why when similar requests are received, they must be put to the consideration of the Holy Father and the eventual concession will be made through the Sacred Congregation of Rites.'" 
"There is no doubt that Paul VI considered the change from Communion in the hand to Communion in the mouth as a real progress, and the primitive practice as a surmounted phase, not as something forgotten that we should 'rediscover'. 
"'This way of distributing Holy Communion... must be preserved'. Before speaking to the Episcopate on the survey, the position of the Holy See is anticipated: the practice must be preserved for two reasons. 
a) Because it is based on a practice transmitted through a tradition of many centuries. This alludes to a principle that goes back to [the times] of Aristotle: 'For the law has no power to command obedience except that of custom, which can only be given by time, so that a readiness to change from old to new laws enfeebles the power of the law.' (Politics, II, c. 5, 1269a); this same doctrine is later restored by Saint Thomas (cf. S. Th., I-IIae, q. 97, a. 2). 
b) But above all, because that liturgical gesture 'means the reverence of the faithful Christian toward the Eucharist.' Note the force of this expression used after saying that the Church 'affirms by the very rite itself its faith in Christ and its adoration of Him' (MD, [1]). This meaning of reverence was so well known that Protestant reformers, such as Martin Bucer, counsellor of the Anglican reform, strove to change the practice and introduce Communion in the hand so that their faithful would not think that Christ was present under the form of bread.                                                     74.

"It would be to deceive the faithful to make them think that receiving Communion in the hand would identify them more with the spirit of the primitive Church." 
"In relation to what 'each form can express', according to the Magisterium, Communion in the mouth expresses 'the reverence of the faithful' and 'Communion not of common bread and wine but of the Body and Blood of the Lord', while Communion in the hand can come to express irreverence or erroneous doctrines toward the Real Presence or the priesthood." 
"'taking into account the warnings and advice from those whom 'the Holy Spirit has placed as Bishops to rule the Church', the Supreme Pontiff has not considered it opportune to change the manner which was received a long time ago (...), of administering Holy Communion.' In synthesis, this is what the Instruction Memoriale Domini wants to communicate, that is to say, the purpose of the document; everything that comes before is arranged in order to explain 'the reasons and circumstances that support the manner in which the Apostolic See proceeds' (MD [Previous clarification], p. 7). The consultation has done nothing more than confirm the Pope's opinion already expressed in [8]. This is affirmed by Paul VI himself in the autographed draft in which he ordered that Memoriale Domini be written and in which he says that 'they give' the results of the bishops' consultation which confirm the thought of the Holy See concerning the inopportunity of the distribution of Holy Communion in the hand of the faithful, indicating the reasons (liturgical, pastoral, religious, etc.). Therefore, the norm in force remains confirmed.' 
"This decision agrees with the doctrine of Saint Thomas, who teaches that 'human law should never be changed, unless, in some way or other, the common weal be compensated according to the extent of the harm done in this respect' and this occurs: 1) when a very great and evident benefit is provided by the new enactment; 2) when there is great necessity; 3) when the law in force contains a manifest iniquity; 4) when its observance is harmful to many (S. Th., I-IIae, q. 97, a. 2 c.). None of those motives were given to change the law on the manner of administering Communion. 
"Furthermore, in the 'status quaestionis' sent to the bishops, they were warned: 'It seems that this new practice instituted here and there is the work of a small number of priests and lay persons who seek to impose their own point of view on the rest, and to force the hand of authority. To approve it would be to encourage these people who are never satisfied with the laws of the Church.'" 
"Cardinal Gut, the Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship who signed MD [Memoriale Domini], in an interview published on July 20th, 1969 also gave testimony of those difficult times: 'Until now, bishops were allowed to authorize practices, but the limits have frequently been violated and many priests have simply done whatever they wanted to do. In this case, what has sometimes occurred is that they have imposed their own points of view. These initiatives, taken without authorization, frequently could not be suppressed because they had spread too widely. With his great kindness and prudence, the Holy Father has frequently ceded, and many times he has done so against his will.' When remembering the situation of the Church during those years, we understand why MD said that the pastoral work is 'much more difficult than ever because of the current situation.'" 
"If the legislation did not change [that Communion on the tongue is the lawful practice], the obvious conclusion is that the only reason for the extension of the rite [of the practice of Communion in the hand] is that the Bishops did not listen to the vehement exhortation of Paul VI to diligently submit to the law in force and again confirmed (MD[16])." 
"In conclusion, even if there should exist a General Decree of the Conference of those spoken of in c. 455 '1, this decree could never modify the restriction placed by the Instruction but it should always be maintained within the frame placed by the delegating authority. But the case does not apply here because the Pastoral Letter ('En réponse'), by which the indult is conceded, does not give the faculty of applying it to the Episcopal Conference, but rather to the bishop for his diocese. Besides, if he does not do so, the universal law that forbids Communion in the hand remains in force. Therefore, when a diocese does not accept the indult, it is not the bishop who forbids Communion [in the hand], but rather the Pope. This is what is deduced from 'an attentive study of the documents'." 

And now the reasons that militate against receiving Communion in the hand: 
1. It is an important disciplinary change that runs the risk of disorienting many of the faithful who do not see the need, and who have never met with this problem. There are already many changes in the field of liturgy and of the sacraments that have yet to be completely assimilated by all of the Christian community; the establishment of a new manner of receiving Communion would require a serious catechetical instruction that cannot be carried out at the same time all over. 
2. It appears that there is a new practice established here and that it is the work of a small number of priests and laypersons that look to impose their own point of view on others, and force the hand of authority. To approve it would be to encourage these persons who are never satisfied with the laws of the Church. 
3. And above all a decrease of respect to the Eucharistic worship should be feared. To receive Communion in the hand would seem to many to be less dignified and less respectful. Will everyone who will receive Communion in the hand have clean hands? The children also? 
4. One should also ask oneself, with uneasiness, if the fragments of the Consecrated Bread will always be picked up and consumed with all the respect It deserves. If even now, when a paten is used, it is so easy that fragments fall and are dispersed, what will happen to the Particles in the hands of the faithful, of those who do not have the delicacy and the awareness to quickly pick them up?                                                                                                            75.

5. Furthermore, should not an increase of desecrations and irreverences on the part of ill-intentioned persons be feared, or of those of little faith? Ill-prepared and poorly instructed people who receive the Eucharistic Bread in their hand, will they not end up equating It to ordinary bread, or to simply blessed bread? 
6. By easily giving in to this very important point of Eucharistic worship, the danger exists that the audacity of the 'renovators' will dare so much as to be directed towards other sectors, which would bring about an irreparable damage to the faith and worship of the Eucharist." 
"With all of this information we are able to know with clarity the mind of the legislator which we could express with the same words used by Paul VI (which he signed) and in which he ordered the writing of Memoriale Domini: 'give a summary notice of the results of the consultation of the bishops which confirms the thinking of the Holy See as to the inopportunity of distributing Holy Communion in the hand to the faithful, indicating the reasons (liturgical, pastoral, religious, etc.). Therefore, the norm in force remains confirmed.'" 
"The 'fundamental sense of the ecclesiastical.' It is said in Fundamentos: 'we find ourselves surrounded by countries which have already accepted the use of the two praxis. To limit ourselves to Communion in the mouth attracts attention and generates confusion...' If that 'fundamental sense of the ecclesiastical' would have always been kept in mind, and by all, the Episcopal Conferences would have heard the vehement exhortation of Paul VI to 'diligently submit to the law in force and again confirmed' keeping in mind 'the common good of the Church' (MD [16]) and the practice would not have spread. Knowing the history of this clandestinely reintroduced rite, and spread based on equivocations and confirmed through incessant disobediences, we cannot doubt that 'the fundamental sense of the ecclesiastical' is what was lacking in those who, throughout twenty-seven years, have been imposing a practice that the Pope did not want to authorize because he considered it dangerous for the good of the Church (MD [12]), until they finally achieved the spreading of it throughout the world." 
"Therefore, the habitual reading of the document is false according to which, in face of the diverse petitions and the results of the consultation to the bishops, the Pope decided to concede the practice of both rites to the Episcopal Conferences that requested it. In reality, the purpose of MD was not to be instrumental for the adoption of Communion in the hand but rather to maintain its prohibition. All of the reasons adduced to by the Pope for this are of great weight; they have a solid basis and enjoy permanent validity as they confirm the preoccupation to avoid all that has the appearance of irreverence towards God, really present in the Eucharist. The introduction of this change is of enormous importance because, given that the treatment of the Eucharist is pedagogic, the lack of preoccupation for the Particles damages the doctrine. Communion in the mouth, on the other hand, is a sign of the real and substantial presence of the Lord and of the essential distinction between the common priesthood of the faithful and the ministerial priesthood. 
"The danger of desecration is frequently minimized, saying that it always existed. 
"Concerning involuntary profanations of Communion in the mouth, the risk is practically nonexistent with the use of the Communion paten, the prescribed purifications in the missal and the natural care when giving and receiving the sacred Species. With Communion in the hand, a miracle would be required during each distribution of Communion to avoid some Particles from falling to the ground or remaining in the hand of the faithful. 
"As to the voluntary profanations no one can deny that the circumstances are considerably facilitated for whoever wishes to steal a consecrated Host. It is said that during all epochs inevitable sacrileges were committed and this is true, but in such a scarce number that it did not motivate a special legislation on the part of the Holy See, because the manner itself of giving Communion impeded removal of the Hosts. Whereas now, as prior to the 10th Century, special recommendations from the ecclesiastical authorities are necessary to avoid it. 

John Paul II: "There is an apostolic letter on the existence of a special valid permission for this [Communion in the hand]. But I tell you that I am not in favor of this practice, nor do I recommend it." (Responding to a reporter from Stimme des Glaubens magazine, during his visit to Fulda, Germany in November 1980) 

Communion in the Hand and Similar Frauds [See pages 131 ff.]

Communion in the hand and the threat of death 
[http://wdtprs.com/blog/2006/06/communion-in-the-hand-and-the-threat-of-death/] 

By Fr. John Zuhlsdorf [see also pages 12, 104, 117, 119 and 147 ff.], 8 June 2006
Fellow patristicist and blogger … hmmm… patristiblogger Mike Aquilina posted a nice riff over at his place. I tip my biretta to him. It got me thinking (which nearly always results in trouble). Here is the blurb that got me going, but you should read the whole piece. 
Tarcisius was a boy of third-century Rome. His virtue and devotion were so strong that the clergy trusted him to bring the Blessed Sacrament to the sick. Once, while carrying a pyx, he was recognized and set upon by a pagan mob. They flung themselves upon him, trying to pry the pyx from his hands. They wanted more than anything to profane the Sacrament. Tarcisius’ biographer, the fourth-century Pope Damasus, compared them to a pack of rabid dogs. Tarcisius “preferred to give up his life rather than yield up the Body of Christ.” Even at such an early age, Tarcisius was aware of the stakes. Jesus had died for love of Tarcisius. Tarcisius did not hesitate to die for love of Jesus. 
I always uphold the legal right, according to the Church’s legislation, of people to receive Communion in the hand, if they choose. I don’t like it, but it is (for now) a right in those places where it is permitted (it isn’t everywhere) and according to the manner described by competent authority.                                                                                76.

Where am I going with this? People will often defend Communion in the hand by coming unto my turf (Fathers of the Church). They site beautiful texts, not without a measure of sentimentality and with no concomitant reference to social history. Mike’s blurb, though hagiographical, points to something really important: the social context. 
When people say, "But Father! But Father! Back in the early Church people received in the hand! St. Cyril says so!" 
Okay, that was then and this is now. The passage about Tarcisius reminds us that people could be KILLED for their relationship to the Church and possession of the Blessed Sacrament. 
I think I would have very little problem with Communion in the hand in an environment in which we could be killed for receiving Communion. There is nothing like the threat of death to sharpen the mind. 
However, when I see the way most people receive Communion in the hand I have to ask myself, are these people ready to DIE for what is going on in this church today? Is Mass something "to die for", to borrow a phrase? 
While the Fathers are a critical source for our theological reflection, in the centuries that followed our understanding of the Eucharist deepened. Kneeling and reception on the tongue developed for good reason. In this day of reduced understanding of the Blessed Sacrament and even belief in the Real Presence, in this age of "me, my, mine, I, I, I", we need to reinforce what we confess through physical gestures. 

Communion in the hand was permitted only in times of persecution according to St. Basil or in places such as the desert monasteries where priests were often unavailable. 
Communion in the hand came to an end due to the 1. Peace of Constantine and 2. because of a "growing respect" for the Eucharist in general according to the noted liturgist Fr. Josef Jungmann (The Mass of the Roman Rite (London, 1959), 510). This is also why churches were later built featuring kneelers and Communion rails. 
Anytime theologians come across a text, for example, by St. Basil, that supposedly endorses Communion in the hand we read it in its historical context (place and time) and in comparison to other contradictory texts. That's why it is wrong for the modern, pedestrian mind to look at the early Church as a better way (Pius XII addressed this error in Mediator Dei) of celebrating Mass because so much of our way of worship was suppressed or restrained to some extent due to persecution. And that's precisely why it is wrong to point to the early Church to support the modern innovation of Communion in the hand. 
I suggest reading the following chapter from Michael Davies' Communion in the Hand and Similar Frauds: What Was the Ancient Practice? 

From Jeremy Dobbs: 
Quote: St. Bede writes in his Ecclesiastical History of England: 
"Nevertheless," said he, "bring me the Eucharist." Having received It into his hand, he asked, whether they were all in charity with him, and had no complaint against him, nor any quarrel or grudge." 
Dobbs: Was "he" a priest or deacon? 
Quote: St. John Damascene who writes in De Fide Orthodoxa: 
"Let us draw near to it with an ardent desire, and with our hands held in the form of the cross let us receive the body of the Crucified One": 
Dobbs: This says nothing about receiving in the hands. The hands could have been on the breast for all that says. 
Quote: "let him draw near, arranging his hands in the form of a cross and so let him receive the communion of grace. But such as, instead of their hands, make vessels of gold or other materials for the reception of the divine gift, and by these receive the immaculate communion, we by no means allow to come, as preferring inanimate and inferior matter to the image of God. But if any one shall be found imparting the immaculate Communion to those who bring vessels of this kind, let him be cut off as well as the one who brings them." 
Dobbs: Who receives the species of bread from a vessel of gold or the species of wine from their hands? Something is amiss here. 

Communion-in-the-Hand: An Historical View [See pages 130 ff.] 

A Case for Communion on the Tongue
http://www.ewtn.com/library/LITURGY/COMUNION.TXT  

By David L. Vise Revision 2: November 4, 1995 (Feast of St. Charles Borromeo) 
The Bible Speaks 
"After David had taken counsel with his commanders of thousands and of hundreds, that is to say, with every one of his leaders, he said to the whole assembly of Israel: 'If it seems good to you, and is so decreed by the Lord our God, let us summon the rest of our brethren from all the districts of Israel, and also the priests and the Levites from their cities with pasture lands, that they may join us, and let us bring the ark of our God here among us, for in the days of Saul we did not visit it. And the whole assembly agreed to do this, for the idea was pleasing to all the people. 
Then David assembled all Israel, from Shihor of Egypt to Labo of Hamath, to bring the ark of God from Kiriath-jaerim. David and all Israel went up to Baalah, that is, to Kiriath-jaerim, of Judah, to bring back the ark of God, which was known by the name "LORD ENTHRONED UPON THE CHERUBIM". 
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They transported the ark of God on a new cart from the house of Abinadab; Uzzah and Ahio were guiding the cart, while David and all Israel danced before God with great enthusiasm, amid songs and music on lyres, harps, tambourines, cymbals, and trumpets. 
As they reached the threshing floor of Chidon, Uzzah stretched out his hand to steady the ark, for the oxen were upsetting it. Then the Lord became angry with Uzzah and struck him; he died there in God's presence, because he had laid his hand on the ark. David was disturbed because the Lord's anger had broken out against Uzzah. Therefore that place has been called Perez-uzza even to this day. 
David was now afraid of God, and he said, 'How can I bring the ark of God with me? Therefore he did not take the ark back with him to the City of David, but he took it instead to the house of 
Obed-edom the Gittite. The ark of God remained in the house of Obed-edom with his family for three months, and the Lord blessed Obed-edom's household and all that he possessed". (1 Chronicles 13: 1-14) 

The Church Speaks 
The first paragraph in the above quotation is strikingly similar to the text of Memoriale Domini, the Instruction on the Manner of Administering Holy Communion, published by the Congregation for Divine Worship on May 29, 1969, and signed by the Holy Father Paul VI, where it states: 
"When therefore a small number of episcopal conferences and some individual bishops asked that the practice of placing the consecrated hosts in the people's hands be permitted in their territories, the Holy Father decided that all the bishops of the Latin Church should be asked if they thought it opportune to introduce this rite. A change in a matter of such moment, based on a most ancient and venerable tradition, does not merely affect discipline. It carries certain dangers with it which may arise from the new manner of administering Holy Communion: the danger of a loss of reverence for the August sacrament of the altar, of profanation, of adulterating the true doctrine." 

Three questions were therefore proposed to the bishops. Up to March 12 the following responses had been received: 
1. Does it seem that the proposal should be accepted by which, besides the traditional mode, the rite of receiving Holy 
Communion in the hand would be permitted? 
Yes: 567 
No: 1,233 
Yes, with reservations: 315 
Invalid votes: 20 

2. Should experiments with this new rite first take place in small communities, with the assent of the local Ordinary? 
Yes: 751 
No: 1,215 
Invalid votes: 70 

3. Do you think that the faithful, after a well planned catechetical preparation, would accept; this new rite willingly? 
Yes: 835 
No: 1,185 
Invalid votes: 128 

From the responses received it is thus clear that by far the greater number of bishops feel that the present discipline should not be changed at all, indeed that if it were changed, this would be offensive to the sensibilities and spiritual appreciation of these bishops and of most of the faithful. 
After he had considered the observations and the counsel of those whom "the Holy Spirit has placed as bishops to rule" the Churches, in view of the seriousness of the matter and the importance of the arguments proposed, the Supreme Pontiff judged that the long received manner of ministering Holy Communion to the faithful should not be changed. 
The Apostolic See therefore strongly urges bishops, priests, and people to observe zealously this law, valid and again confirmed, according to the judgement of the majority of the Catholic episcopate, in the form which the present rite of the sacred liturgy employs, and out of concern for the common good of the Church." 
The "Supreme Pontiff decreed that each bishop of the entire Latin Church should be asked his opinion concerning the appropriateness of introducing this rite" in a way remarkably similar to the way that David consulted "with everyone of his leaders". The opinions were obtained and the following was decreed: "The Apostolic See therefore strongly urges bishops, priests, and people to observe zealously this law, valid and again confirmed, according to the judgement of the majority of the Catholic episcopate, in the form which the present rite of the sacred liturgy employs, and out of concern for the common good of the Church." This statement is so clear and direct that no equivocation is possible. Just as in the response of the commanders summoned by David that "the whole assembly agreed to do this, for the idea was pleasing to all the people" so also it happened in Memoriale Domini that "after he had considered the observations and the counsel of those whom "the Holy Spirit has placed as bishops to rule" the Churches, in view of the seriousness of the matter and the importance of the arguments proposed, the Supreme Pontiff judged that the long received manner of ministering Holy Communion to the faithful should not be changed."                                                                78.


The Loophole 
So what happened? Why do we see this practice in our churches? The answer is found in the penultimate paragraph of Memoriale Domini, where it states: 
"If the contrary usage, namely, of placing Holy Communion in the hand, has already developed in any place, in order to help the episcopal conference fulfill their pastoral office in today's often difficult situation, the Apostolic See entrusts to the conferences the duty and function of judging particular circumstances, if any. They may make this judgement provided that any danger is avoided of insufficient reverence or false opinions of the Holy Eucharist arising in the mind of the faithful and that any other improprieties be carefully removed." 
Thus, we see that the same document requiring the zealous observance of Communion on the tongue for the "common good of the Church" provided a condition we designate as a Loophole that has become the pervasive practice, when it was intended to be only in "particular circumstances" and only if the practice "has already developed in any place" with the provision that "any danger is avoided of insufficient reverence or false opinions of the Holy Eucharist arising in the mind of the faithful." What we have in the United States is an abuse, for this practice (Communion in the hand) was not "already developed" in our land at the time of the promulgation of Memoriale Domini, nor could we consider honestly our case a "particular circumstance." It is not surprising then, that we see more and more individuals who disbelieve in the Real Presence of our Lord in the sacraments. Anticipating this, the Holy Father (Paul VI) warned us by saying: "A change in a matter of such moment, based on a most ancient and venerable tradition, does not merely affect discipline. It carries certain dangers with it which may arise from the new manner of administering Holy Communion: the danger of a loss of reverence for the August sacrament of the altar, of profanation, of adulterating the true doctrine." 

The Angelic Doctor 
His holiness Paul VI was not alone in his concerns, for we can go as far back as St. Thomas Aquinas (13th century) who in his Summa Theologica, Volume III, Q. 82, Art. 13 states: "Secondly, because the priest is the appointed intermediary between God and the people, hence as it belongs to him to offer the people's gifts to God, so it belongs to him to deliver the consecrated gifts to the people. Thirdly, because out of reverence towards this sacrament, nothing touches it but what is consecrated, hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest's hands, for touching this sacrament. Hence it is not lawful for anyone to touch it, except from necessity, for instance if it were to fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency." 

The Ark of the Covenant as Precursor of the Eucharist 
We started this article on a biblical note to establish the close relationship between the Ark of the Covenant and the Eucharist. The Ark was holy because the Spirit of the Lord overshadowed it and His presence was around it and its contents, which were the manna, Aaron's rod and the tablets of the Law. The Ark of the Covenant is considered the archetype of the Blessed Virgin, for she carried within herself the only person perfectly representing all the contents of the Ark, Christ. He is the true bread from heaven. He is the bread of life that performs miracles and signs as was the case with Aaron's rod, and He by being the Word of God personifies the commandments, which are the Will of the Father. We Catholics believe that, after consecration, the resurrected Lord is actually present in the host. The Lord does not overshadow the consecrated host but the host is the Lord Himself. Our God is Holy, Holy, Holy and our hands should not touch the host, the Lord, just as in a similar fashion God showed us that the ark should never be touched, except by priests consecrated to the service of the Lord. 

Continuing now with our Biblical reading of the book of 1st Chronicles, we observe that David declared that: 
"No one may carry the ark of God except the Levites, for the Lord chose them to carry the ark of the Lord and to minister to him forever." (1 Chronicles 15: 2) 
And David told the heads of the Levitical families that: "Because you were not with us the first time, the wrath of the 
Lord our God burst upon us, for we DID NOT SEEK HIM ARIGHT" (1 Chronicles 15: 13). 
David properly ascertained what occurred with Uzzah when: "he [Uzzah] died there in God's presence, because he had laid his hand on the ark" (1 Chronicles 13: 10). 
As the head of his people, David corrected the wrongdoing. Namely, only priests consecrated to the service of the Lord were allowed to handle the sacred, in his case the ark, in our case, the consecrated bread. As we continue to read, we notice in 1 Chronicles 15: 14-15 that, "Accordingly, the priests and the Levites sanctified themselves to bring up the ark of the Lord, the God of Israel. The Levites bore the ark of God on their shoulders with poles, as MOSES HAD 
ORDAINED ACCORDING TO THE WORD OF THE LORD". 
Here we see that the problem was one of improperly following the directives set up by Moses who spoke as the representative of God on earth. As it pertains to our case, is it not known that the Pope is the Vicar of Christ? Is it not known that the Seat of Moses was replaced by the Chair of Peter? And, did he not say in his Memoriale Domini that "the long received manner of ministering Holy Communion to the faithful SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED"? 
We also notice that David takes part in the celebrations of bringing the ark to Jerusalem, and in 1 Chronicles 15: 26-28 it states: "While the Levites, with God's help, were bearing the ark of the covenant of the Lord, seven bulls and seven rams were sacrificed. David was clothed in a robe of fine linen, as were all the Levites who carried the ark, the singers, and Chenaniah, the leader of the chant; David was also wearing a linen ephod."                                                  79.


David was not only partaking of the celebrations but was clothed like the Levites in fine linen, and, as if this were not enough, he was wearing the linen ephod which was reserved only for the successor of Aaron, the high priest (see Exodus 28: 1-43). David was thus acting as the high priest of the God of Israel, the God Most High. Prior to the existence of Israel, we find the first priest ever mentioned in the Bible in Genesis 14: 18-20: 
"Melchizedek, King of Salem, brought out bread and wine, and being a priest of God Most High, he blessed Abram with these words: 'Blessed be Abram by God Most High, the creator of heaven and earth; And blessed be God Most High, who delivered your foes into your hand.' Then Abram gave him a tenth of everything." 
David is acting in full the part of Melchizedek, for he is the king of [Jeru]Salem, bringing the ark of the covenant of the God of Israel while "he blessed the people in the name of the Lord, and distributed to every Israelite, to every man and to every woman, a loaf of bread, a piece of meat, and a raisin cake" (1 Chronicles 16: 2-3). 
Both the priesthood of Melchizedek and David are antecedents to the true priesthood "according to the order of Melchizedek", to the true King of Peace (Salem), the true Son of righteousness, the Son of David (see Hebrews, chapter 7), our Lord Jesus Christ. Melchizedek is not only the first priest mentioned in the Bible, nor did he just introduce the bread and wine as offerings that our Lord Jesus later consecrated as His Body and Blood of the New and Everlasting Covenant, but Melchizedek is also the common theme between Christ and David. This theme is brought up by both, first by David in Psalm 110 where he states in verse 1: 
"The Lord says, to you, my Lord: 'Take your throne at my right hand, while I make your enemies your footstool'." 
This is verbatim the verse in Matthew 22: 44 that Jesus uses to explain that He is the Messiah of whom David spoke. Psalm 110, verses 2 & 3, establish the Kingship of the Messiah: 
"The scepter of your sovereign might the Lord will extend from Zion. The Lord says: 'Rule over your enemies'. Yours is 
princely power from the day of your birth. In holy splendor before the daystar, like the dew I begot you." 
The priesthood is established in verse 4: 
"The Lord has sworn and will not waver: 'Like Melchizedek you are a priest forever'." 
The titles and privileges of being at the same time King and Priest is shared by the three of them and it is this commonality that helps us understand the commonality of the Ark and the Eucharist, and why the Pope calls us to avoid any "lessening of reverence toward the noble sacrament of the altar, its profanation, or the adulteration of correct doctrine." 

The Mass, The Sacrifice and the Eucharist 
In chapter 16 of 1 Chronicles we see in an incipient form all the components now present in the Eucharist. A key issue in our faith is our emphasis on the concept of offering an acceptable sacrifice to our Father in heaven. Christ as the new and everlasting covenant offers himself in an unbloody sacrifice and as the only acceptable sacrifice to His Father every time Mass is offered. (Here also lies a big difference between us and our separated brethren since we not only pray to our God but to Him and only Him we offer sacrifice.)This principle of our faith is visited in 1 Chronicles 16: 1, where we read: "Then they offered up holocausts and peace offerings to God." 
We recall that during the last supper when our Lord instituted the Eucharist, "He took the bread, said the blessing, broke it, and gave it to them" (Luke 22: 19). 
As David "blessed the people in the name of the Lord, and distributed to every Israelite, to every man and to every woman, a loaf of bread ..." (1 Chronicles 16: 2-3). 
The Last Supper was celebrated during the Passover, not by accident but by design. (This is clear in Luke 22:15, "I have eagerly desired to eat this Passover with you before I suffer".) For our Lord wanted to establish the connection, without a doubt, between His sacrifice and the lamb offered during Passover (the lamb with the unbroken bones which the Israelites were commanded to eat for the "salvation" of their firstborn). 
A great blessing comes during Communion when we take the Host which is the body and blood of Christ as commanded by our Lord in John 6, and specifically in John 6: 41: 
"I AM the bread that came down from heaven." 
This is anticipated in the "loaf of bread" in the passage from 1 Chronicles 16:2-3. He also said in John 6: 53: 
"Amen, amen, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you do not have life within you". 
The "flesh" correlates with the sacrificial "piece of meat" and the blood with the "raisin cake" (as raisins are dried grapes and wine is also made from grapes, and we know that Christ stated in Luke 22: 17-18 "Then He took a cup, gave thanks, and said, 'Take this and share it among yourselves; for I tell you that from this time on I shall not drink from the fruit of the vine until the kingdom of God comes'"). Another pertinent point is that David understood the Will of the Father regarding the holiness of the ark and thus "He now appointed certain Levites to minister before the ark of the Lord, to celebrate, thank, and praise the Lord, the God of Israel." Our Catholic Church has a special sacrament reserved for those that will perform the priestly responsibilities, known as Holy Orders. Via this sacrament, the priest is given, by the hierarchy of the Church, a unique position among the believers and he is able to perform certain functions within the Church that no one else can, such as the consecration of the host. For this reason, only the priest should be allowed to touch the consecrated bread. 
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The Son of David and the Catholic Church 
In 1st Chronicles, chapter 17, which is critical in this study, we see that David becomes anxious to build a suitable permanent house for the ark of the covenant and is given permission by Nathan to proceed (1 Chronicles 17: 2): 
"Do therefore, whatever you desire, for God is with you." 
However, the Lord had other plans and communicates them via Nathan to David telling him (1 Chronicles 17: 4): 
"It is not you who will build a house for me to dwell in." 
The Lord establishes at that very moment a covenant with David, stating: 
"I will make your name great like that of the greatest of the earth" (1 Chronicles 17: 8), and, He explains how He planned to accomplish that task in 1 Chronicles 17: 11-15: 
"So that when your days have been completed and you must join your fathers, I will raise up your offspring after you who will be one of your own sons, and I will establish his kingdom. HE IS IT WHO SHALL BUILD ME A HOUSE, AND I WILL ESTABLISH HIS THRONE FOREVER. I WILL BE A FATHER TO HIM, AND HE SHALL BE A SON TO ME, AND I WILL NOT WITHDRAW MY FAVOR FROM HIM AS I WITHDREW IT FROM HIM WHO PRECEDED YOU. BUT I WILL MAINTAIN HIM IN MY HOUSE AND IN MY KINGDOM FOREVER, AND HIS THRONE SHALL BE FIRMLY ESTABLISHED FOREVER. All these words and this whole vision Nathan related exactly to David." 
The common and obvious meaning of the passage is humanly partially fulfilled by Solomon, David's son, in the actual building of the temple. The divine house that the Lord spoke about is confirmed by Him in Matthew 16: 18 when the Father reveals to Simon Peter the identity of His Son, and Jesus then utters: 
"Therefore I say to you, you are the Rock (Peter) and upon this Rock I will build my Church" (House). 
David understood well the depth of that promise for he says: 
"O God! For You have made a promise regarding your servant's family reaching into the DISTANT FUTURE, and you have looked on me as henceforth the most notable of men, O Lord God. What more can David say to you? You know your servant. O Lord, for your servant's sake and in keeping with your purpose, you have done this great thing" (1 Chronicles 17: 17-19). 
David continues his exaltation of the Lord all through the remaining verses of this chapter. This promised covenant becomes flesh in the New Covenant that Christ establishes upon Himself. He is the New Covenant, the Son of David, that we eat during the Eucharist and as such is the living tabernacle, who, like the Ark, should not be touched by human hands. 
As Catholics we are called to understand the sacrament of Communion as a gift so holy that our liturgy compels us to utter, prior to receiving the Eucharist, the words "Lord, I am not worthy to receive you, but only say the word and I shall be healed", and as Catholics we are to signify what we say. This point becomes a source of contradiction when we receive the Eucharist in the hand. Either we skip those words and take Communion in the hand or keep them and take Communion in the mouth, for either we are worthy or we are not. 
Indeed, we are to be like newborns receiving our spiritual food in the mouth, and should avoid being like Napoleon taking the crown from the bishop's hands and crowning ourselves Emperors of all France. 
Christ promised us everlasting life when He introduced the mystery of transubstantiation in John 6: 51 and 53-57 respectively: 
"I am the living bread that came down from heaven; whoever eats this bread will live forever; and the bread that I will give is my flesh for the life of the world." 
"Amen, amen, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you do not have life within you. Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise him on the last day. For my flesh is true food, and my blood is true drink. Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood remains in me and I in him. Just as the living Father sent me and I have life because of the Father, so also the one who feeds on me will have life because of me." 
Christ, the consecrated host, is that bread of life that we as Catholics so much desire, for we believe in Him and what He said. This life is reflected also in His Church as a whole, and, when we pay no heed to the advice of Paul VI, "that any danger is avoided of insufficient reverence or false opinions of the Holy Eucharist arising in the mind of the faithful", we run the risk of Holland. 

A Case in Point 
Father Ken Roberts informs us that Holland used to be a very Catholic country and was a vital source of missionary priests, but now its vitality has been robbed when we see that after they adopted the procedure of taking Communion in the hand, other things followed (removal of crucifixes and other images, as well as removal of kneelers, the tabernacle, etc.). This became very patent when he saw that on one occasion at Holland's cathedral when Mass was celebrated by their cardinal, only eight (8) faithful were present. We in America have not yet reached this pathetic stage and are not too late to halt the advances of the evil one who will stop at nothing in his drive to destroy our Church. "Liberal theology" and politically correct agendas will continue to undermine our faith if we do not take a stand armed with the truths given to our Church by Christ. We must oppose anything that seeks to erode our faithful following of the Vicar of Christ so that we as good children of Mary whom the devil "wages war against" (Apocalypse 12: 17) can prevail and claim the sublime promise of eternal life with our Creator and Father in the company of our heavenly family.                                                                                                                                                     81.

An Attempt to Justify the Abuse 
In an attempt to justify taking Communion in the hand, it could be argued that the hand is not more sinful than the tongue and that all that is being done is taking Communion as it was done during the Last Supper...Someone else may even say that holding the host in their hands (and some kiss it before eating it) gives them a more intimate relationship with Jesus and it is as if they were holding baby Jesus in their arms. Let us dispose of the last argument first. The consecrated host is not baby Jesus but the resurrected and glorified Lord; as such, His sacramental presence is not equivalent to the privilege given to Jesus' contemporaries. A more fitting relationship to the Real Presence is the reaction of St. Thomas who kneels and exclaims: "My Lord, and my God" (John 20:28), or the encounter that the apostle John had with Jesus in heaven as related in the book of Revelations Chapter 2, verse 17: "When I saw him, I fell at his feet as though dead"; this is the very apostle who once "was lying close to the breast of Jesus" (John 13:25), the "beloved disciple." The apostles show us, as if in anticipation of the present irreverence, the proper attitude vis-a-vis the resurrected Lord. 
We see the motivation for the change by reading "Memoriale Domini" where it states "in order to help the episcopal conference fulfill their pastoral office in today's often difficult situation". Some bishops, in an attempt to bridge that gap, encroached against "the long received manner of ministering Holy Communion", for the dangers that it warned against have not been avoided. Namely, of "insufficient reverence and false opinions of the Holy Eucharist." It is not the purpose of this paper to establish that the hand is any less or any more sinful than the mouth, but to indicate that receiving Communion in the hand introduces a de facto watering down 
of our faith, as well as possible desecration. 
Historically speaking, we have already established that Saint Thomas Aquinas, all the way back in the 13th century, spoke authoritatively and sternly about not touching the consecrated bread. We can thus conclude that the practice of Communion in the hand was well established by then. When we search further back in history, we see that Communion in the hand was viewed as an abuse at the Synod of Rouen in the year 650. Communion on the tongue is then, as the Holy Father Paul VI says, "a very ancient and venerable tradition." 
In order to dispose of the more insidious argument for taking communion in the hand, namely that the apostles received in the hand during the Last Supper, thus entitling anyone to receive the Eucharist in this manner, we need to do a quick tour in biblical exegesis that will indicate that the apostles were already priests when they received the Eucharist. 

Holy Orders and Washing of the Feet 
Rituals in the Jewish tradition had both an immediate and a spiritual significance; for instance, it was customary to wash before eating together, starting with their feet. The feet were first, since in those days the roads were dusty and the feet were evidently the most affected by it. This constituted the practical and immediate significance. From the spiritual perspective, the feet were washed as a symbol of respect to someone of spiritual dignity; for instance in the case of Abraham receiving the three men after he had seen God in Mamre (Genesis 18:3): "My Lord, if I have found favor in your sight, do not pass by your servant. Let a little water be brought, and WASH YOUR FEET." This ritual is repeated when the two angels sent by the Lord to destroy Sodom, due to the homosexual depravity of the city inhabitants, encounter Lot and he said: "Now behold, my lords, please turn aside into your servant's house and spend the night, and WASH YOUR FEET; then you may rise early and go on your way." This concept is well in line with the passage in Isaiah 52:7 that states: 
"How beautiful upon the mountains are THE FEET of him who brings good news", referring to the Messiah. 
This apparent fixation on the feet is explained by the Hebrew euphemism that referring to the feet is equivalent to what occurs between them, namely the procreative act. This point is clearly seen in the passage where David, after having impregnated Uriah's wife, is intent in making her pregnancy appear the act of her husband by forcing him to lie with her: "Go down to your house, and WASH YOUR FEET" (2 Samuel 11:8), followed by the response of Uriah: "Shall I then go to my house, to eat and to drink, and to LIE WITH MY WIFE?" The Hebrews understood well the correlation of procreation and fatherhood, which had both the physical significance as well as the spiritual one; indeed, the spiritual fatherhood is of greater importance. The washing of the feet thus establishes the understanding that the person who is being washed has this spiritual fatherhood, which consists in the bringing of the good news and the establishing of the covenant with the one Father in heaven. Obviously, this concept could be discussed in a deeper fashion, but it is brought here up only schematically to illustrate that what was in operation during the washing of the feet of the apostles was indeed their reception of Holy Orders from Jesus, the One whose feet were anointed with very expensive perfume. 
Indeed, the ministry received from Jesus in this fashion is such that, if the feet were not washed, Jesus could say to Peter: "If I do not wash you, you have no PART with me." The Greek word used by Jesus for the word "part" is "æ " which is the same one used by the apostle Peter (previously Simon) with another individual having the name Simon who proposed to buy the power of the Holy Spirit (Acts 8:21), a presumptuous intention to which Peter responds: "You have no PART or portion in this matter, for your heart is not right before God." This condemnation is again very similar to what the Lord said about Judas during the washing of the feet (John 13:11): "For He knew who was to betray him; that was why He said, You are not all clean.'" 
In summary, the God who established the order in the universe establishes the proper order at the Last Supper when He ordained His priests prior to giving them the command:                                                                                  82.

"This is my body which is given up for you. DO THIS in remembrance of me." 
The Lord does not have to subject himself to this particular order. His mere command to do so entitles the apostles to their ministry; however, in the same humility with which He washes their feet, He subjects Himself to a proper order of events, in order to fulfill all righteousness. It is in understanding this mystery that the laymen are called to refuse a non-reality, and acknowledge that they have not received Holy Orders, and reject any pretensions to take the Holy body of the Lord in our hands as if we were priests. 

Conclusion 
All laymen should take to heart what the apostle St. Paul stated in 1 Corinthians 10:23: 
"All things are lawful, but not all things are profitable. All things are lawful, but not all things edify." 
Communion in the hand, though lawful, is not profitable, because it dilutes the significance of the center of our faith. Communion in the hand can lead to a cheapening of what we must exalt. It can weaken our understanding of the sacrifice on Calvary. We note with solace that our present Pope, John Paul II, has prohibited the giving of Communion in the hand in Saint Peter's Basilica (see the appendix.) In summation, I would like to restate the well known assertion "Where Peter is, you will find the Church", but would like to modify it by adding 'and where the Church 
is, you will find the truth' (in a paraphrase of 1 Timothy 3:15: "the Church is the pillar and foundation of our truth.") My desire is for priests to align themselves with the Vicar of Christ in discouraging Communion in the hand in their parishes. A vigorous teaching on this matter could also be undertaken by the bishops so that all priests have an opportunity to meditate on this matter and inform their parishioners, accordingly, of the mind of the Church. To the laymen reading this article, I would like to appeal to their true reverence for the host. Aligning ourselves with the Pope, we should resolve to take Communion, as he wishes us to take it, in the mouth.
Receptivity Fitting for the Lord

http://www.catholicity.com/commentary/landry/00663.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
By Fr. Roger J. Landry, July 11, 2008
In a June 25 interview with the Vatican newspaper L'Osservatore Romano, the Papal Master of Ceremonies Msgr. Guido Marini caught the attention of the Catholic world when he announced that henceforth Pope Benedict would distribute Holy Communion only on the tongue to people who are kneeling. He was confirming what Pope Benedict had already begun in practice. At Masses in Rome on May 22 and in Brindisi on June 15, the Holy Father had kneelers brought out during the Communion rite for all those receiving the Eucharist from him.

When asked why the Pope had decided to give Holy Communion exclusively in this way, Msgr. Marini responded, "It is necessary not to forget that the distribution of Communion on the hand continues to remain, from the juridical standpoint, an exception (indult) to the universal law, conceded by the Holy See to those bishops' conferences who have requested it. The form used by Benedict XVI attempts to underline the force of the valid norm for the entire Church." In other words, the normative way Catholics receive the Eucharist is in the mouth after or during an act of humble, loving reverence. Receiving Holy Communion on the hands is allowed as a valid option only in those countries — like the United States — that have requested and received an exception from the Vatican's Congregation for Divine Worship. There are some countries where communion on the tongue remains the only manner faithful receive.

Msgr. Marini added, however, that Benedict's purpose went beyond merely reminding Catholics that reception of the Eucharist on the tongue, rather than on the hand, is the Church's normative and preferred way. He said that receiving Communion on the tongue "better highlights the truth of the real presence in the Eucharist, helps the devotion of the faithful, and introduces more easily the sense of mystery — aspects which, in our times, pastorally-speaking, it is urgent to highlight and recover."

Benedict's principal motivation, therefore, is to recover a Eucharistic piety based on our Eucharistic faith, to translate the Church's amazement and adoration of the Eucharistic Lord into liturgical posture and action. While Benedict is not, at this point, publicly considering eliminating the exception to allow communion on the hands in various countries, it is clear that, out of love for the Lord, the Church, and Catholics, he has deep concerns about the effects of the practice overall on Eucharistic devotion.

He's not the first to have these concerns. It is well-known that Pope Paul VI, who made possible the indult in 1969, did so only with the greatest reluctance. He was, in fact, very much opposed to the practice, as were the vast majority of bishops in the world whom he had polled individually. Even as the most progressive liturgists around him noted at the time, he conceded the possibility of an indult only in order to veil the disobedience of bishops and priests in certain European countries who were distributing Holy Communion in the hands despite the Pope's repeated directives to curtail the practice. In the 1969 Instruction Memoriale Domini, which Paul VI authorized, the Congregation for Divine Worship described at length the many reasons in favor of retaining the practice of receiving Holy Communion only on the tongue. It stated that the Pope "strongly urges bishops, priests, and people to observe zealously this law, valid and again confirmed, according to the judgment of the majority of the Catholic episcopate, in the form which the present rite of the sacred liturgy employs, and out of concern for the common good of the Church." But then, with an undisguised reference to the disobedience in various countries as well as to the problems that disobedience had already engendered, it added, "If the contrary usage, namely, of placing Holy Communion in the hand, has already developed in any place, in order to help the episcopal conference fulfill their pastoral office in today's often difficult situation," the Apostolic See would allow them, by a two-thirds secret-ballot vote of their Episcopal Conference to request an indult. 
The Instruction clearly stated, however, its reservations about the practice, and said that the bishops in those countries had a special responsibility to provide "that any danger is avoided of insufficient reverence or false opinions of the Holy Eucharist arising in the minds of the faithful and that any other improprieties be carefully removed."

Likewise, Pope John Paul II publicly expressed his concerns about the practice. In a November 1980 interview with the German magazine Stimme des Glaubens, a journalist asked him, "Holy Father, what is your opinion with reference to Communion in the hand?" Pope John Paul II replied, "There is an apostolic letter on the existence of a special valid permission for this. But I tell you that I am not in favor of this practice, nor do I recommend it. The permission was granted only due to the insistence of some diocesan bishops."

Many priests and faithful have long expressed misgivings about the practice of communion in the hand. It is not that individual believers cannot receive the Lord in the hand with the same reverence and love with which they could receive him on the tongue, but that, as a whole and especially with less fervent believers, the practice of communion in the hand, rather than buttressing Eucharistic piety, diminishes it.

Historians know that in the early days of the Protestant Reformation, Martin Bucer, in order to try to eliminate the Catholic "superstition" that Christ was truly present in the Eucharist, persuaded Thomas Cranmer to institute communion in the hands through changing the rubrics in the Church of England's 1552 Book of Common Prayer. Bucer, Cranmer and other reformers did not believe they could extirpate belief in Christ's real presence as long as people continued to kneel and receive Holy Communion on the tongue. The body language of adoration, Centurion-like humility, and child-like receptivity involved in kneeling to receive on the tongue would reinforce that they must be consuming something more than blessed bread.

The body language involved in receiving communion on the hands, they knew, is different. Kneeling is a sign of adoration; standing is often a sign of respect, but not worship. Receiving food from another in the mouth occurs when we're children (and we are beloved children of God), or sick (like those needing the Divine Physician to give them the "medicine of immortality") or happily married (like a groom's giving his bride wedding cake, and we are the Bride of Christ receiving within the Bridegroom in the consummation of our nuptial union). In most circumstances feeding ourselves with our hands is considered bad manners, or at least informal.

Priests, deacons and extraordinary ministers, while they have certainly seen many communicants piously receive the Lord on the hands, also regularly see much else: how people rarely make the required external sign of reverence before receiving; how few make a throne with their hands to receive the Lord, even after decades of catechesis, and how many rather try to receive with dirty hands, gloves, casts, sleeve-covered fingers, or with their fingers in the form of tweezers; how some people begin to walk away without ingesting the Lord; and how easy communion in the hands makes it for those who wish to steal a host for sacrilegious purposes, like black masses. They also note the profound practical inconsistency between their piously purifying their fingers and vessels of any Eucharistic particles while there is no similar practice for those who receive such particles along with sacred hosts in their hands.

The question that needs to be asked, after four decades of the indult for communion on the hands, is whether the practice has strengthened Eucharistic piety based on belief in Christ's real presence or whether Paul VI's initial concerns have proven valid. Surveys show that there are many Catholics who do not believe in the real presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist. While the causes for this lack of faith certainly go beyond the practice of communion in the hand, it must be asked whether communion in the hand exacerbates or mitigates the crisis.

In the early Church, the practice of Communion in the hands was widespread, especially during the times of persecution. Eventually, however, the leaders of the Church saw that such a practice was inconsistent with fostering true devotion to the Eucharistic Lord overall and gradually eliminated it.

By setting the example of changing the way he gives Holy Communion at the papal Masses, Pope Benedict seems to be urging his fellow Catholic bishops, priests and Catholic faithful to make a similar examination at a personal level and for the good of the Church as a whole.

Father Roger J. Landry is pastor of St. Anthony of Padua in New Bedford, MA and Executive Editor of The Anchor, the weekly newspaper of the Diocese of Fall River.

From The Mail: Viewers Express Strong Views on Communion on Tongue versus In the Hand

http://www.spiritdaily.net/eucharistfolo.htm?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
By Michael H. Brown, Spirit Daily, January, 2010
While Communion in the hand is fully approved by the Church, and is practiced by the large majority of Catholics, those who do receive on the tongue are vigorous in their advocacy of that way of receiving and raise a strong voice in urging a return to the older manners of reception. This was made obvious by the large number of e-mails in response to a recent commentary by retired priest Father Robert Lange of Fort Valley, Virginia [see page 88], who advocates Communion on the tongue. 

For that reason, we will let their reactions to his commentary go on at length. Feel free to add your own view.

"I am a permanent deacon, ordained in 1989," noted Bill Townsend in Stevenson, Washington. "I went through the same thoughts as Father Lange. I was happy about the permission to receive Communion in the hand. I was a convert from the Episcopal Church and we always received in the hand. I felt the Catholic Church was finally coming of age with this permission. 
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"But through the years as I held the cup containing the Precious Blood, I noticed some people coming away from the priest holding the Host between their fingers, brushing their hands after consuming the host as if to brush off particles, or sauntering over to the cup in a sloppy manner. Since I am a deacon at the altar when I receive in the hand I am careful to note if there are any particles left in the palms; if so I put them in my mouth. This goes to show that more often than not there are sacred particles left over in the hands. 

"I now, as Father Lange, am firmly opposed to Communion in the hand for the above reasons. Whenever I attend Holy Mass away from the altar, I and my wife now receive on the tongue. I have noticed more people in our church are receiving on the tongue than in the past. I would like to see the Holy Father remove the indult and have all people receive again on the tongue and again place a communion rail where people will again have to kneel to receive. To me this shows more respect for the sacred species and will remove some of the sloppy behavior that is so evident in our church today."

Wrote Mary E. McEnroe of Hazle Township, Pennsylvania: "I absolutely agree, Communion should only be received on the tongue.  I am almost seventy years old and I have never and would never receive the Body and Blood of Jesus Christ in my hand. I believe it is disrespectful. The Priest’s fingers have been consecrated in the Sacrament of Holy Orders and I believe he is the only person that should touch the Body & Blood of Jesus. I don’t even believe in Eucharistic Ministers administering Holy Communion.  But again, that's only my personal opinion."

"I am convinced that Holy Communion in the hand is one of the greatest tragedies which has befallen the Church in the past forty years," opined another, Janet Wood of Michigan.

The views were certainly strong ones. 

"I totally agree we should receive the Eucharist on our tongues," wrote a woman named Candace. "Our church has also seen the abuse of the Host.  It was found in the holy water fonts, prayer books, etcetera. I also would like to go one further:  I think the priest or deacon should give instructions that only Catholics in the state of grace are to receive Holy Communion. I see all the people going to Communion at Christmas, Easter, weddings, funerals and so forth. I would welcome them for a blessing from the priest. Let's stop worrying about offending people. Are they more important than offending Our Lord? Let's stand up for the faith, enough things are going askew.  Let's get our faith back in balance. Enough of the experiments."

Some even take exception to extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist.

"As time has gone on I have become more and more suspicious of 'change,'" said Dianna from Borden, Indiana. "Having been born in 1960, I have witnessed and been the victim of the chaos in the Church of the last fifty years. By the grace of God my faith has survived, but that of all my siblings and extended family has not.
"I prefer to receive Communion on the tongue as I did at my First Holy Communion (I would love to receive while kneeling too). I believe it is a way to show respect for the priesthood and the sacredness of the anointing of his hands. Many priests seem uncomfortable with the practice of communicants receiving on the tongue, however. Fortunately, my current pastor is 75 years old (an old pro at it) and now expects to do so when he sees me coming, so it is not awkward.  

"My thought is I prefer to receive this way as it seems more respectful to Jesus and expresses my faith that this is an extraordinary activity I am engaged in, I am at ease that I am not inadvertently dropping any particles with the subsequent sacrilege that entails, and I am showing respect for the sacrament of Holy Orders. However, here is the conundrum: how to receive from an extraordinary minister?  I confess to being a bit curmudgeonly here and think the whole concept of these ministers has been bad for the Church for a number of reasons, too long to go into here. Since these ministers are not ordained, I receive from them in the hand.  I am not sure they have any kind of training to distribute Communion on the tongue, and I don't want them to accidentally drop the Host while trying to place It on my tongue. The whole situation is just messy at this point.  I miss the altar boys holding the plate under our chins as we receive, so as to make sure no particles fall on the floor."

"The root reason against hand Communion is the belief that the consecrated Host must not be touched by anyone except the priest," says David Frantz of Hockessin, Delaware. "This was taught by Pope Sixtus I in the second century. However, if laity is unable to touch the Host then we wouldn't have lay Eucharistic ministers to the sick. In my parish a small army of these spread out after masses each weekend taking Our Lord to the aged, sick, suffering and dying. As a minister myself, I know this has increased my faith and that of those I visit. There are currently an insufficient number of priests available to replace these lay men and women. While we pray for more priests, I pray this blessed practice will be allowed to continue."
The light above to the left, by the way, is from a room at Father Lange's home where he has the Blessed Sacrament exposed -- a light that he says showed up in a photo even though no electrical light was on at the time.

Said yet another: "I'm in agreement with the harsh condemnations of receiving the Eucharist in the hand. We don't have any business handling our Lord. I believe that receiving the Eucharist in the hand denigrates the sacrament by the logic that the Eucharist is a gift from God having supernatural properties and when persons handle the Eucharist they interfere with the gift exchange. By handling the Eucharist persons for a brief moment take control of the Eucharist and give the Gift to themselves. This might not seem like an erroneous action, but, how the act of receiving in the hand may have played a major role in the deterioration of faith among Catholics, in particular believing in the Divine Presence of the Eucharist, since Vatican II. Over sixty percent of Catholics born after 1960 rarely or never attend Mass. And among this group ninety percent don't believe in the Divine Presence of the Holy Eucharist.                            85.
What has occurred over this period is generation after generation of children witnessed their elders, parents and grandparents receiving the Eucharist in their hands. What gets lost is the reverence in receiving Holy Communion. When children witness their parents bow or kneel before the Eucharist and then receive the Eucharist on their tongue, as if they were a baby bird, they appreciate the magnitude of the sacrament. To witness a procession of congregants receiving the Eucharist in the hand from a Eucharist minister makes the extraordinary appear ordinary." 

"Since I was a little girl I always had a profound love and respect for Jesus present in the Most Blessed Sacrament," is the view of another. "Somehow I knew that the Host is Jesus. I was raised receiving Him in the tongue. Then I started to receive Jesus in the hand like everybody else in our church, but I never felt good about it. So little by little started going back and today that’s how I receive my beloved Jesus, my Lord and my God. I believe it is much more reverent in receiving Jesus n the tongue. I wish our Pope would make it an obligation."

"I teach RCIA in my parish and we spend one whole meeting on how much reverence should be shown to Jesus in the Blessed Sacrament," wrote Linda Brooks. "I cannot stress this enough to them! Along with this, I also stress a proper genuflection (to our King in the Blessed Sacrament), the folding of their hands going to and from the Communion Rail, and how they should try not to chew the Host, rather to let Him dissolve in their mouth. (Can you tell how old school I am and probably my age?)."

Dissenting was Delores Koch, of Sylvania, Ohio, who said: "I like receiving the Host on the hand. I never liked receiving it on the tongue. My son was an altar both in our church and at the convent next to our church. He told of all the altar boys talking and laughing about all of us receiving communion on our tongue. They went into laughing about what we looked like when we opened our mouths. The priests at our church told us we could receive it either way. Some receive on their tongue from choice and some do if they are holding a child when they go up to Communion. If you know anything about lay people handing out Communion I would like to find out if the Pope gave the bishops of the United States permission to allow this."

Does it open a can of worms -- and create division?

As always, we must be obedient to the judgment of Rome. In Rome, John Paul II gave Communion on both hand and tongue, while Benedict XVI is said to prefer the tongue. 

But that does not preclude freedom of opinion.

Many wanted a return to the use of the paten (to prevent particles or the Host itself from falling), as well as kneeling at an altar rail. This was a constant theme -- in the flood of e-mails.

"Through my own spiritual journey I have only been receiving Communion on the tongue for the past 18 months," noted a viewer named Michelle. "I felt Jesus was speaking to me through various things I have read so I decided to return to receiving Communion that way."

Wrote a nun, Sister Marjorie Kuntz: "After reading your article, I will again start to receive Holy Communion on the tongue for the deep respect of the True Presence of Jesus. When I am asked why I wear my 'good clothes' even during the week, my response is always the same:  'Why wouldn't I, I am being visited by the King.' There is usually no response. I am forwarding this e-mail to our parish priest!"

"I agree we should only receive communion on the tongue," said a woman named Carolyn Davis, from Ottawa, Ontario. "In the Mass the priest washes his hands before changing the host and wine into the Body and Blood of Christ. This is part of the Mass. The faithful have not washed their hands as part of the mass nor have they been ordained to change the bread and wine into the Body of Christ. When I see the faithful digging around in the tabernacle it makes me sick to think that there is so little respect for the host. Also when the faithful are handing out the Host, I wonder what has really happened to the whole idea of the Mass."

Countered Dianne Masciere of Denton, Texas: "If father desires to avoid desecration of the host by receiving on the tongue, he can forget it," said. "People will still remove it from their mouth and pocket it away, if that is what they want to do. And picture this:  the host is placed on the tongue, in a germy mouth where it may be chewed, slides down the esophagus and lands in one's stomach, where it mingles with the remains of one's last meal and is assaulted with hydrochloric acid.  Can holding the Host in your hand for a second possibly top this for irreverence?" 

"I would most happily receive Holy Communion on the tongue if I were permitted to kneel with the paten held under my chin," commented RoseAnn Opferman of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. "With priests and extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist being of different heights, I am always afraid the Sacred Host might fall on the ground if all the conditions aren't ideal. I have the utmost respect for the Holy Eucharist, but if we are to resume Communion on the tongue, I think it should be kneeling with the altar server holding the paten. I am of the opinion that we should never have changed to Communion in the hand in the first place -- kneeling and receiving on the tongue is much more reverent and we owe that reverence to our God for this precious gift of Himself."   

"In the Rochester, New York diocese, receiving in the hand was declared the norm by Bishop [Matthew] Clark," said another. "I know, I saw the letter, I was there. To receive otherwise or even genuflecting before receiving earned you immediate public correction right there while in line and in one case a refusal of Communion to a young woman who wanted to receive on her knees. I know this woman personally."

What about kneeling? 

"I totally agree," was another strong opinion, from Lynne A. Lemoine of St. Bernard, Louisiana. "I would love to be able to kneel again.  I always receive on the tongue and I also cover my head when I'm in the church. I have never been a person to really dress up but the least I can do is cover my head in the Presence of the Lord. 
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Unfortunately, I feel we have become very disrespectful when we attend Mass by not dressing up -- I do not like seeing people in shorts and sports outfits in a hurry to get out so they can get to the ballpark."

Added Christine Majta of Toronto: "I returned to practicing my faith in 1992. One day, after receiving Jesus kneeling and on my tongue, I was approached by the priest at the end of Mass and told 'we don’t do that here' (kneel to receive Jesus). He seemed to think I was new to the country – though I was born here. And he told me that I would have to stand to receive Communion. Needless to say, I stopped attending Mass at that parish. 

"Years ago, I had a dream where I saw an altar and on it lie very tiny specks of the Eucharist.  When I told my dream to a sacristan, he affirmed that to be true and immediately went to the altar and tabernacle to check for pieces of the Eucharist (as was his custom). I often watch priests when they celebrate Mass and wonder if our Lord remains on the altar after Mass is over."

And that other aspect: how we dress during Mass!

From Sri Lanka, Marianne Johnpillai writes: "Oh if only we Catholics come to understand what a glorious act of God’s mercy is it when He humbles Himself, hides in a little white host for us to look with eyes of faith and adore! As an extraordinary minister of Holy Communion in our parish, I begin to experience an increased heartbeat at times when I am distributing Holy Communion (on the tongue, as we do here in Sri Lanka, praise God!).  I have stopped wondering why it happens because right in front comes a lady clad in anything but a decent manner. I was told by the priest who instructs us that I cannot refuse Holy Communion but I wish I could! With great, great reluctance I offer Holy Communion. May the Blessed Eucharist be adored always!"

The tricky part: if the Vatican allows something, should there be a campaign against it? Or is this exactly how things should work: that those uneasy with reception of the Host by hand be allowed to air their views and perhaps change policy back to what it was? Is it a can of worms, when it gets to matters like extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist?

Strong opinions here too.

"I think that the second biggest mistake in the Catholic Church in my lifetime has been the misuse and emphasis on the extent and use of extraordinary ministers, who should, as their proper and full title states, be used only in exceptional circumstances," believes Jim Lynn of Wicklow, Ireland. "It is not uncommon here in Ireland that Holy Communion is distributed by lay persons, even where there are several priests available. I have several times noted that some priests concelebrating Mass will remain sitting, as lay-persons come forward."

At the same time, there was concern over the priest touching the tongue. "In my youth at college, at daily Mass, I felt revolted when a priest who gave us Communion on the tongue would brush his thumb on our tongues in the process," said Maria Almeida of Surrey, England. "Is it not possible for the priest to pick up virus from someone's tongue accidentally as he places the Host?"

"I believe the Holy Father should issue a rule against receiving the Holy Eucharist in the hand and then these abuses would stop," said Marcia Weisz of Lemoore, California. "There is more respect receiving it on the tongue, though during disease outbreaks, bishops and priests in our diocese don't permit the receipt of it on the tongue. They should have more faith than that."

"Every day I fear we are going to be denied the Host on the tongue," says Laura Vettoretti of Sudbury, Ontario. "Sadly many priests in this area show their disdain for my family when we present ourselves for Communion.  I am going to share your article with as many people as I can." 

"I cry, I cringe at the disrespect for Jesus' Presence in the Eucharist!" is yet one more, from Dottie Thomson. "I think Communion in the hand has been one of the ways that this disrespect has grown.  I see people walking to Communion chatting with the person in front of them or behind them - then taking the host -- yes taking, and chomping on it as if it were a cookie! The fact that we no longer kneel -- and believe me no one wants you to kneel for Communion -- has also been a way to deter any meaning to the host as the real presence. At a Monastery chapel in my area, the bishop sent a directive that no one is allowed to kneel for Communion anymore."

And another deacon said: "For the most part I agree with article, however, as hands must be clean, some mouths are much dirtier via foul, harsh, ill temperate, vile language as well. What to do?"

How many receive with love in their hearts -- along with the devotions?

"These articles are understandably welcomed, but also consider us real Catholics who do not condemn the Church's stance on either way to receive Holy Communion," said another who varied. "We do not condemn the Church's decision until the Church leaders (under the guide of the Holy Spirit) say it is a sin to receive in the hand. Until then we will accept the Church's decision. We respect the teachings of the Church in totality, and believe the Church's earliest traditions, etcetera, but we have friends who have denounced Vatican II, have denounced John Paul II's teachings, have denounced the Holy Spirit's guidance in these turbulent times and have used receiving Jesus in the hand as just one of the ways that Satan has 'tricked' the church or is a 'demonic' trait of how the Church has been under the influence of Satan for at least the past forty years, so it just gives them fuel for their fire, which is painful to hear because it speaks against our Church and feeds their dissent agenda."

"Though I personally receive the Body of Christ by hand and at times by mouth, I have to agree with Father Lange," says Glen Misko. "The best is by mouth. I am a Eucharistic minister and I, too, am appalled at the sometime irreverent behavior by some folks who receive the Host in the hand. It is more of a challenge to distribute the Host on the tongue but I think it is worth it. Concerning the light from the chapel, my own experience is this:  In the chapel of one of our Catholic hospitals, on a few occasions, I have witnessed a light coming from the tabernacle."                  87.
That tells us something.

As for patens: 

Bring them back, says Walt Gartner from Nassau, New York. "I used to receive the Eucharist on my tongue out of respect for the Lord. Years ago, patens were used to prevent the Lord from falling to the ground. That’s not the usual situation today. A few years back, a priest missed my tongue, and the Lord fell to the ground. I immediately picked Him up and consumed Him, but I got a message. I don’t want my God falling to the ground for whatever reason. Today, I receive on the tongue if there is a paten; if not, in my hand."  

Said a viewer named Sandy: "One year the Lord asked me to give Him a Christmas gift -- receiving on the tongue.  When I came back to the pew after Communion, it felt as though Heaven opened up and poured love down on me.  I began to cry from all the love I was receiving."  

"I respect and understand Father Robert Lange's concerns about receiving Holy Communion -- the Body of Christ on the hand," notes an extraordinary minister named Sheila Persdon. "Being a 'cradle Catholic,' I had a very hard time receiving our Lord on my hand (growing up, we were told we could not let the Body of Christ touch our teeth or chew) and I had an even harder time receiving our Lord from an extraordinary minister of Holy Communion. I would like to share my reason for receiving the Body of Christ on my hand. As I receive Him, I proclaim silently -- 'my Lord and my God,' and I lovingly kiss my Lord before consuming. This moment is a very intimate time between me and my Jesus -- I truly feel that He will strengthen me and remain with me throughout my day - I know this is true with my whole being!  I am a Eucharistic minister for nursing and assisted-living homes and one of the ladies also lovingly kisses our Lord before consuming. I can see the love in this lady's eyes as she receives our Lord in this most precious Sacrament. Since we, the people who believe in the Real presence of Our Lord in the Eucharist are a minority; I pray that our little tender kiss puts a smile on our Lord's Face."

And a final one: "Praise the Lord!!!  I am a new Catholic. I am 65 years old and joined the Catholic Church two years ago. What a blessing!!!"

Respect For Christ In The Eucharist – One Priest’s Perspective
http://www.spiritdaily.net/eucharistrespect.htm
[The picture above is of my home in Fort Valley, Virginia, and the light* is coming from my chapel where the Blessed Sacrament is reserved. There is not light in the window and there is no sun out on the day of the picture.]  

By Rev. Robert Lange *The picture is omitted here- Michael
Americans have the option of receiving the Holy Eucharist on the tongue or in the hand.  The Vatican granted us the option of receiving on the hand in 1977. This was accomplished by an indult, a lifting of the law, so we may receive either way, on the tongue or in the hand.  The indult was granted because the American Bishops told the Vatican that their parishioners were clamoring for it.  “We can feed ourselves” was one of the specious arguments put forward. 

After Apostolic times, the Church gradually adopted Communion on the tongue as the universal practice.  In the early fourth century the Arians, who denied the divinity of Christ, revived the practice of receiving Communion in the hand specifically to show a lesser respect for Christ, believing that He is not "equal to the Father."
The universal Church law, which requires Holy Eucharist to be distributed to the faithful on their tongues, remains in force; it remains the law.  However the indult has the effect of making the law inapplicable where in force.

Foreseeing the demand for the indult coming, the Sacred Office for Divine Worship sent a letter to the presidents of the bishops’ conferences to advise them how they may implement this option if granted.  The letter spoke about reverence for the Holy Eucharist being the number one priority.  With this in mind, the letter went into great detail trying to explain this crucial concern.  The letter contained the following specifics. 

Communion on the hand is an option; it is not the primary way of receiving.  Catholics must be catechized to understand this important point.  No one is to be forced to receive on the hand. 

When receiving the Body of Christ on the hand, the faithful must be aware of the fact that each and every particle, no matter how small, is truly the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ, the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity.  Therefore no particle should ever be discarded or treated with less than total respect due to the Body of Christ.  

The faithful must also be reminded that their hands must be clean to receive our Lord, Jesus Christ.   

When ordained in 1986, I was a proponent of receiving Communion in the hand, but time has changed my thinking on this issue.  Seeing so many abuses and forming a deeper respect for Jesus’ true Presence in the Holy Eucharist were the factors which forced me to rethink my position. 

On March 28, 1965, when the catholic college I was attending opened their newly renovated chapel, we students were told how to receive the Holy Eucharist: standing and in the hand.  There was no option given. May I add that this was fully twelve years before any American diocese received the indult, which allowed for that option. 

Why did those priests, abbots and bishops disobey the authority of Rome? Communion in the hand became the norm for American Catholics in the 1960’s. In many cases the practice was not presented to us as optional, but as the way to receive. 

In my twenty-four years as a priest, I have served in many parishes and witnessed many Eucharistic abuses caused by receiving in the hand. I have picked Jesus off the floor from under pews and picked Him out of hymnals. I have followed people back to their seats and asked if they would give me the host back (they bring it out of a clinched hand or out of their pockets) and have witnessed many other sacrilegious desecrations of the most Blessed Sacrament, far too many and varied to mention, some so shocking most people would simply not believe my words.                      88.
As I began to see these desecrations of the Holy Eucharist, I began to understand how very sickening, disheartening and avoidable all of this actually has been. Many religious education programs teach the children how to receive on the hand, with at most a cursory mention of the traditional way of receiving on the tongue.  Why?  The Church documents do not support such teaching. It was the same with many American dioceses in the 1960’s when the faithful were being coerced into receiving on the hand a decade before being granted the indult.  

Father Benedict Groeschel, a familiar face to EWTN viewers and an accomplished author, announced on his "Sunday Night Live With Fr. Groeschel" program that he considered Communion in the hand to be an abomination. That is strong language! 

Blessed Theresa of Calcutta was asked what was the worst thing that has happened to the Church in her lifetime. She replied without hesitation, "Communion in the hand."  Again powerful language! 

Why would these two great figures of our time be so fervent in their opinions regarding this issue if it did not affect their whole being? Somehow I think they would agree that Communion in the hand is a true American tragedy. 

Our Holy Father, Benedict XVI leads by example.  Since becoming Pope, anyone receiving Holy Eucharist from him must receive on the tongue and kneeling. He is not requiring a change throughout the world, but is giving us a profound message by example.

Proper respect shown to the Holy Eucharist is primary.  Please consider these thoughts before receiving Holy Communion this Sunday.  Thank you.

[We offer the above for your own personal consideration only, making no judgment on this issue ourselves. Send in your views mhb33@aol.com]

Further note on picture: In May of this year Bishop Loverde gave me permission to reserve the Blessed Sacrament in my chapel – the chapel is on the second floor of my home. The Eucharist had been reserved in the chapel less than a week when this picture was taken from the front porch of a neighbor’s home.

The person taking the picture was enamored by the beauty of the valley and decided to take a picture for her collection. When she aimed the camera towards the valley and tried to focus for the picture, she says the light coming from my house was so bright she said it was difficult trying to look into camera to view the picture to be taken (It was a cloudy day and I did not have a light on in the room /chapel where the light is coming from.) She took the picture and the image – the Star of David- is what came out on her digital camera.  She did not know what to make of it. Not being Catholic, she had no understanding of the Sacrament of the Eucharist (Holy Communion). My opinion is that Our Lord wanted to give us a beautiful reminder of His true presence in the Holy Eucharist – Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity!  It is a reminder that he is with us always, that we are never alone, that he is the Son of God and the Son of Man. It is a vivid reminder that he truly suffered and died on the cross and that he is present in this world – until his Second Coming – in this most special manner - the Eucharist.  

Just as the Star appeared over the stable in Bethlehem when the Christ Child was born, so the Star of David has appeared through the window of my Chapel on St. David’s Church Road, Fort Valley, Virginia, to remind us of His care, love, protection, and presence in our lives today and always.                                                 

Fr. Robert Lange, December 2007

The Eucharist is Alive!
http://www.catholicity.com/commentary/flynn/00413.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
The following is an excerpt from the new book, 7 Secrets of the Eucharist (MercySong Ignatius), by Vinny Flynn, known to many as "the man who sings the Divine Mercy Chaplet on EWTN." His book is intended to give readers a completely new awareness that the Eucharist is not just about receiving Communion; it's about transforming your daily life. The chapter included below is titled "Secret 1: The Eucharist is alive."

When I come to a human heart in Holy Communion, My hands are full of all kinds of graces which I want to give to the soul. But souls do not even pay attention to Me; they leave Me to Myself and busy themselves with other things. ... They treat Me as a dead object.
– Our Lord speaking to St. Faustina (Diary of St. Faustina, 1385)

The Eucharist is alive. That may seem obvious to you. I guess it was to me, at some intellectual level, but somehow I never really thought very deeply about what that actually meant.

The Eucharist is alive. If a stranger who knew nothing about the Eucharist were to watch the way we receive, would he know this? When you and I approach the Eucharist, does it look like we believe we are about to take into our bodies the living person, Jesus Christ, true God and true man?

How many times, Lord, have I forgotten that the Eucharist is alive! As I wait in line to receive you each day, am I thinking about how much you want to unite yourself with me? Am I seeing your hands filled with graces you want to give me? Am I filled with awe and gratitude that you love me so much as to actually want to come to me in this incredibly intimate way?

Or am I distracted, busy with other thoughts, preoccupied with myself and my agendas for the day? How many times, Jesus, have I made you sad, mindlessly receiving you into my body, into my heart, with no love and no recognition of your love? How many times have I treated you as a dead object?

The Host that we receive is not a thing! It's not a wafer! It's not bread! It's a person – and He's alive!
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I'm afraid that, in many of our churches, a stranger in our midst, witnessing a typical Sunday liturgy, would not realize this, but would simply see a bunch of people get up from their seats, wait in line, receive a piece of bread, and then go back to their seats.

All too often, as Christ says to St. Faustina, that's all it is for us. We go up and get something and then go back to our seats – back to our daily routines – without any real change taking place, without any deeper union with Christ, without any new awareness of His life within us.

In contrast to this, there's another scene, one that helps me remember how we ought to approach the Eucharist.

In 1916, as a year of preparation for Our Lady's appearances at Fatima, the Angel of Peace appeared three times to Lucia, Jacinta, and Francisco.

The most dramatic scene is the third visit, when the angel comes with the Eucharist. Suspending the Host and the chalice in the air, he throws himself prostrate on the ground and has the children repeat the following prayer three times:

Most Holy Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, I offer You the most precious Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Jesus Christ, present in all the tabernacles of the world, in reparation for the outrages, sacrileges, and indifference with which He Himself is offended. And, through the infinite merits of His most Sacred Heart and the Immaculate Heart of Mary, I beg of You the conversion of poor sinners.

An angel prostrates himself on the ground! We stand in line with our minds filled with distractions, walk up and receive Communion, return to our pews, and go back to "business as usual," thinking about the football game, or the bills we have to pay, or what we're going to do after Mass.

But an angel, a pure spirit, who lives constantly in the intimate presence of God, prostrates himself before the Eucharist in adoration!

That's a pretty strong message. It was so strong that young Francisco spent the rest of his short life trying to console God in the Eucharist. Every moment he could, he spent in front of the Blessed Sacrament, trying to console God for the indifferent way that people respond to the Eucharist.

So there's our invitation; there's the contrast for us. We can treat God as a dead object, or we can prostrate our whole beings in front of Him, in adoration, in gratitude, in love, in reparation.

I'm not suggesting that we all run up and throw ourselves on our faces in front of the Eucharist the next time we go to receive. But interiorly we can. Whether we stand or kneel to receive, we can always, in our hearts, minds, and souls, be prostrate in adoration of the living God in the Eucharist.

As the Sacred Congregation for the Sacraments and Divine Worship explains:

The Church has always required from the faithful respect and reverence for the Eucharist at the moment of receiving it.
– Inaestimabile Donum, 11

More and more people, feeling a need to express this reverence for Jesus in a concrete way as they go to receive – while also trying to avoid calling attention to themselves or disrupt the order of Communion – make a slight bow just before they receive.

For me, this has become a way to acknowledge Jesus in a personal way, with my whole being, not just my mind. And it fulfills the specific instructions given by the Church:

When the faithful communicate kneeling, no other sign of reverence towards the Blessed Sacrament is required, since kneeling is itself a sign of adoration. When they receive Communion standing, it is strongly recommended that, coming up in procession, they should make a sign of reverence before receiving the Sacrament.
– Inaestimabile Donum, 11

As Pope John Paul II points out, we "need to cultivate a lively awareness of Christ's real presence," and we should take care "to show that awareness through tone of voice, gestures, posture, and bearing."

Pope Benedict XVI also discusses this issue of how to receive, emphasizing that, instead of arguing about whether it's better to receive kneeling or standing, in the hand or on the tongue, we need to focus on the spirit of reverence with which the early Fathers of the Church received Communion.

First urging priests to "exercise tolerance and to recognize the decision of each person," he goes on to ask everyone "to exercise the same tolerance and not to cast aspersions on anyone who may have opted for this or that way of doing it." What is important is reverence:

It is quite wrong to argue about this or that form of behavior. We should be concerned only to argue in favor of ... a reverence in the heart, an inner submission before the mystery of God.

I think part of the reason why this reverence is so often missing and Christ is so often treated as a dead object is that the words we use can sometimes get in our way. How many times have we heard the priest repeat over and over as he distributes Communion, "the Body of Christ ... the Body of Christ ... the Body of Christ ..."?

In our culture, the word body doesn't usually suggest fullness of life. What it always brought to my mind was the dead body of Christ, the body hanging on the cross. And, after all, doesn't the Church teach that the Mass is the sacrifice of Calvary re-presented, rendered present in our time and place?

Yes. But the cross is meaningless without the resurrection.

This is not the dead Christ locked in a moment of time on the cross. This is the complete and eternal Christ, the Christ who was born of the Virgin, who came into our midst, suffered, died, was raised from the dead, and is now fully alive in heaven, where He reigns in glory.                                                                                                                            90.
"The flesh of the Son of Man, given as food," explains Pope John Paul II, "is his body in its glorious state after the resurrection."

The "Credo" of the People of God states this very clearly:

We believe that as the bread and wine consecrated by the Lord at the Last Supper were changed into His body and His blood, which were to be offered for us on the cross, likewise the bread and wine consecrated by the priest are changed into the body and blood of Christ, enthroned gloriously in heaven.

And the Catechism of the Catholic Church adds:

Under the consecrated species of bread and wine, Christ himself, living and glorious, is present in a true, real, and substantial manner. – #1415
It is this living and glorious Christ who complains to St. Faustina:

Oh, how painful it is to Me that souls so seldom unite themselves to Me in Holy Communion. I wait for souls, and they are indifferent toward Me. I love them tenderly and sincerely, and they distrust Me. I want to lavish My graces on them, and they do not want to accept them. They treat Me as a dead object, whereas My Heart is full of love and mercy (Diary, 1447).

The Eucharist is not a thing. It is not a dead object. It is Christ, and He is fully alive. Receiving Him with this awareness, we become more fully alive, so that we can say with St. Paul, "It is no longer I who live, but Christ who lives in me" (Galatians 2:20).

I am the living bread. ... Whoever eats this bread will live forever. ... Just as the living Father sent me and I have life because of the Father, so also the one who feeds on me will have life because of me (John 6: 51, 57).

My heart is drawn there where my God is hiding. ... It is my living God though a veil hides Him (Diary, 1591).

Vinny Flynn is the founder of Mercysong Ministries and is best-known for his bestselling book and CD Seven Secrets of the Eucharist. He is also the man who sings the Divine Mercy Chaplet on EWTN. Along with his wife Donna, he has been serving the Church in active ministry for over thirty years through teaching, writing, retreats, speaking, counseling, and music.

Hand Communion Causes Loss of Faith That Can't Be Denied
http://eponymousflower.blogspot.in/2012/01/hand-communion-causes-loss-of-faith.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25  
January 24, 2012

Hand Communion promotes the erroneous assertion that the Host is a precious little piece of bread, that one can simply snap up. -kreuz.net
(kreuz.net) Hand Communion could not be banned like a revolution.
This is what Msgr. Schneider (50) of Astana in Kazakhstan for the website 'Gloria. TV' on the end of October.
Msgr Schneider is a sharp critic of hand Communion.
He recommends that the faithful can be led to kneeling Communion on the tongue with much patience and catechesis.
The Calvinist Form Leads to Calvinist Content
Msgr Schneider argued psychologically against the Calvinist practice of hand communion stemming from the sixteenth century.
One takes ordinarily with one's fingers what one wants in a commonplace way.
On the other hand, kneeling Communion on the tongue is a "complete gesture of sacrality, which expresses the sublime."
No mature person goes to a knee, to receive a meal.
Hand Communion promotes an erroneous understanding that the Host "is more bread, that one can take."
Above all children may no longer experience, because of the daily form of hand Communion, the sublimity and greatness of Holy Communion.
That Wasn't Hand Communion
Hand Communion has let the belief in real presence and in the transubstantiation of the bread disappear.
The traditional form of the Mass impresses this belief much better than in the New Eucharistic Celebration.
Msgr Schneider stressed that the ancient form of the reception of Communion was on the tongue.
The faithful merely received the Host on their hands.
BUT: They bent themselves down from below, in order to take the Communion with their tongue.
The transition to direct distribution of Communion in the mouth in the 6th and 7th centuries is something that was a logical consequence of a deepening Eucharistic understanding, according to Bishop Schneider.
Original dated January 23, 2012 at http://kreuz.net/article.14564.html in German.

Related:
Bishop Schneider: Hand Communion Must Go
http://eponymousflower.blogspot.in/2012/01/bishop-schneider-hand-communion-must-go.html 

January 12, 2012

It is a legend that hand communion goes back to the first century.  It comes much more from the devilish schismatic of Geneva, John Calvin. -kreuz.net
(kreuz.net) The current form of hand communion stems from the Calvinists.                                                         91.
This is what Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider (50) of Astana in Kazakhstan said at the end of October for the videosite 'gloria.tv'.

"That was an abuse"

Calvinist self-communion was introduced in the 1960s by decadent Catholic Communities in the Netherlands.

This step happened in disobedience to ecclesiastical rules -- Msgr Schneider stressed:  "That was an abuse and the Holy See forbid it in the 1960s."

Finally Paul VI († 1978) addressed hand communion in the Document 'Memoriale Domini' in May 1969 with a "heavy heart":

"In this document the Church said that this form is an exception and that kneeling Communion would remain the rule."

At hand communion the people would take the Host with their fingers and put it in their mouths themselves:  "this particular gesture has never taken place in the history of the Church, never."

It was a kind of self communion.

The Lutherans adapted themselves to the Catholics

Msgr Schneider recalled the Episcopal Synod of October 2005 on the Eucharist.

During a recess Msgr Schneider asked an attending Norwegian Lutheran "Bishop" how his community gave  the Lord's Supper.

The Lutheran answered that the Norwegian State Church had, up until about ten years ago, been giving supper only kneeling and on the tongue. Yet the influence of decadent Roman Catholics has caused hand communion to be introduced.

Liturgical Minimalism

The Auxiliary Bishop asks that hand communion be prayed and worked against:

"We must deeply desire that this form of current hand communion, which has never been practiced in the Church, be abolished" -- he said with feeling.

Handcommunion is a minimal form of reverence.  On the contrary, the Church ought never to be satisfied with minimalism.

Particles of Host on the floor

Msgr Schneider warned that giving hand communion will cause many particles to be lost.

The Hosts are often flaky.

The particles could also adhere to the fingers or remain on the palm.  They would fall on the ground and be trampled.

In Kazakhstan, according to the Auxiliary Bishop, Communion is only given kneeling and on the tongue.

"It so often happens to me and also to other priests, that there are a few particles on the paten."

Without Communion patens, these particles would fall on the floor or in the clothing of the people.

Msgr Schneider also warned that hand communion simplifies the theft of Hosts as well.

Original dated January 12, 2012 at http://www.kreuz.net/article.14517.html in German.
Bishop Athanasius Schneider says Communion in the Hand is a Calvinist Novelty
http://www.tldm.org/News17/BishopAthanasiusSchneiderSaysCommunionInTheHandIsACalvinistNovelty.htm*
The Eponymous Flower eponymousflower.blogspot.in reported on August 12, 2011:

Not Even Martin Luther Would Have Done It
In the last century the Old Liberal Bishops promoted Communion in the hand.  They used a historical lie toward this end. Present day Communion in the Hand has no roots in the early Church.

This was stressed by Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider (50) of Astana in Kazakhstan on the 19th on the radio station 'Radio Maria Südtirol'. Msgr Schneider is a Patristic expert.

Hand Communion was contrived "all new" from the Second Vatican Council -- the Auxiliary Bishop firmly said.

The antique Church had practiced a completely different form for the reception of Communion. In that period the hand in which Communion was received was purified before and after. Additionally, the faithful would take the Body of the Lord from their hand in a disposition of prayer with his tongue:

"If anything it was more of an oral reception of Communion than in the hand". After Communion, the communicant had to lick their hands with their tongues, so that even the smallest particle should not be lost. A Deacon supervised the purification.

The Auxiliary Bishop continued: "This concern and care stands in direct opposition to indifference and carelessness with which so called Communion in the hand is dispensed." Women never held Communion simply on the flat of the hand. They spread a white cloth, a manner of corporal over their hand. Then, they would receive Communion directly to their mouth from the linen cloth.

"That is a tremendous contrast to the present form of Communion in the hand" -- insisted Msgr Schneider. The ancient faithful never took Communion with their fingers: "the gesture of hand Communion was completely unknown in the Church."

The Antique Form of Giving Communion Was Impractical in the Final Analysis
In the course of the centuries the Church developed a form of giving Communion which "surely came from the Holy Ghost". Msgr Schneider explained that the Eastern Church had already completed this step by the 5th Century, the West somewhat later. The transition took place worldwide, organically, instinctively and peacefully.                        92.
The Auxiliary Bishop reports that Pope Gregory the Great († 604), gave Communion in on the tongue. French and Spanish Synods of the 8th and 9th Centuries sanctioned against touching the Host with excommunication: "If a Synod can make such a strict threat, this form will be forbidden in a short time."

Communion in the Hand Comes from the Calvinists
According to the Auxiliary Bishop, Communion in the hand comes from the Dutch Calvinists of the 17th Century.  Calvinism denies the real presence of Christ in the Host.  One such communion in the hand wasn't even practiced by the Lutherans:

"The Lutherans have until quite recently, and till today in Scandinavian lands, preserved communion kneeling and on the tongue."

*These Last Days Ministries: This site otherwise not recommended for Catholic reading as it carries the messages of alleged seer Veronica Lueken which have been condemned as false by her local bishop.
The case for Holy Communion on the Tongue only
http://australiaincognita.blogspot.in/2012/01/case-for-holy-communion-on-tongue-only.html 
January 24, 2012

There is a story today that Frs. Wise and Speekman* from Sale (see my earlier post on their valiant efforts to bring orthodoxy and orthopraxis to the diocese) have started an online petition to restrict communion to on the tongue only.
They've started a blog in support of their campaign, and it already contains lots of interesting material. *See page 8
Here is the rationale for their efforts:
"During the course of our parish ministry we have become increasingly uneasy with the practice of Communion on the hand. We have come to the conclusion that what started out as a seemingly good idea has actually been found to encourage a certain carelessness, and not only among the laity.

It has also been our experience that because of the inherently 'routine' action of placing something in someone's hand this carelessness is, in fact, very 'catechesis resistant'.

It is our hope that this blog will stimulate discussion and awareness of what many in the Church see as a problem needing urgent reform...."
So do go sign the petition, and take a look at the blog, http://communiononthetongue.blogspot.in/.  
Australian Archdiocesan paper: Communion in the tongue is "unhygienic", disruptive and based on "over-emphasis on Christ's divinity"
http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2012/02/australian-archdiocesan-paper-communion.html  
February 14, 2012
The following is an excerpt from "Communion in the Hand", a short essay authored by Elizabeth Harrington*, the education officer of the Liturgy Commission of the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Brisbane. Dated February 12, 2012, it is currently on the website of "The Catholic Leader", a newspaper published by the Archdiocese of Brisbane that claims to be Australia's "leading Catholic newspaper". "Communion in the Hand" is the latest essay in the "Liturgy Lines" series, which is promoted on the main website of the Archdiocese of Brisbane as providing "all you want to know about Catholic worship". (See the right side of this page.) *See page 57
Receiving communion on the tongue when the majority receives in the hand disrupts the unity that uniformity of posture and practice at Communion symbolises and builds. It is awkward for ministers to give communion on the tongue to people who are standing, which is the recommended posture for communion in Australia, (and it is unhygienic because it is difficult for ministers to avoid passing saliva on to other communicants.  
Historical accounts make it quite clear that communion was received in the hand in the early Church. In the middle of the fourth century Bishop Cyril of Jerusalem gave this instruction to those who were about to join the church: “When you come forward for communion, do not draw near with your hands wide open or with fingers spread apart; instead, with you left hand make a throne for the right hand, which will receive the King. Receive the body of Christ in the hollow of your hand and give the response: Amen.” It was only later that over-emphasis on Christ’s divinity and on human sinfulness led to a ban on people receiving communion in the hand. In fact, people seldom received communion at all. (Our readers might want to read this debunking of the alleged quote from St. Cyril of Jerusalem - Augustinus)
 We now understand that Christ is present in several special ways at Mass apart from in the consecrated elements, for example in the assembly which gathers. We “touch” Christ in these other manifestations, so it would be inconsistent not to be able to take Christ under the form of bread in our hands. The bread which becomes the body of Christ is described in the liturgical texts as “work of human hands”. There is nothing unworthy about our hands. (Yet another reason to get rid of the Bugnini Offertory? - Augustinus) After all, we use them to do Christ’s work. As St Teresa said, “Christ has no other hands but yours”. 
Readers have left 78 comments

Archdiocese of Winnipeg teaches Heresy on the Real Presence
http://torontocatholicwitness.blogspot.in/2012/02/archdiocese-of-winnipeg-teaches-heresy.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 

Witness for Church and Pope, February 15, 2012

                                                                                                                                                                               93.
The Archdiocese of Winnipeg has a very disturbing document on the Mass entitled: Toward a Full, Conscious and Active participation: A process of liturgical renewal for the Archdiocese of Winnipeg. This document so blurs the concept of the doctrine of the Real and Substantive Presence of Christ as to be gravely suspect of heresy.
Pope Paul, in Mysterium Fidei wrote (no.39):

"and so it would be wrong for anyone to try to explain this manner of presence by dreaming up a so-called "pneumatic" nature of the glorious body of Christ that would be present everywhere".

"The Liturgy of the Eucharist can be identified as a four-fold movement by which bread and wine as well as the worshipping assembly are changed and transformed into the body and blood of Christ".

"Through the praying of the Eucharistic Prayer, the bread and wine as well as the entire worshipping assembly are changed and transformed into the Eucharistic Presence of Jesus".

"As the worshipping assembly processes to the reception of the body and blood of Christ, in the very act of procession communion is occurring. How the community makes its way to eat and drink of the Eucharist reveals as much about the Eucharist as the Eucharistic food itself".

"As the worshipping assembly processes together in reverence and song, the food that is shared, is changing and transforming. Standing together until the last person has been fed, the assembly is transformed from individualism into one body".

The full document can be found here. Pope Paul VI's encyclical on the Holy Eucharist can be found here.
Communion in the Hand while Standing: What's the Problem? 
http://www.remnantnewspaper.com/Archives/2011-1115-toon-communion-in-hand.htm?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
January 5, 2012 

"It is not permitted that the faithful should themselves pick up the consecrated bread and the sacred chalice, still less that they should hand them from one to another."- Pope John Paul II, Inaestimabile Donum (April, 1980)
The Church teaches that Christ’s Body and Blood, Soul and Divinity are present in the Blessed Sacrament. There are many Martyrs who gave their lives rather than deny this teaching. Any self-respecting Catholic knows this. There really ought to be no question about how Holy Communion should be received, and that is: on the tongue whilst kneeling.

There can be no denying that Holy Communion is now almost universally received in the hand and that this has been the case since shortly after the conclusion of the Second Vatican Council. Note, however, that there is no mention whatever of Communion in the hand in the documents of Vatican II. In fact, Cardinal L Suenens first introduced the practice illicitly in Belgium in the mid 1960s from whence it spread quickly to Holland, Germany and France.

When the abuse came to the notice of Pope Paul VI in 1969, he issued Memoriale Domini ruling out universal change to the Church’s method of administering Holy Communion on the tongue to kneeling communicants. In this document the Pope expressed his sadness that Communion in the hand had been introduced in some places without either his knowledge or the Church’s consent.

Subsequently, Pope John Paul II twice indicated the irregularity of this practice as a universal norm. In Dominicae Cenae (Feb. 1980), he stated: "To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained."
Then, in Inaestimabile Donum (April, 1980), Pope John Paul wrote: "It is not permitted that the faithful should themselves pick up the consecrated bread and the sacred chalice, still less that they should hand them from one to another."

Pope Benedict XVI now shows by his own example how the Apostolic See wishes Holy Communion to be administered. At his Papal Masses the faithful are obliged to kneel and receive on the tongue from HIS hand, not their own.

In fact, no post-conciliar Pope has approved, much less promoted, the novelty of Communion in the hand. Papal toleration is not the same as papal approval! That ought to be sufficient to make priests and the faithful reflect seriously on what they do. 

Sadly, though, an attitude has manifested itself since the Second Vatican Council whereby many now see the Church as a democratic rather than a divine autocratic institution, claiming that it is best served by acceding to the wishes of the majority rather than being led by the Pope with the infallible guidance of the Holy Ghost in matters pertaining to universal faith and morals. 

There are some in positions of authority within the Vatican itself who are also of this mindset, and who have set about their agenda for change by restricting the extent to which the Catholic Faith is taught.

For example, when religious instruction was on the curriculum in Catholic schools, children were taught about the faith – how and why Christ came to earth, His Revelations, His Passion and Death on the Cross, His Ascension into heaven and the provisions He made for the growth of Christianity.

Given the suffering that Our Lord went through in order to redeem our souls, and the greatness of our debt to Him, it is clear that no Catholic should come into His presence without genuflecting, and no Catholic should receive Him in Holy Communion without kneeling down in reverence. It ought to go without saying that no lay Catholic should ever consider touching the Blessed Sacrament with his hands. Such was the teaching throughout history up to 1960. 

Religious Instruction was then suddenly changed to Religious Education and a new programme imposed teaching children to explore the different religions as if they were all equally valid means for attaining eternal life.                 94.
Did not Our Lady of Fatima speak of 1960 as the latest date by which the Third Secret was to be revealed, because then, as Sister Lucy said, the world would better understand what it meant? The year is significant.

At any rate, an indicator of the success of the new strategy is reflected in a U.S. gallop poll of a few years ago recording just 30% of U.S. Catholics now believing in Our Lord’s True Presence. The other 70% had either various shades of Protestant belief or no belief at all. This situation can only have come about through ignorance – through simply obscuring the facts.

How has this been allowed to happen? It wasn’t just allowed to happen – it was deliberately brought about. It is down to the drive for ecumenism and the agenda of some to create a global religion under the control of a single leader.

It was indeed Christ’s intention, when He instructed the Apostles to "Go and Teach all nations, and baptize them in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Ghost", for there to be one global religion – the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church – but certain power-brokers behind the scenes at the Vatican have a different model in mind.

Amongst the chief obstacles preventing the success of their plans, however, are the Mass of all Ages, and the Real Presence of Christ in the Blessed Sacrament. The only way for them to overcome these obstacles is to debase the ancient Catholic Liturgy, from which man gains the grace to resist temptation and evil, and to destroy belief in the Real Presence. 

The Novus Ordo Mass was specifically written to be inoffensive to Protestants by removing all mentions of it being a Sacrifice, and replacing that doctrine with one of it being a mere commemoration banquet or “celebration of the Lord’s supper,” as it is now widely known. This part of the undermining is now very well entrenched, and few Catholics realise what has befallen them. [Caution: Apparently Traditionalist- Michael]
As for belief in the Real Presence, that doctrine is no longer taught in Catholic schools, and respect for Our Lord is being undermined by discouraging genuflections and kneeling in His presence, and by encouraging Catholics to handle His body as if it were no more than "blessed bread." The longer this deception is allowed to go on, the more likely it is to become accepted as the truth.

Before long, only a very few Catholics will be left who have any true conception of the Catholic Faith as it was handed down unaltered through the centuries up to 1960.

If this tide of indifferentism is to be reversed, three important things have to happen. These are the restoration of the Mass of all Ages, with its emphasis on Sacrifice, restoring respect for Our Lord by fostering belief in the Real Presence, and the daily recitation of the rosary.

Pope Benedict XVI has already made a start by showing us that Holy Communion should only be received kneeling and on the tongue. When will the Catholic world begin following Peter’s lead?

Father Mark Kirby: Abuse Of The Holy Eucharist Is A Cancer At The Heart Of The Church!
http://www.courageouspriest.com/father-mark-kirby-abuse-holy-eucharist-cancer-heart-church
Courageous Priest - Because Souls Perish for the Lack of Knowledge, April 12, 2012
A Cancer at the Heart of the Church

How and why does this sort of thing happen? It causes me a piercing sorrow because it is emblematic of the widespread loss of faith in the adorable mystery of the Most Holy Eucharist that is a cancer at the heart of the Church.

The Erosion of Faith

Several years ago, in the context of a course I was teaching, I suggested that the erosion of faith in the Most Holy Eucharist was, in fact, fostered by a number of liturgical and disciplinary changes:

– Minimalistic approach to the fast before Holy Communion.
– The offering of the Holy Sacrifice by the priest facing the congregation.
– The removal of the communion rail and obfuscation of the sanctuary as "the holy place".
– The relegation of the tabernacle to the side of the sanctuary.
– The reception of Holy Communion standing, and in the hand.
– The introduction of Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion.

Taken together, these changes sent a chilling message to the Catholic faithful (and even to confused clergy): "Folks, the Blessed Sacrament just isn’t all that we thought it was."
The Protestantization of Catholic Worship

Let it be noted, en passant, that while all of these changes are a cause of scandal to Eastern Orthodox Christians, not one of them would be considered offensive to mainstream Protestants. When one begins to worship like a Protestant, one begins to believe like a Protestant.

Ignorance

The cumulative effect of these changes, compounded by a woefully deficient sacramental catechesis and by certain lamentable theological, liturgical, and moral sensibilities in seminaries during the 60s, 70s, and 80s, is the current Eucharistic Crisis. Redemptionis Sacramentum (2004) remains, in most dioceses, a document that is virtually unknown. Pope John Paul II’s "Year of the Eucharist" seems to have faded into oblivion; his Encyclical Ecclesia de Eucharistia (2003), and his Apostolic Letter, Mane nobiscum, Domine (2004) seem not to have been assimilated at the parish level. Pope Benedict XVI’s Sacramentum Caritatis (2007) is, in many places, unknown.

Adoration and Reparation

Adoration in a spirit of reparation is more than ever necessary. Where are the adorers and reparators who will console the Heart of Jesus, wounded by the irreverence, coldness, indifference, and sacrilege that He receives "in the house of them that loved Him," and in the Sacrament of His Love?                                                                                      95.
As for the much discussed "reform of the reform," might it not be a case of too little too late? Can anything apart from a Divine Intervention, a new sacerdotal Pentecost, obtained through the intercession of the Maternal Heart of Mary, bring about the change of heart that is needed?
To Kneel Or Not To Kneel?

http://www.romancatholiccop.com/2011/08/to-kneel-or-not-to-kneel.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
Roman Catholic Cop, August 16, 2011

To kneel or not to kneel. On the tongue or in the hand. That is the question. A couple weeks ago, Catholic "shock-jock" Michael Voris posted a video* on RealCatholicTV.com about kneeling for communion and taking the Eucharist in the hand vs. on the tongue. It's something that I, a Catholic who grew up post Vatican II and who has never received on the tongue has pondered.    *Click on the link to view the 4:42 minute video
In the video, Voris contends that Cardinal Llovera, a big-wig at the Vatican for all of you non-geeky Catholics out there, states that everyone should receive communion on the tongue and while kneeling. Voris goes on to say that priests could use this a teaching moment and bring back some of the reverence that has been lost towards the Eucharist. Apologist Jimmy Aiken responded in his podcast acknowledging that receiving communion while kneeling and on the tongue is what he prefers but contests some of the things that Mr. Voris says.

Several years ago, I started genuflecting prior to receiving communion instead of just bowing. I felt that it was more appropriate than bowing. After all, this IS Jesus. If He was in front of us in human form I expect we would all be on our hands and knees. But, I stopped after six months or so because wanted to be more "in community" with the other parishioners that go to my church. I admit, I also didn't want to appear to be more pious. (Believe me -- I'm no more pious than anyone else) Here is the thing about my parish, it is a very liberal parish. I expect less than 1 % of the parishioners take communion on the tongue. We do not have kneelers so, we stand during the consecration. (I don't think it was due to the design of the church and not because of anyone trying to make statements) So, I would feel really out of place taking communion on the tongue, much less kneeling. 

The thing is, I totally understand what Voris is saying. I even agree with much of what he is saying. I believe to kneel and to take communion on the tongue with a paten underneath is the way we should be receiving communion. I also totally understand that standing and in the hand is perfectly allowable. That's not my argument or my quandary. 

My question is this, should I go on, bowing and receiving communion in the hand while standing. Or, should I start kneeling and receiving on the tongue? Especially, in a parish where "alter-rail" is spoken with disdain? I could serve as an example and be a reminder of who we are receiving. There is also the dilemma of confounding the Eucharistic Minister who doesn't know what to do as experienced by Danielle Bean when she gave up taking communion on the tongue. Then, if I do decide to take communion on the tongue -- how the heck do I do it. I don't mean, should I go to the priest or whatever. I mean how -- like how far do I stick out my tongue -- if at all.

Do you take communion on the tongue? Think it's gross? What do you think? 

There were 14 responses to the above post
The Manner of Receiving Communion

http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2012/04/fiuv-pp3-manner-of-receiving-communion.html
Rorate Caeli, April 1, 2012

Today I can publish the third paper in our series, on the Manner of Receiving Communion, about receiving communion directly in the mouth, as opposed to in the hand. The PDF is on the FIUV website.
Naturally this paper owes a good deal to Bishop Athanasius Schneider, and his little book 'Dominus Est', which I very much recommend, on this subject. I met Bishop Schneider when he came to England for one of the LMS priest-training conferences in 2010, where he gave a couple of wonderful talks and celebrated Pontifical Solemn Mass for us in Downside Abbey Church. I sent Bishop Schneider the paper for his comments, and he was kind enough to say:

I am content with your text and agreeing. This text could be spread also regarding the Novus Ordo,
because the arguments are objectively valid and have an universal dimension.

The Position papers are not directly concerned with the Novus Ordo, but I hope they may be a contribution to the wider debate going on about liturgy in the Church.
The next paper will be about Liturgical Orientation (i.e. celebrating Mass ad orientem or versus populum), which I'll publish in two weeks' time.
The Manner of Receiving Holy Communion
As with the issue of service at the altar by men and boys,[1] the question of the manner of receiving Communion at celebrations of the Extraordinary Form of the Roman Rite is settled by the Instruction Universae Ecclesiae (2011), which upholds the bindingness, in celebrations of the Extraordinary Form, of the liturgical law in force in 1962.[2] This specifies that Holy Communion is to be received by the Faithful kneeling and on the tongue.

22.      Whereas service at the altar by females has been permitted in the Ordinary Form at the discretion of the local Ordinary, the prohibition on the reception of Holy Communion by the Faithful in the hand was expressly reiterated by Pope Paul VI,[3] who merely noted that applications for a derogation of the law would need to be made by an Episcopal Conference to the Holy See. To explain the value of this practice, as this paper seeks to do, is to explain the value of the Church’s own legislation.                                                                                                               96.
Kneeling
33.      As Pope Benedict XVI has observed. 'Kneeling does not come from any one culture — it comes from the Bible and its knowledge of God.'[4] As he goes on to elaborate, kneeling is found in numerous passages of Scripture as a proper attitude both of supplicatory prayer, and of adoration in the presence of God. In kneeling, we follow the example of Our Lord Himself,[5] fulfil Philippians’ Hymn of Christ,[6] and conform ourselves to the heavenly liturgy glimpsed in the Book of Revelations.[7] The Holy Father concludes:

It may well be that kneeling is alien to modern culture — insofar as it is a culture, for this culture has turned away from the faith and no longer knows the One before whom kneeling is the right, indeed the intrinsically necessary gesture. The man who learns to believe learns also to kneel, and a faith or a liturgy no longer familiar with kneeling would be sick at the core. Where it has been lost, kneeling must be rediscovered, so that, in our prayer, we remain in fellowship with the apostles and martyrs, in fellowship with the whole cosmos, indeed in union with Jesus Christ Himself.[8]

44.      It remains to observe that the moment of one’s reception of the Body of Our Blessed Lord in the Blessed Sacrament is an appropriate moment to kneel, and doing so is a very longstanding tradition in the West.[9] Blessed Pope John Paul II reminds us that the proper attitude in receiving Holy Communion is 'the humility of the Centurion in the Gospel':[10] this attitude is both manifested and nurtured by the recognised posture of humility, of kneeling. The requirement, in the current discipline of the Church, that a 'gesture of reverence' be made before Holy Communion is received,[11] is fulfilled in a most natural and unforced manner by receiving while kneeling.

On the Tongue

55.      The reception of Holy Communion on the tongue, as opposed to in the hand, while not the exclusive practice of the Early Church, does go back to the earliest times. It is attested by St Ephrem the Syriac,[12] the ancient Liturgy of St James,[13] Pope St Leo the Great,[14] and Pope St Gregory the Great.[15] Our Lord seems to have placed bread directly in the mouth of Judas at the Last Supper,[16] and may have used the same method for the Consecrated Species. The spread of this method throughout the Church (with distinct variants for East and West) derived naturally from the great concern of the Fathers that no particle of the consecrated Host be lost. St Cyril of Jerusalem (invariably cited for his description of Communion in the hand)[17] cautions that fragments of the Host should be considered more precious than gold dust;[18] a similar concern is shown by Tertullian,[19] St Jerome,[20] Origen,[21] St Ephrem,[22] and others.[23] This concern is rooted in Scripture, in the command of Our Lord to the Disciples following the Feeding of the Multitude, a type of the Eucharist: 'Gather up the fragments that remain, lest they be lost.'[24] 

66.      This concern is reiterated, and linked to the value of reception on the tongue, by the Instruction Memoriale Domini (1969), which summarises a number of considerations in favour of the traditional manner of distributing Holy Communion:

In view of the state of the Church as a whole today, this manner of distributing Holy Communion must be observed, not only because it rests upon a tradition of many centuries but especially because it is a sign of the reverence of the faithful toward the Eucharist. The practice in no way detracts from the personal dignity of those who approach this great Sacrament and it is a part of the preparation needed for the most fruitful reception of the Lord’s body.[25]

This reverence is a sign of Holy Communion not in "common bread and drink"[26] but in the Body and Blood of the Lord. … In addition, this manner of communicating, which is now to be considered as prescribed by custom, gives more effective assurance that Holy Communion will be distributed with the appropriate reverence, decorum, and dignity; that any danger of profaning the Eucharistic species, in which "the whole and entire Christ, God and man, is substantially contained and permanently present in a unique way,"[27] will be avoided; and finally that the diligent care which the Church has always commended for the very fragments of the consecrated bread will be maintained: "If you have allowed anything to be lost, consider this a lessening of your own members."[28]

77.      The possibility that Holy Communion in the hand might lead to a 'deplorable lack of respect towards the eucharistic species' was confirmed by Bl. Pope John Paul II.[29] The danger of deliberate profanation of the Blessed Sacrament, also noted in Memoriale Domini, has also sadly become evident, in an age in which sacrilegious acts can be made public on the internet to the scandal of Catholics all over the world. This issue is raised again by the Instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum (2004), which again refers to the distribution of the Blessed Sacrament exclusively on the tongue as the effective remedy:

If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful.[30]

88.      Bl. Pope John Paul II raised a related issue when he wrote 'To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained'.[31] He links this to the consecration of the hands of the priest.[32] This recalls a famous passage of St Thomas Aquinas, cited in this regard in an official statement of the Office for the Liturgical Celebrations of the Supreme Pontiff:[33] 

…out of reverence towards this Sacrament, nothing touches it, but what is consecrated; hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest’s hands, for touching this Sacrament. Hence, it is not lawful for anyone else to touch it except from necessity, for instance, if it were to fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency.[34]

99.      Insofar as we see this traditional method as having developed over time, this is not an argument against it but a testimony to the important considerations which consistently led to its adoption. As Pope Pius XII famously affirmed in Mediator Dei (1948), more ancient practices are not ipso facto to be preferred to practices which have evolved under the guidance of the Holy Spirit over many centuries.[35]                                                                                    97.
Conclusion

110.  The importance of an inner attitude of humility, stressed both by Bl. Pope John Paul II, and by the requirement for a 'gesture of reverence',[36] is not only a matter of decorum before the Real Presence of Our Lord, important as that is. Rather, the grace received by the communicant is dependent upon his or her disposition, and the cultivation of the correct disposition, that of humility and child-like receptivity, is facilitated by reception both kneeling and on the tongue. As Pope Paul VI emphasised: it is 'part of the preparation needed for the most fruitful reception of the Lord’s body.'[37]

111.  This value of the traditional method was reiterated by Pope Benedict XVI’s decision to distribute Holy Communion himself to kneeling communicants on the tongue. The official commentary on this decision cites both the concern about the loss of particles of the Consecrated Host, and a concern to increase among the faithful devotion to the Real Presence of Christ in the Sacrament of the Eucharist.[38] Further, the traditional method is called an 'external sign' to 'promote understanding of this great sacramental mystery'.[39]

112.  In the specific context of the Extraordinary Form of the Roman Rite, the exclusive practice of receiving Holy Communion kneeling and on the tongue goes hand in hand with the great reverence shown to the Blessed Sacrament in that Form by the celebrating priest. Two examples would be the priest’s double genuflection at the Consecration, and the holding together of thumb and forefinger, from the Consecration to the Purification of the Chalice. Reception of Communion in the hand would create a harmful dissonance with other elements of the liturgy. The matter is well expressed in the Instruction Il Padre, incomprensibile (1996), addressed to the Oriental Churches, on the importance of maintaining the manner of receiving Holy Communion traditional to those Churches:

Even if this excludes enhancing the value of other criteria, also legitimate, and implies renouncing some convenience, a change of the traditional usage risks incurri0ng a non-organic intrusion with respect to the spiritual framework to which it refers.[40]
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Apostolic Nuncio to Canada on Kneeling after Communion
http://voxcantor.blogspot.ca/2012/02/apostolic-nuncio-to-canada-on-kneeling.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
Vox Cantoris, February 6, 2012
"Today Our attention is directed to one of the most common of them (abuses), one of the most difficult to eradicate, and the existence of which is sometimes to be deplored in places where everything else is deserving of the highest praise; the beauty and sumptuousness of the temple, the splendor and the accurate performance of the ceremonies, the attendance of the clergy, the gravity and piety of the officiating ministers. Such is the abuse affecting sacred chant and music."- St. Pius X, Pope
Some Canadian bishops are in gross error! 
I received a letter today from the Apostolic Nuncio to Canada regarding the issue of some bishops and priests forcing people to stand after Holy Communion. This has come about as misinterpretation of the GIRM (General Instruction on the Roman Missal) as it is in the Third Edition in force since the First Sunday of Advent past. 
The Archbishop refers to my own provision of the evidence to him of the Dubium and Responsum to the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops back in 2003. This fact has been well publicised and is readily available. The fact that some Canadian bishops and liturgists have taken a different view is unacceptable. 
You, dear Catholic friend, have the right to know the truth and to know when you are being misled.

What is important about the enclosure accompanying His Grace's letter is that it is taken directly from the bulletin, Notitiae, published by the Congregation. What is most notable about its content is that neither the dubium nor the responsum refers to the question coming from the USCCB. It is generic and in fact refers to "multis in locibus christefidelis"-- "Christians in many places." 

Therefore, with clarity the intent is universal. It did not specify the United States.
Let us be very clear. Paragraph 43 of the new General Instruction on the Roman Missal in Canada and elsewhere does not force you to stand after receiving Holy Communion. It follows then that any bishop or priest in Canada ordering you to stand after receiving Holy Communion is in error and by doing so, they have exceeded their authority.


                                                                                                                                                                               99.
	



	Vox Cantoris' letter received from the Apostolic Nuncio


Let me repeat again.
The bishops, priests and liturgists who have forced you to stand after Holy Communion and to remain standing until all have received are wrong. Read that again. THEY ARE WRONG AND IN ERROR.
NOW, YOU ARE ARMED. 
GET TO WORK; YOU'RE A GROWN-UP CATHOLIC NOW!

Here then is my translation of that pictured below from the September/October 2003 issue of Notitiae, the Bulletin of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments:

Question:
In many places during Holy Mass, some of the Christian faithful upon returning to their seats after receiving the Eucharist wish to remain in private prayer sitting or kneeling or standing.  Is it the intent of the statute of the third Latin edition of the Roman Missal to stop this practice?
Response:
Negative in our minds.
The mind of the Congregation is that by means of the provisions of the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, n. 43, on the one hand is intended to grant broad terms -- some uniformity of the habit of the Congregation for the various parts of the body in the celebration of Holy Mass; (Vox--as example, the Gloria, Offertory, or Lord's Prayer) and at the same time on the other side of the body, not to regulate the habit so rigorously in such a way that those who wish to stand or to sit or to be on their knees (after Holy Communion) were no longer free to do so.



Readers have left 53 comments

Communion on the Tongue and Pope St. Leo the Great

http://cantuar.blogspot.in/2011/11/communion-on-tongue-and-pope-st-leo.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
By Dr. Taylor Marshall, November 10, 2011
Today is the feast of Pope Saint Leo the Great (440-461) who is one of the greatest Popes that the Catholic Church has ever enjoyed. He preserved stability during the collapse of the Roman Empire. He is perhaps most famous for his meeting with Attila the Hun.
He less well known for something very important to liturgical studies. He is one of the most ancient witnesses to the practice of Communion on the tongue. Notably, Saint Leo the Great read the sixth chapter of Saint John's Gospel as referring to the Eucharist (as all the Church Fathers did). In a preserved sermon on John 6 (Sermon 9), Saint Leo says:
"Hoc enim ore sumitur quod fide creditur" (Serm. 91.3). 
This is translated strictly as: "This indeed is received by means of the mouth which we believe by means of faith." 
"Ore" is here in the ablative and in the context it denotes instrumentation. So then, the mouth is the means by which the Holy Eucharist is received.
If you are interested in what other Church Fathers taught about Communion on the tongue, please see:
Did the Church Fathers Practice Communion in the Hand (Not Exactly) [See pages 117, 118 below]
...and if you want to learn how to properly receive Communion on the tongue, please see: 

 "Five Tips for Receiving the Communion on the Tongue" [See pages 116, 117 below]
The Prairie Messenger: Source of the Problem? 
http://voxcantor.blogspot.in/2011/12/prairie-messenger-source-of-problem.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
By Vox Cantoris, December 3, 2011
Much has been written on this blog over the last ten months on the matter of kneeling in Canada. Some have perhaps found it boring, some have found it informative and helpful. Regardless, I have been blogging on this because I have believed it to be necessary.
While I have no proof, it is my opinion and there are others, including some priests and deacons who share my view, that the professional Catholics in Canada had no desire to see the new Missal or GIRM implemented until at least 2012 when they could see how it went in the United States, as if there was going to be a problem. I suppose they were looking for a backlash so they could say to Rome, "See, we are right not to implement."
They were ordered by Rome in February to implement on Advent I, they had no choice. A meeting was held at the Congregation which included the President and General Secretary of the CCCB where it was made clear to them. It is my view that many resent this and will do only the minimum and in fact, will do less by setting up obstacles to what the GIRM really says or, as in the case of Fred Henry in Calgary, do his own thing.
So, where does this issue on kneeling come from?
The writer below is not the originator of this view but he was a proponent of it here in Canada; though clearly this theology view was certainly all the rage for a long-time, still is in many parts and it has infected many. It is the biological solution that will fix this.
This monk has left a progeny of dissent and their numbers are declining and quickly. They know that their work has been straw but they cannot admit it to themselves. They are still clinging to power but they see that power being stripped away.
They profess to do all this for us, the "laity" and they condemn "clericalism" but they actually hate the laity who love the Church and they are the worst form of clericalists. They are Protestants but did not have the honesty to get up and leave. 
You see, they realised it to late and like the manager of whom Our LORD spoke, they are too proud to big and too old to work. So, they stay and suck the life out of the Church for a room and board and while they are still here they sow their seeds of discontent. 
Unfortunately, this monk uses historical inaccuracies and does not go into the detail to explain why we may have certain practices. Just because the East does something does not mean it is necessary in the West. The East did not experience Luther and did not have to counter massive disbelief in the Real Presence or Ministerial Priesthood. If we were meant to do as the Last Supper, then we should have Holy Communion "reclining at table" sitting on the floor. 
He makes claims and attributes them to Fathers of the Church but he provides no references nor the context of their alleged statements for the reader to verify. We are to take his word for it, his interpretation. He is after all, a cleric.
This Benedictine monk display an incredible ignorance of history and liturgy and he makes continual references to sexuality and displays a rather prophetic phrase from the news recently; you'll pick it up, just don't be drinkin' your coffee over the keyboard.
For your lazy Saturday morning with coffee, here are three articles below from Andrew Britz, OSB (St. Benedict, pray for us). Here is what Catholic Insight had to say about Father Britz. Given that one book of his writings has blurbs from Joan Chittister*, who provided the Foreword and Mary-Jo Leddy who calls it a "textbook in political discernment," you kind of get the direction from where he comes (the lack of capitalisation of Eucharist is from the Prairie Messenger -- even blogger's spell check wants to capitalise it, Blogger knows!) *Dissident feminist nun  101.

Corpus Christi (Prairie Messenger, June 7, 1993)
The eucharist is the centre of our church life, the symbol that signifies the fullness of Christian life. In celebrating the eucharist the church is expressing itself at its deepest level. The eucharist makes present to a celebrating community the full benefits of the Lord’s passover from death to the newness of life.
These three modern expressions, which could easily be expanded, indicate how important the eucharist is to Christian life. The "old" theology, which nurtured most of us pre-Vatican II Catholics, in its own way also highlighted the eucharist’s centrality: the mass is the unbloody sacrifice of Calvary; bread and wine lose their fundamental natural meaning and are transubstantiated into the real presence of Christ; one cuts oneself off from the Christian community and from God (commits a mortal sin) if one intentionally misses Sunday mass.
One might have a personal preference for the old or the new, but in neither school of expression can one avoid an important truth: the mass or eucharist is central to church life, and what we express in that liturgy has monumental ramifications for the communal life of the church and for the self-understanding of each individual Christian.
One would expect, in such circumstances, that the church would struggle mightily in every age and culture to give the eucharist its broadest and fullest expression so that everyone might be personally flabbergasted at the meaning Christ gave them when they became part of his body in baptism. Yet a study of church history shows that the exact opposite is the case. In most of our history the eucharist was given narrower and narrower expressions.
Rather than highlighting the communal nature of Christian worship, the liturgy became more and more the domain of the clergy and an expression of clerical power. It became something the clergy did for the people. For a priest to celebrate mass became the greatest privilege in the world.
What a surprise that must be for Jesus Christ who gave us a religion he so carefully grounded in reality through such everyday sacramental signs as breaking bread together, drinking wine among friends, indulging the body with the best perfumes, massaging the sick lovingly with oil, making love with uncontrollable climaxes of pure sexuality!
Once the clergy had full control of the liturgy they quite naturally, over many centuries, reshaped it to fit their own image of the perfect church. The everyday work and workplace of the vast majority of the church members no longer rated. 
We can speak only for the western world in which we live: we live in a church in which a strong majority of women, especially those professionally trained, experience the church as a community biased against them. We get excited by the divisions the ordination of women is causing in the Church of England, and yet remain blind to the much deeper divisions that continue being enacted in our liturgy and in the exercise of authority in our church.
But it is not principally a problem of our communities of religious women. It is a church problem. Bright young women cannot come to trust a church which they see preferring men to women. They are not about to enter religious life.
We must address fully and honestly the place of women in the church. We must acknowledge as wrong all that has made them feel they are not called to celebrate as full citizens of God’s reign. If women cannot celebrate Corpus Christi (being the Body of Christ) with joyful abandon, it is a sign that we have not been faithful to the Lord.


Kneeling at the eucharist (Prairie Messenger October 2002)
In their latest newsletter the U.S. bishops’ Committee on Liturgy declares that in normal circumstances "the only licit posture" during the eucharistic prayer is kneeling; the preface with its ancient opening dialogue is apparently not seen as part of the prayer. Churches built in recent times without kneelers must now have them added to the structure (see page 5).

While demanding considerably more kneeling than is suggested to national conferences of bishops in the Vatican’s updated General Instruction of the Roman Missal, the American bishops see any variance from the prescribed norms as either "a private inclination or an arbitrary choice."
Those seem like harsh words indeed for those pastoral liturgists who are convinced that standing at the eucharist has been indisputably the traditional practice of the universal church for more than half of its history, and is still the uniform practice of the Eastern churches.

One must wonder what the universally recognized "heavyweight" among eastern doctors of the church, St. Basil, would think on reading that to believe it is right and proper to stand at the eucharist is no more than "a private inclination or an arbitrary choice." That same Basil once declared — admittedly in an excessive outburst of rhetoric — that it is a mortal sin for a Christian to kneel publicly anywhere during the Fifty Days of Easter, or anytime during the whole year (Lent included) during the eucharistic prayer.

No wonder that the first privilege excommunicated Christians lost was that of standing among the faithful at the eucharist. But lest one think that this is only eastern theology burdened with the thinking of such bishops as the Cappadocian Fathers, one does well to remember that, at the heart of the Roman Canon, the only eucharist prayer of the Roman Rite for more than a thousand years, the People of God are called the circumstantes: those standing around the table of the Lord.

Saint John Chrysostom, the church’s key theologian on the meaning of the priesthood of Christ, interpreted the first-century dialogue that opens every eucharistic prayer in both the East and the West as the People of God’s empowering of their clergy to celebrate for them the Sacred Mysteries of the Lord’s death and resurrection in the eucharist.

While GIRM suggests to the bishops’ conferences that they have the people kneel from the Sanctus to the end of the Last Supper Narrative, the American bishops’ call for kneeling until the Great Amen — ostensibly to give a uniform sign to the whole eucharistic prayer.                                                                                                                     102.
One can understand that the American bishops could find no rationale for rising after the Last Supper Narrative, but their solution is even more difficult to understand. They end up asking the People of God to stand for the introduction to the prayer, which is to set the tone for what is to follow, and for their complete acceptance of the prayer in the Great Amen, which St. Augustine says should reverberate throughout the church like a thunderclap.

To kneel during a prayer that is introduced, situated and given its colour by the ancient dialogue and the preface, and then to rise in order to accept it surely makes little sense.

Of course, the reason given for kneeling is to show profound adoration. The eucharist is unquestionably the heart and soul of our liturgy and thus requires our most profound response. But is begging for mercy and/or adoring God on our knees our most profound response?

The ancient dialogue and the preface would indicate otherwise. They clearly call us to enter into the mystery of Christ with joyous thanksgiving, and in a celebratory mode that places the Christian community not as foreign visitors beyond the communion rail but at the heart of the celebration.

St. Augustine says it beautifully in one of his Eastertide homilies: "It is your mystery which has been placed on the altar of the Lord; you receive your own mystery. You say Amen to what you are" (272).

Anthropologists remind us, again and again, that celebration is the deepest action of the human person. Many of those who advocate kneeling at the eucharist do so because they are afraid that thanking God "for counting us worthy to stand in his presence" (Eucharistic Prayer II) is too shallow a response. St. Augustine’s homily, on the other hand, states that by centring, first of all, on the grace we have already received, our reverence for the special presence of Jesus Christ in the eucharist will only be deepened.

One can only hope and pray that the Canadian bishops will hold fast to their traditional teaching that the deepest expression of the Christian people on the Lord’s day is to stand with heads held high in God’s presence, in loving service of Jesus’ "flesh given for the life of the world" (John 6:51). — AMB
Standing at the eucharist (Prairie Messenger November 2002)
If one looks up the word "kneel" in a New Testament concordance, one can find quite a few references, many of them speaking in a positive manner of the first Christians — and, indeed, of the Lord himself — kneeling in prayerful worship of God Almighty.

Yet for many centuries we have no record of the Christian community, which certainly knew its Scriptures well, kneeling at the eucharist. Indeed, church leaders and theologians went so far as to say it was a sin for a Christian to kneel at the eucharist. 

In the West, Augustine spoke of kneeling at the Lord’s Supper as a denial of one’s Christian dignity. It is our mystery that is placed on the altar; we, in Christ, celebrate who we are.

In the East, which normally saw things in a broader perspective, the act of kneeling at the eucharist was deemed a denial of the Lord’s resurrection; you cannot sing "Alleluia" on your knees. Thus St. Basil went so far as to declare it a mortal sin to kneel publicly during the Fifty Days of Easter or during the eucharistic prayer.

When suddenly, with the Peace of Constantine, the Christian community was able to come "above ground," they spontaneously did something unheard in the ancient world: they constructed their places of worship without an explicit god-symbol. They saw themselves, assembled in Christ’s name, as his living presence. No wonder they could not kneel.

We know, however, that before the first millennium had run its course, the laity were beginning, here and there — but not for many more centuries in Rome’s major basilicas — to kneel at the eucharist.

Something quite revolutionary had to have taken place for the church to change a universal tradition — indeed, one that its great church fathers had deemed could be broken only under pain of sin. As kneeling is once more being explicitly promoted as the preferred posture for the laity at mass, it is important to study carefully what led the church to make a 180° turnaround.

Much of it had to do with the development of the theology of the ministerial priesthood. Greatly influenced by the wave of pagan priests who saw the writing on the wall with the Peace of Constantine and "converted" to the new religion, the developing theology of the priesthood emphasized the eucharist as sacrifice and that only sacred people could carry out the required rituals.

The priest became the active agent in the liturgy, doing sacred things for the laity who assumed a passive role. If those in authority (now all clerics) did not see the priest as the only truly active agent, they would never have allowed the central act of worship to be conducted in silence in a language unknown to the People of God.

Little bells were rung three times during the liturgy, encouraging the laity to take note what the priest was doing at that moment. The rest of the time they were to be gainfully occupied with their own private devotions.

A large crucifix was hung over the priest’s head, giving the laity something worthy of their attention during the mass. The highlight of the mass was the elevation of the host, which the priest with the sacred power given him in ordination had changed into the Body of Christ. There was virtually no connection any longer between the consecrated host and the faithful assembled in community.

Indeed, the split had become so great that even the vessels on the altar were deemed so holy it was a sin for an "unconsecrated" lay person to purposely touch them. And, of course, the very sanctuary (cut off from the assembly by the communion rail) was so holy that it was a sin for a woman to enter it during the liturgy.

The Body of Christ no longer had any relationship to what the laity was. It was what they received. And, as the final putdown, they received it not in the hand so that they could feed themselves, as would any adult, but rather in the manner in which parents feed their children — directly into the mouth.                                                              103.
When this process of change was complete — it took several centuries — the church had turned itself inside out. Priests no longer drew their liturgical power by gathering the faith of the community. (St. Augustine once said that in the sacraments the word does not get its power by its being spoken by the priest but in its being believed by the people.) Priests no longer acted in the name of the community; they did things for the community.
The laity was no longer central to the liturgical act; they were no longer expressing their deepest meaning, thus becoming the sacrament they were celebrating. Rather, they were reduced to receivers. The most active function left to them was to look upon the host and adore. And what could be more appropriate for that than kneeling?

The Second Vatican Council and the Roman congregations in the years after the council looked carefully at all these developments that led the church to put aside its universal tradition of standing at the eucharist. Many things were changed, some quite obvious. Women were allowed to read during the liturgy, and, to the consternation of many, were allowed in the sanctuary and could be ministers of communion.

The most important change, however, was not so obvious. The laity, assembled in Christ’s name, had once again become central to the celebration. Indeed, the Vatican documents began talking about everyone actively celebrating, with the priest being the “principal celebrant.” With this shift in theology, Augustine’s and Basil’s words on standing while celebrating their own mystery made perfect sense.

Congregations overwhelmingly took to standing not because it was easier (many find it harder) but because it seemed appropriate. It fit.

The church, and especially our bishops, must look closely at why kneeling is once again being promoted as the proper posture at the eucharist. If, as many suspect, it is to reverse the theology of the laity that has come out of the council, there simply is no room for compromise. — AMB
There is a lot above to digest but it is clear that this monk and those whom he has influenced have a view of the church that is a rupture. This is not what is envisioned in Sacrosanctum Concilium or the Third Edition of the Roman Missal or the GIRM.

What he does not tell you is that up to 1975, there was no "rubric" for the laity to kneel at all. The 1975 GIRM and the 2002 GIRM mandate kneeling at the "Consecration" as a minimum. But the GIRM recognises the "laudable practice" of particular communities and regions over decades, centuries even to maintain the practice which they have developed. He is contradicting himself. In fact, the Church is recognising the "community" in allowing this kneeling to continue.

It is the "liturgists," nuns and monks and priests confused over their own vocations and obviously, their sexuality who have wreaked havoc on the people of God whom they desire to empower. They are like the manager to whom Our LORD parables, too proud to beg, too old to work. 
They are the worst form of clericalists. They are always right and the laity loyal to our Holy Mother, the Church are wrong. 
They have left no progeny to take up their dissent. They are old, sick and dying, the bishops whom they have influenced are gaining in age and in ten years will be nearing or past retirement.
Last Sunday, I met a 16 year old who desires to be a priest and on Tuesday, I had dinner with a Deacon to be ordained in May, the future is in good hands.
The LORD has not abandoned His Church.

Lay people decide on their own to have a Communion service, help themselves

http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/01/quaeritur-lay-people-decide-on-their-own-to-have-a-communion-service-help-themselves-2/?utm_source=twitterfeed&utm_medium=twitteriframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 

Posted on 31 January 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf [see also pages 12, 76, 117, 119 and 147 ff.]
At Mass yesterday morning, the substitute priest forgot to show up.
Several members of the congregation took it upon themselves to have a "Communion Service" with all the readings, etc. One of the Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion [EMHCs] opened the Tabernacle and got the Consecrated Hosts out and proceeded to distribute them, along with another EMHC.

QUESTION: Are EMHCs allowed to open the Tabernacle and distribute Consecrated Hosts when no priest or deacon is present?

ANSWER: I think your diocesan bishop would like the chance to answer that question. Ask him.

Sounds sort of like a Little Rascals movie, doesn’t it?

Hey! Let’s have a communion service! Mom can sew the costumes and we can use Mr. Feltcher’s barn!

I have a sneaking suspicion that a few women were involved in this caper.

Out of 32 readers’ responses to the above, I selected one:
What happened is the natural consequence of the Age of the Laity. People honestly do not see the difference between the priesthood and lay involvement. I have seen this happen in the past as well, as found the attitude chilling.
A Letter from Our Cathedral Rector 
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/024.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 

By Very Rev. Fr. John Lankeit, Rector, Ss. Simon & Jude Cathedral, Phoenix, AZ, January 23, 2011
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Dear Parishioners,

During my last year in the seminary, I deliberately stopped receiving Holy Communion in the hand, and began receiving on the tongue. It was awkward at first and I was particularly anxious about dropping the Host, since I no longer had the "control" of receiving in the hand.

Awareness of this lack of control actually offers an additional spiritual benefit. In my previous letter I used the term "vulnerability" to describe receiving on the tongue. Some of you told me that this term was particularly helpful. At the 11:00 a.m. Mass last Sunday, I used an ancient symbol for Christ (which happened to be on the vestment I was wearing) to illustrate this vulnerability - a symbol rooted in a pre-Christian legend:

"[I]n the time of famine, the mother pelican wounded herself, striking her breast with the beak to feed her young with her blood to prevent starvation. Another version of the legend was that the mother fed her dying young with her blood to revive them from death, but in turn lost her own life. Given this tradition, one can easily see why the early Christians adapted it to symbolize our Lord, Jesus Christ." Source: http://www.catholiceducation.org/articles/religion/re0682.html
Receiving Holy Communion on the tongue emphasizes our complete dependence on the Lord's initiative to nourish our souls - an important distinction between "being fed" vs. feeding ourselves. Yet, the natural anxiety that accompanies trying something new may still be there.

Here are a few tips for receiving Holy Communion on the tongue intended to ease anxiety while reducing the risk of the Host falling to the ground.

1. When you hear the words "The Body of Christ" respond "Amen"... before receiving. We can be so focused on receiving in a new way and forget to say "Amen" or say it while receiving or afterwards.

2. Open your mouth and extend our tongue. This will make it easier for the minister to place the Host firmly on your tongue.

3. I suggest closing your eyes while receiving. This reduces the all-to-common temptation to lunge forward toward the minister, which increases the chance of dropping the Host. Lunging also increases the possibility of contact between the minister's finger and the communicant's tongue.

4. Pause a moment before pulling the Host into your mouth with your tongue. Retracting your tongue too quickly makes your tongue a moving target. I suggest a short "one-thousand-one" count before retracting your tongue. Take your time!

5. No biting! Receive on your tongue, not with your teeth.

6. Keep your hands folded in prayer. It confuses the minister when a communicant simultaneously extends their tongue and holds their hands in a way that looks like they intend to receive in the hand.

God's Blessings... my prayers...

Communion on the hand or on the tongue?

http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/commentandblogs/2011/02/24/communion-on-the-hand-or-on-the-tongue/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
By Francis Phillips, February 24, 2011
Bishop Athanasius Schneider’s book argues for reverence for the Eucharist and concentrates the mind wonderfully.
This is a question I had not thought about until recently: is it more reverent to receive Holy Communion standing and in the hand or kneeling and on the tongue? The reason I pose it is because I have just come across a most moving and scholarly little book that makes a powerful plea for the latter mode of reception. It is called Dominus Est – It is the Lord! by Bishop Athanasius Schneider, who was the auxiliary bishop of Karaganda, Kazakhstan and is now the auxiliary of the Kazakh capital Astana in Central Asia. (I add these geographical details because until I read the book I had not heard of Karaganda and although I had heard of Kazakhstan I had only the vaguest idea of its whereabouts.) It is available from Gracewing for £5. 99.

I guess that my question is a polarising one: on the one side are almost all the faithful who attend the Novus Ordo Mass; and on the other is the eloquent, passionate and often learned minority who attend Mass in the Extraordinary Form. I have friends in both camps but my own practice is to worship in our local parish church in the Ordinary Form. At the same time, I have always knelt to receive Communion on the tongue. Why? Because I could see no good reason to change the practice I had been taught as a child.

Reading Bishop Schneider makes me think that perhaps I was also clinging to the idea of a reverence that I did not think I would feel if I changed my custom. It so happens that I have rarely attended Mass where there have not been altar rails or at least a place to kneel and the priests I know have always made it clear that parishioners are free to choose either mode of reception.

Yet reading this book has concentrated the mind wonderfully, so much so that there now seems only one answer to the question I posed at the beginning of the blog. Bishop Schneider does not provide liturgical arguments in favour of the Extraordinary Form of Mass (though I suspect he is sympathetic to it); he simply asks, what is the reverence that is due to God at the supreme moment of our Communion with Him, and how do we properly show it? He begins with an affecting personal history: the story of three 'Eucharistic women', his mother, his great-aunt and a parishioner, all of who taught him by their example of "extraordinary love, care and the greatest reverence possible."
The Schneider family, along with other German Catholics, were exiled after the war to central Asia. There they struggled to live their Catholic Faith, far from a priest, parish or church. 
                                                                                                                                                                             105.
A visiting priest once allowed the Bishop’s mother to have a consecrated Host to give to her dying mother; for this she wore new white gloves, held the Host with tweezers and burnt the envelope in which it had been kept. His great-aunt was allowed to retain a Host to display secretly for an hour’s adoration on the nine first Fridays of each month before reverently consuming it. The lady parishioner travelled several hundred miles every year to receive a pyx containing consecrated Hosts, which she would distribute on Sundays in her hidden 'parish' for 30 years.

In the second part of the book, the Bishop provides scholarly references to the Church Fathers and the saints concerning reception of Our Lord kneeling and on the tongue. He includes a quotation from Fr Faber while still an Anglican, deeply impressed by the sight of the Pope in the Church of St John Lateran in 1843, as he "descended from his throne and knelt at the foot of the altar…a scene more touching than I had ever seen before."
The book’s preface is written by Bishop Malcolm Ranjith, secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments. He writes: "It is now time to evaluate carefully the practice of Communion in the hand and if necessary to abandon what was never actually called for in the Vatican document, Sacrosanctum Consilium."
Bishop Schneider himself concludes: "The Church must be reformed, starting with the Eucharist!"
There you have it; and I am at last able to give reasons for clinging to an old habit other than an inchoate sense that it was appropriate.

Readers have left 137 comments

Communion in the Hand - More Arguments Against
http://catholicwelsh.blogspot.in/2011/04/communion-in-hand-more-arguments.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
By Gareth, Catholic and Welsh, April 18, 2011

I know I am not a theologian, nor a bishop, nor a priest; but I cannot help but notice that Communion in the hand is growing in countries where belief in the Real Presence, including belief that the Host is the ENTIRE BODY, BLOOD, SOUL AND DIVINITY of OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST, is on the decline.
Just the other week I was surrounded by a well-meaning group of Catholics demanding Communion in both kinds because otherwise they weren't receiving the entirety of Jesus - in their opinion they weren't getting His Blood.
I argued against this. I stated the Truth, that the Sacred Species, the Host (under the outward appearance of unleavened bread) is the ENTIRE BODY, BLOOD, SOUL AND DIVINITY of OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST.
They told me I was WRONG!
Honestly.
I told them to "go check with the priest," and I moved on to talk Church history and architecture, etc. with another parishioner. 

The priest did confirm with the group of people that they were wrong and that the Host is Christ in His entirety.
Now I had to speak out. It wasn't pride. It was not for ruffling feathers, or to be contentious. I genuinely get outraged, on behalf of my Lord and my God, when people - but especially Catholics, do not understand that the Church teaches us QUITE CLEARLY that the Host we receive is indeed the ENTIRE BODY, BLOOD, SOUL AND DIVINITY of OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST.
I don't think the facts could be more obvious. Sadly, some people in the pews do NOT comprehend this. It is the duty of the Church, and its members, to impart this knowledge to the Faithful who may not understand. 
It is my belief that Communion in the hand has resulted in this lack of understanding, and this lack of understanding is resulting in Communion in the hand.
It is not false piety, it is not being "holier than thou." It is quite simply the fact that I understand that the Host is the ENTIRE BODY, BLOOD, SOUL AND DIVINITY of OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST, and dear God in heaven knows that I, along with most people approaching His Altar, are unworthy ("simply say the word and I shall be healed") ipso facto Communion on the tongue is the ONLY logical conclusion if we (as we should!) truly believe that what we are receiving is the ENTIRE BODY, BLOOD, SOUL AND DIVINITY of OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST. 

Click on the above link to view Michael Voris STB’s 6:25 minute RealCatholicTV YouTube video
Speaking of the Liturgy

http://veneremurcernui.wordpress.com/2011/07/06/speaking-of-the-liturgy/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
July 6, 2011

…..so, I’m reading this book I got just before the holiday.  I had meant to read several books before getting to this one, but I took it with me when we were out of town and, having finished some other reading, started on it. I was immediately captivated, although it is a fairly scholarly book. It is The Banished Heart, written by Professor Geoffrey Hull of Macquarie University, Sydney. I’ve only read the first 40 pages or so, but they are beyond interesting, they are positively illuminating. I’m totally hooked.

Professor Hull argues (among many, many other things) that the use of (un)extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion, and the reception of Communion in the hand, are two of the gravest abuses of the post-conciliar times.  
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He establishes convincingly that, contrary to what is frequently claimed, while the early Church did allow Communion to be received in the hand, this was more a product of the environment the Church had to exist in than any kind of reverent practice.  Due to the constant persecution of the Romans, the Liturgy often had to be celebrated quick and on the fly, for the Liturgy could be interrupted at any moment.  So, Communion in the hand was permitted, but the practice was also very different.  The communicant could not touch the Host with their fingers, they had to move the Host directly from the palm of the hand to the mouth, and they were closely supervised to insure that no abuses occurred.  After this initial period passed, when many elements of the Liturgy and Theology of the Church were still in flux, being in their definitional stages, there was a conscious move away from Communion in the hand, and the practice was completely banned between the early 4th and middle of the 5th centuries, depending on the location.  It must be remembered that even many elements of core theology were still being defined at this time, and that the persecutions played a major role in how the Liturgy was celebrated, so that it is rather bizarre to hearken back to this time and trying to establish Communion in the hand as a practice somehow more fitting to the Liturgy of today, when these exterior conditions no longer prevail.

Regarding extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion, the practice is completely novel.  There is no evidence it has ever occurred in the history of the Church, save for these last 30 years or so.  There are countless reasons why only the priest was allowed to place the Blessed Sacrament on the tongue of the recipient – it emphasizes the Sacramental role of the priesthood and the recipient’s unworthy nature to literally receive the Body of Jesus Christ as food for their total nourishment, it shows the extreme reverence which we are to have for the Blessed Sacrament, with only those specifically consecrated to God as priests being allowed to handle it, and it heightens the Eucharistic mystery by reserving its consecration and handling by only those who are properly instituted to do so. 

After Communion in the hand was banned, and I mean banned, to have the profane fingers of an unconsecrated lay person touch the Blessed Sacrament was seen as the highest sacrilege.  The practice was completely forbidden in the Latin Church for at least 1500 years.  We must keep in mind here the organic development of the Mass.  Organically, this practice of reserving the handling of the Blessed Sacrament had evolved over the first few hundred years of the Church to become an accepted practice.  It was no medieval accident – much thought went into the development of this practice.

But, in the 1960s, liturgical revolutionaries (a term used by some of those most involved in the reform of the Mass after Vatican II) sought to 'democratize' the Church by doing away with reverent receipt of the Blessed Sacrament.  After all, modern man no longer went on bended knee before earthly king or prince, why should they do so at Mass?  Neither Communion in the hand nor the use of extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion were specified by the Second Vatican Council.  Both evolved out of abuses that were later 'normalized' by decree for various reasons (but mostly due to pressure from various episcopal conferences, who threatened to go into schism and go ahead with these practices even without Papal sanction).  Even today, the use of 'extraordinary' ministers is supposed to be just that – for extraordinary occasions, but as we all see at Mass, it is anything but.  I wonder if those who now try to piously assist at Mass by being an EMHC would continue to do so if they understood the history of the Church with regards to lay people handling the Blessed Sacrament?

Get the book. 
One selected comment from a reader:

Communion may be received either in the hand or on the tongue. Around the year A.D. 390, Cyril of Jerusalem indicated that the early Church practiced Communion in the hand when he instructed his audience: “Approaching, therefore, come not with thy wrists extended, or thy fingers open; but make thy left hand as if a throne for thy right, which is on the eve of receiving the King. And having hallowed thy palm, receive the body of Christ, saying after it, ‘Amen.’ Then after thou hast with carefulness hallowed thine eyes by the touch of the holy body, partake thereof; giving heed lest thou lose any of it; for what thou losest is a loss to thee as it were from one of thine own members. For tell me, if anyone gave thee gold dust, wouldst thou not with all precaution keep it fast, being on thy guard against losing any of it, and suffering loss?” (Catechetical Lectures 23:22). Enough said.- John

The response from the owner of the site:

I disagree. If you read my whole post, which it seems you did not, I state plainly that, yes, Communion in the hand was a practice in use in the early Church, but what must be kept in mind is that many practices and beliefs were still in flux in this period. As time went on, and theology and the Liturgy became more settled, Communion in the hand was specifically forbidden. It was seen as a deficient practice, and was extinct by the pontificate of Pope Gregory the Great. That was over 1500 years ago. That it has been suddenly 'reinvented,' being part of a desire to get back to the "more authentic" earliest Church, is also terribly problematic, for it ignores organic development, the progression of Divine Revelation, and the previous reasonings for the practice being forbidden! 

I admire St. Cyril very much, but the Eastern Church he preserved and elevated does not practice Communion in the hand, nor extraordinary ministers. He was speaking at a very early point in the Church, and as I said the practice was abandoned within 100 years of your quoted text, because it was found to be deficient.

But thanks for the reply. I know what you’re saying, but I’m trying to get folks to see the discontinuity. God bless!

The Great Catholic Horror Story: The Pseudo-historical Deception of Communion in the Hand

http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2011/10/great-catholic-horror-story-historical.html 
October 26, 2011                                                                                                                                          107.
If you do not believe in the Real Presence, how hyperbolic it must sound... For those who know that He is there, Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity, "horror" does not begin to describe the problems surrounding the handling of the Most Holy Sacrament in post-Conciliar settings, based on pseudo-historical "sources" and outright deception.
The Great Deception about Holy Communion in the hand
St. Cyril of Jerusalem and Communion in the hand
Regarding the matter of so-called “Communion in the hand,” [Una Fides] presents an article by the Rev. Father. Giuseppe Pace, S.D.B., published in the magazine Chiesa Viva of January 1990 (Civiltà, Brescia.) [Translation by Rorate contributor Francesca Romana.]
The acorn is a potential oak tree; the oak tree is an acorn that has come to perfection. For the oak to return to being an acorn, presuming that it could do so without dying, would be a regression.  It is for this reason the Mediator Dei of Pope Pius XII condemned liturgical antiquarianism as anti-liturgical with these words: "Just as obviously unwise and mistaken is the zeal of one who in matters liturgical would go back to the rites and usage of antiquity, discarding the new patterns introduced by disposition of divine Providence to meet the changes of circumstances and situation. (no.63) (…) This way of acting bids fair to revive the exaggerated and senseless antiquarianism to which the illegal Council of Pistoia gave rise. It likewise attempts to reinstate a series of errors which were responsible for the calling of that meeting as well as for those resulting from it, with grievous harm to souls, and which the Church, the ever watchful guardian of the "deposit of faith" committed to her charge by her divine Founder, had every right and reason to condemn." (no.64)
The pseudo – liturgists who are desolating the Church in the name of the Second Vatican Council are prey to such morbid antiquarian obsessions; pseudo-liturgists, who, at times reach the point of obligating their subjects with exhortations and instances that violate the few remaining wholesome laws that still survive, and which, they, themselves, have formally promulgated or confirmed.
Symptomatic of all this is the issue of the Rite of Holy Communion. One bishop, in fact, after declaring that the Sacred Species be placed on the tongue of the communicant is still in force at the Traditional Rite, at the same time, also permits Holy Communion to be distributed in little baskets which the faithful pass along to each other; or he, himself, deposits the Sacred Species into the hands (are they always clean?) of the communicant. If you want to convince the faithful that the Most Holy Eucharist is nothing other than (a piece of) ordinary bread, perhaps even blessed as a symbolic meal, one could not imagine a better way to do it than that of sacrilege.
The promoters of Communion in the hand call upon that pseudo-liturgical antiquarianism condemned by Pius XII in apertis verbis.  In fact, they say that it is in this way that you must receive It, because it had been carried out in that manner by the entire Church, both in the East and West from Her beginnings and for a thousand years afterwards.
It is most certainly true from the beginnings of the Church, and then for almost two thousand years, that, in preparation for Communion, communicants had to abstain from all food and drink from the night before until the moment of reception. Why don’t those antiquarians restore that Eucharistic fast? This would certainly contribute quite a bit in maintaining awareness in the mind of the communicant the thought of imminent reception of Holy Communion, so that they would dispose themselves better.
Instead, it is most certainly false that, from the Church’s beginnings and  for a thousand years afterwards, the entire Church, both East and West, had the practice of placing the Sacred Species in the hands of the faithful. 
The pseudo-liturgists love to pull out the following piece from the Mystagogical Catecheses attributed to Saint Cyril of Jerusalem:  «Adiens igitur, ne expansis manuum volis, neque disiunctis digitis accede; sed sinistram velut thronum subiiciens, utpote Regem suscepturæ: et concava manu suscipe corpus Christi, respondens Amen».( When thou goest to receive communion go not with thy wrists extended, nor with thy fingers separated, but placing thy left hand as a throne for thy right, which is to receive so great a King, and in the hollow of the palm receive the body of Christ, saying, Amen.) 
They stop, when they arrive at this Amen; however, the Mystagogical Catecheses do not stop there, but continue:
Then, carefully sanctifying the eyes by touching them with the holy Body, partake of it, (…)    "Then, after you have partaken of the Body of Christ, come forward only for the cup of the Blood. Do not stretch out your hands but bow low as if making an act of obeisance and a profound act of veneration. Say 'Amen'. and sanctify yourself by partaking of Christ's Blood also. While the moisture is still on your lips, touch them with your hands and sanctify your eyes, your forehead, and all your other sensory organs…Do not cut yourselves off from Communion; nor deprive yourselves of these sacred and spiritual mysteries, not even if you  are defiled by sins).
Who could possibly sustain that a similar rite was more or less the custom of the universal Church for more or less a thousand years? And how to reconcile such a rite, (when even those defiled with sin are admitted to Communion), in accordance with what was certainly the universal custom from the beginnings of the Church which forbade Holy Communion to those who were not holy?                         108.
«Itaque quicumque manducaverit panem hunc, vel biberit calicem Domini indigne, reus erit corporis et sanguinis Domini. Probet autem seipsum homo: et sic de pane illo edat, et de calice bibat. Qui enim manducat et bibit indigne, indicum, sibi manducat et bibit non diiudicans corpus Domini» [ [27] Therefore whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and of the blood of the Lord. [28] But let a man prove himself: and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of the chalice. [29] For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, not discerning the body of the Lord. (I Corinthians, 11, 27-29, Douay-Rheims)]
The description of such a bizarre Communion Rite, which concludes with the exhortation to receive Holy Communion even if you are defiled by sins, was most certainly not preached by St. Cyril in the Church of Jerusalem, neither would it have been licit whatsoever in any other Church. What we have here is a rite which is a product of the imagination, oscillating between fanaticism and sacrilege, by the author of the Apostolic Constitutions: an anonymous Syrian, a devourer of books, an indefatigable writer who poured into his writings,  indigested and contaminated figments of own his imagination. In the book VIII of the aforementioned Apostolic Constitutions, he adds 85 Canons of the Apostles, attributing them to Pope St. Clement, canons that Pope Gelasius I, at the Council of Rome in 494, declared apocryphal: «Liber qui appellatur Canones Apostolorum, apocryfus (P. L., LIX, col. 163). The description of that bizarre rite, even if not always necessarily sacrilegious, became part of the Mystagogical Catechesis through the work of a successor of St. Cyril, who most (scholars) retain was "Bishop John", a crypto-Arian, influenced by Origen and Pelagius and thus, contested by St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome and St. Augustine.
How can Leclercq claim that «… we must see in this [in this extravagant rite] an exact representation of the usage of the great Churches of Syria»? He cannot claim this since he is contradicting himself, given that just before he states that it deals with: «…a fantasy liturgy. It does not come from nor is it destined to anything else than to entertain its author; it is not a normal, official, liturgy belonging to a specific Church» (Dictionaire de Archeologie chretienne et de Liturgie, vol. III, part II, col. 2749-2750). 
Instead we have concrete evidence of customs that are the opposite, that is, of the practice of placing the Sacred Species on the tongue of the communicant, and of the prohibition of the lay faithful touching the Sacred Species with their hands. Only in cases of grave necessity and in times of persecution, St. Basil assures us, the norms could be derogated, permitting the lay to receive Communion in the hand. (P.G., XXXII, coll. 483-486).
It is clear we do not intend to review all the testimonies invocated to demonstrate that the custom of placing the Sacred Species on the tongue of lay communicants was in use in antiquity, neither do we intend to indicate something only symptomatic, and what is more, sufficient, to disprove what they assert, that for a thousand years, the universal Church in both East and West, was in the habit of placing the Sacred Species in the hands of the faithful.
Saint Eutichiano, Pope from 275 to 283, so that laypeople would not touch the Sacred Species with their hands, forbade them to take the Blessed Sacrament to the sick: «Nullus præsumat tradere communionem laico vel femminæ ad deferendum infirmo» (Let no-one dare consign Holy Communion to a lay man or woman for them to take to the sick) (P.L., V, coll.163-168).
Saint Gregory the Great narrates that Saint Agapito, Pope from 535 to 536, during the short months of his pontificate, went to Constantinople and healed a deaf-mute during the act of «ei dominicum Corpus in os mitteret» (placing the Body of the Lord in his mouth). (Dialogues III, 3).
This was in the East but also in the West, it is known and unquestionable, that Saint Gregory the Great himself administered Holy Communion to the lay-faithful in that same manner. Even earlier, the Council of Saragozza in 380, had launched excommunication to those who dared to treat the Most Holy Eucharist as if they were in a time of persecution, a time in which even lay-people found themselves out of necessity, touching the Sacred Species with their hands. (SAENZ DE AGUIRRE, Notitia Conciliorum Hispaniæ, Salamanca, 1686, page 495).
Undisciplined innovators were not lacking even in antiquity. This induced the ecclesiastical authorities to call them to order. The Council of Rouen did just that, around 650, forbidding the minister of the Eucharist to place the Sacred Species in the hand of lay communicants: «[Presbyter] illud etiam attendat ut eos [fideles] propria manu communicet, nulli autem laico aut fœminæ Eucharistiam in manibus ponat, sed tantum in os eius cum his verbis ponat: "Corpus Domini et sanguis prosit tibi in remissionem peccatorum et ad vitam æternam". Si quis hæc transgressus fuerit, quia Deum omnipotentem comtemnit, et quantum in ipso est inhonorat, ab altari removeatur» ((The Presbyter) must be mindful also of this: give Holy Communion to the faithful only by your own hand; "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or woman but only in their mouths, with these words: '‘May the Body and Blood of the Lord help you in the remission of your sins and attain eternal life.' Whosoever will have transgressed these norms, disdain God Almighty and in doing so will have dishonored himself and should be removed from the altar)." (P.G., vol. X, coll.1099-1100)
Instead, the Arians, to show that they did not believe in the Divinity of Jesus and who retained that the Eucharist was merely symbolic bread, received Communion standing and touched the Sacred Species with their hands.  It was for no small thing that Saint Athanasius could talk about the Arian apostasy (P.G., vol. col. 9ss).
We do not deny that lay people had permission to touch the Sacred Species on occasion – in certain particular cases - or even in some particular Churches for a short period of time.                                                                          109.
But we deny that this had been the practice in the Church in both East and West for a thousand years. It is even falser to assert that it should still be done in this way now. Besides, in the worship owed to the Most Blessed Sacrament, there has come about wise progress, similar to that which has occurred in the field of dogma (which has nothing whatsoever to do with the modernist theology of the "death of God"). The above-mentioned liturgical progress, restored universal practice of kneeling in the act of adoration, and thus the use of kneelers;  the practice of covering the balustrade with a white cloth, the use of the paten, now and then a torch-bearer and the practice of at least a quarter of an hour of personal thanksgiving.  Abolishing all of this does not result in increasing the worship owed to God in the Most Holy Eucharist, nor in the sanctification of the faithful, but it is serving the Devil.
When St. Thomas (Summa Theologica, III, q.82, a 3) exposes the reasons that forbade laypeople to touch the Sacred Species, he does not address a rite of recent invention, but a liturgical practice as old as the Church Herself. Rightly, the Council of Trent could not only claim that it had been the consistent custom for laypeople to receive Communion from the priests, while priests communicated themselves, and that this custom, categorically, goes back to Apostolic times. (Denzinger, 881) Here is why we find it prescribed in the Catechism of St. Pius X (Questions 642-645).  Now this rule has never been abrogated: in the New Roman Missal, article 117, you read that the communicant tenens patenam sub ore, sacramentum accipit (holding the paten under the mouth receives the Sacrament).
It is difficult to understand how the same promulgators of such wise norm, go about exempting the dioceses one after the other. The simple lay person faced with so much incoherence, cannot help but grow into greater indifference regarding the liturgical and non-liturgical ecclesiastical laws.
Readers have left 34 comments

Homily for the Closing of Forty Hours on Tuesday 11/15/2011 at St. Andrews in Waynesboro 
http://fathercarroll2009.blogspot.in/2011/11/praised-be-jesus-christ-now-and-forever.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
By Father Keith Michael Carroll, November 16, 2011

Praised be Jesus Christ, now and forever! My brothers and sister before I begin, once again I would like to thank you pastor Father Bateman for giving this opportunity to preach the good news of Jesus Christ. It is always a great joy for me to be with all of you who played an integral part of my formation as a priest. For that I will always be grateful! Thank you for your prayers and support and be assured of mine in return.

On Sunday night we mediated on the mystery of the Sacrifice of the Cross and on the mystery of the Sacrifice of the Eucharist. Every time we celebrate the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass we should see the intimate connection between the two sacrifices as we look at the image of Christ crucified and the image of our Eucharistic Lord in the Most Holy Eucharist. We were also reminded that as we gather for these Eucharistic devotions we gaze upon our Eucharistic Lord we are gazing upon the one because He loves us so much who continues to offer Himself for our sake.

Then last night we talked about the Blessed Mother and her connection to the Most Holy Eucharist. Every time we celebrate the Most Holy Eucharist we are recalling His passion and death. We briefly mentioned the devotion of the way of the cross in which we are given the powerful encounter of the Blessed Mother and her Son Jesus as He was carrying the heavy wooden cross. Some of the most powerful encounters of the events of the Lord’s passion are characterized not by words but with silence. Quoting from Bishop Connelly as wrote in His column on the new translation, "Because silence amplifies the magnitude of what we are watching." The Blessed Mother entered into the mystery of the Lord’s passion something you and I should do every time we come to the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass and here for Eucharistic adoration. One of the ways we do this is my learning the importance and meaning behind being silent, something we often tend to forget.

Finally tonight as we come to a close of our special time basking in the presence of our Eucharistic Lord, I want to focus on the theme, "Receiving our Eucharistic Lord into our Hearts." Yesterday I mentioned that as a Church not only do we have a crises in the understanding of what it means to be still in the presence of the Lord but more recently we are faced with a crises of belief in the real presence of Jesus Christ in the Most Holy Eucharist. Most of us gathered here already has a belief that this is Jesus on our altar for that is what has been drawling us here each evening but that doesn’t mean we all have room to grow in our appreciation and understanding of the Most Blessed Sacrament.

Tonight I want to talk about our physical reception of the Most Holy Eucharist. There is a normative way of receiving Holy Communion in the Church and that is reception of the tongue. Before I talk about the indult that allows for communion to be received in the hand, I want to focus on the great spiritual benefit of the traditional way of receiving communion in this manner. Again a year or two after being elected to lead the Catholic Church, His holiness Pope Benedict XVI invited people who received from him at papal Masses, to kneel and receive communion on the tongue. Primarily this was done to protect the Lord from ending up in places where He shouldn’t be such as eBay. While standing for communion is the norm here there is something to be said about the posture of kneeling. What does the posture signify? Kneeling signifies humility and let’s face it sometimes we all need to learn how to be more humble especially in today’s world.

The second action is the symbolism of receiving on the tongue. To illustrate what receiving on tongue signifies I want to ask how many of you have ever had the privilege of feeding a baby a bottle. If you have ever had that awesome experience, take a moment and think back to it. Then imagine yourself as the baby. A baby relies on us to feed him or her much like we relied on our parents to feed us. It’s a matter of trust.                                                            110.
When individuals receive on the tongue it represents a willingness on the part of the communicant to trust the Lord to feed them. Combing the two postures they represent together an act of humility before the Lord and a willingness to trust Him to feed and nourish us.

Now I would like to say something about receiving communion in the hand. The posture of receiving communion in the hand is approved here in the United States and in various places throughout the world where conferences of bishops have asked for it. Memoriale Domine a document released in regards to the proper reception of Holy Communion had some concerns about allowing communion in the hand. The concern was about a loss of respect towards the Most Holy Eucharist and the loss of a belief in the real presence. Sadly in places around the world and even here at home this is what we are faced with today. The truth be told, there was a well-founded hope that allowing communion in the hand would help the faithful grow in their relationship with Christ. Unfortunately, in many places this never occurred. True story I once witnessed someone receive communion, step to the side where they preceded to throw the host in the air in order to catch it with their mouths. I have also seen many variations of receiving communion in the hand, I have seen some place the host in their mouth as if they were taking a pill, and then on other times I have had individuals take communion out of my hand. There is only one way we should receive communion in the hand and that is my placing one hand over the other making a throne for the Lord who is our true king and then proceed to place Him in our mouths reverently in front of the minister of communion.

I do not want to continue without saying that many people receive communion in the hand very reverently, however unfortunately we cannot deny at the same time that there are abuses that are taking place in our midst. Now Jesus did say, "take and eat," and "take and drink" but this means so much more than a physical reception of communion. A deeper understanding of the Lord’s words should be understood as taking what we have received into our hearts into the world. God has given us a gift in the Most Holy Eucharist and it’s a gift that He wishes would be shared.

This evening we have been focusing more on externals. We must understand that externals are extremely important. Externals help convey an interior reality. In some cases where we have lost the external actions we have also seen the loss of interior belief. Take away the exterior posture slowly the interior reality begins to erode. What we say and do conveys what we truly believe. As a Church we have many externals. Take a close look at the Lord present in the monstrance. Many monstrances are very decorative. Also many of the vessels we use Mass are very elaborate and they should be for again what we say and do conveys what we as Catholics believe. Our Lord Jesus Christ using the common elements of bread and wine chose these common items to become the Bread of Life and the Cup of Eternal Salvation. Jesus chose a humble piece of bread to become the bread of life and what we see in the monstrance is that our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ is glorified in His humility.

Tonight I want to conclude by returning our focus to tonight’s theme "Receiving our Eucharistic Lord into our Hearts." While we have focused a lot on the physical reception of Holy Communion we must always remember that receiving our Eucharistic Lord is much more than a physical reception but that it’s a true spiritual reception. We must ask ourselves are we receiving our Lord worthily into our hearts. Today we were given some food for thought in looking at the reasons and meaning behind what we do. Now as we come to the end of our time in the presence of the Eucharistic Lord for this evening may we humbly place ourselves at His feet and seek His help to help us grow in a deeper appreciation of the gift of His body, blood, soul and divinity contained in the Eucharist. Praised be Jesus Christ! Now and forever!
Sicilian Priest Refuses Communion in the Hand 

http://eponymousflower.blogspot.in/2011/11/sicily-priest-refuses-communion-in-hand.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
November 20, 2011

Edit: this story from Sicily is of interest. It was reported in Messainlatino a few days ago on the 18th. 
A layman wanted to receive Communion in the hand, but the pastor of Acquaviva Platani is opposed to this practice. There was a confrontation after Mass in the Sacristy and the police were called.
CALTANISSETTA - The police were called 'to intervene and restore calm to a faithful Pastor in Acquaviva Platani, Don Francesco Novara, had refused delivery of the Host in his hand.' 
This priest only gives Communion on the tongue. This decision by Don Novara has already split the community between those who believe it's the correct decision by the parish priest and those who think it's exaggerated. The man who had been denied the Host, came to the Sacristy after the church service, as reported in the edition of the Journal of Caltanissetta of Sicily, and railed against the priest. The police were called shortly after that by others in the Sacristy. The police arrived and convinced the offended layman to desist from his protests and to return home.
Source: the Repubblica.it / chronicle of Palermo
Bravo, Don Francesco Novara! Communion only in the mouth!
Link to Messainlatino...
Bishop Follows Pope Benedict's Example: Kneeling Only

http://eponymousflower.blogspot.in/2011/12/bishop-follows-pope-benedicts-example.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
December 31, 2011                                                                                                                                             111.
(Brasilia) Bishop Msgr Antonio Keller, of German descent, head shepherd of the southern Brazilian Diocese Frederico Westphalen is only giving Holy Communion since Christmas in his Cathedral church to those who are kneeling and on the tongue. He is following the example of Pope Benedict XVI in this and is intending to support the "reform of the reform".
The internet site, Salvem a Liturgia has published Bishop Keller's pastoral letter about the reception of Communion.   The Bishop reminded the priests and faithful of his diocese that every recipient of Communion must have the grace in order to be able to receive the Body of Christ.  The Bishop underlined the fundamental difference between bread as normal sustenance and the Holy Eucharist, body, blood soul and divinity of the Lord to sustain the soul.
Bishop Keller also reminded on the duty, to fast at least one hour before receiving communion and called for the necessity of having the right disposition at the reception of Holy Eucharist.  In the pastoral letter, Msgr Keller informed his Diocese that he would be following the example of Pope Benedict XVI and giving Holy Communion to the faithful only while they are kneeling and on the tongue.
The words he directed to priests were: "The refusal of Holy Communion to the faithful, because they want to receive it in a kneeling posture, would be a great injury to a fundamental right of a Christian believer, namely the right to receive spiritual support from their pastors through the sacraments. (CCC Canon 213). Even where it is allowed to the congregation to properly receive Communion standing by the respective Bishops Conference, that the faithful, who wish to Communicate Holy Communion on their knees may not be refused that for that reason. (Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, written on 1 July, 2002, Notitiae 2002, S. 582-585)
The Diocese of Frederico Westphalen was founded in 1961 by Pope John XXIII and is the suffragan Diocese of the Archdiocese of Porto Allegre. The name of the city, in which the Bishop's See is located, comes from a German engineer. The population of the Diocese shows a strong German presence, which is apparent even from the family names of the recent Bishops. (Msgr. Hoffman 1962-1971, Msgr. Maldaner 1971-2001, Msgr. Hastenteufel 2001-2007, Msgr. Keller seit 2008)
Text: Giuseppe Nardi Bild: Salvem a Liturgia Translated from katholisches...
Benedict XVI and Communion in the Hand: Put Aside Your Illusions

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/021.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
By Fr. Cekada, November 22, 2010
Ever since the post-Vatican II revolution began, the liturgical change that faithful Catholics regarded as most horrifying was communion in the hand. It overthrew everything — everything — we had been taught to believe about the ineffable holiness of the Real Presence and the sacred character of the priesthood.

The 16th-century Protestant heretics who abolished communion on the tongue and introduced communion in the hand were well aware of the doctrines the old practice represented, and changed the mode of receiving communion precisely in order to overthrow these teachings.

So too, during and after Vatican II. The modernist heretics great and small (and I knew many in the latter category) who promoted errors such as transfinalization, transignification, a "transient" presence of Christ in the Eucharist, assembly theology or a "lay" priesthood inevitably also advocated communion in the hand. Denying Catholic dogmas on the Real Presence and the priesthood went together with the new ritual practice — which said "Nothing special here; just plain old bread."
Many who now advocate more traditional liturgical practices have looked upon Benedict XVI as a sympathetic ally who seeks to restore tradition in Catholic worship. Hence, the permission given for the old Mass, the reappearance of old-style vestments at St. Peter’s, the encouragement given to worthy sacred music, etc.

Since the reception of communion on the tongue logically would seem to be part of this package, and since Benedict XVI was rumored to be opposed to communion in the hand, many were shocked to see pictures of him personally distributing communion in the hand, most recently, to the Queen of Spain.

Various explanations were offered in the pro-Benedict traditionalist camp: the poor pope had been pressured into the practice, he did not want to cause scandal (!) by refusing someone communion, pastoral prudence motivated him, etc., etc. Few, it seems, wanted to put aside the image of Benedict as the Great-but-Patient-Restorer-of-Catholic-Liturgical-Tradition.
One need speculate no longer about possible explanations. In an interview just published as a book (Light of the World), Benedict XVI says:

"I am not opposed in principle to Communion in the hand; I have both administered and received Communion in this way myself."

So there we have it in Benedict’s own words: he believes that there is nothing wrong in itself with communion in the hand.

But if there is no principle to oppose, why the widely-publicized business of communicants in St. Peter’s being made to kneel and receive on the tongue?

"The idea behind my current practice of having people kneel to receive Communion on the tongue was to send a signal and to underscore the Real Presence with an exclamation point. One important reason is that there is a great danger of superficiality precisely in the kinds of Mass events we hold at Saint Peter’s, both in the Basilica and in the Square. I have heard of people who, after receiving Communion, stick the Host in their wallet to take home as a kind of souvenir."                                                                                                                                                   112.
The return to the traditional practice was, in other words, merely a practical expediency to forestall the incidental, by-the-way, regrettable problems of superficiality and souvenir hunting.

"In this context, where people think that everyone is just automatically supposed to receive Communion — everyone else is going up, so I will, too — I wanted to send a clear signal. I wanted it to be clear: Something quite special is going on here! He is here, the One before whom we fall on our knees! Pay attention!

This is not just some social ritual in which we can take part if we want to."
In the foregoing passage and those which preceded it, we find more of the convolution so typical of modernist theological discourse. A few bones are thrown towards Catholics who hunger for tradition and the old dogmas (thus: "underscoring the Real Presence," "something special," "not just some social ritual"), while the larger and more fundamental issue at stake is rendered completely relative ("in this context," "danger" of superficiality).

We have seen this before in Ratzinger/Benedict’s pronouncements on the liturgy. He comes out in favor of some traditional practice: the old Mass, facing "east" for the Eucharistic prayer, more Latin, traditional vestments, high-quality music, etc. Beleaguered conservatives and traditionalists rejoice: the restoration has begun!

But upon closer examination, one quickly discovers that Ratzinger/Benedict’s starting point for arriving at these conclusions is often located in another theological universe: e.g., attractive "sacrality," culture, sensibilities, the Teilhardian cosmos, richness. (See Work of Human Hands, 5–6, 170–72)

This should come as no surprise, because the young Josef Ratzinger was himself formed in the mid-20th century modernist theological universe that rejected the methods and principles of Thomist (i.e. Catholic) theology.

So the traditional tone of Benedict’s practical conclusions should not divert us from the poisonous principles behind them. The modernist George Tyrrell (1861–1909), after all, was likewise a great fan of the Latin High Mass, "with all its suggestion of mystery, faith and reverence." (Through Scylla and Charybdis, 34)

Courtesy of Benedict XVI, conservatives and advocates of officially-sanctioned celebrations of the old Mass are thus left without a fixed theological principle upon which to hang their opposition to communion in the hand. It’s all "context" now — the Holy Father says so!

As for sending what Benedict called "a clear signal," ever since the advent of the Protestant and Modernist heresies on the nature of the Eucharist, the signal communion in the hand has sent is very clear indeed: I repudiate the dogma of transubstantiation.

So too, the signal Benedict XVI’s recent statement should send to conservatives: It is time to put aside your illusions.

This entry was posted in 01 Old Mass or New Mass, 13 Communion Rite, WHH Chapter Topics. 
Archbishop Ranjith: "Communion in the hand needs to be revisited" 

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/003.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
By Gregor Kollmorge, February 21, 2008

Bruno Volpe, of Petrus, has interviewed Msgr. Albert Malcolm Ranjith, Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments. Here is my translation:

B. Volpe: Your Excellency, unfortunately Holy Mass, in Italy and in various other parts of the World, continues not to be celebrated as it should be, with priests putting themselves at the centre of attention and inventing impromptu texts and rites that are absolutely not loyal to the Magisterium.

Msgr. Ranjith: It is true, and I think it is really sad that some priests, fortunately not all, continue to abuse, with inexplicable extravagancies, the liturgy which, it should be remembered, is not their property but belongs to the Church.
Volpe: Would you like to make a public appeal?

Ranjith: I remind these priests that they must, and I stress must, respect the official liturgy of the Catholic Church. Enough with the abuses and the personal interpretations: Mass is not a spectacle, but sacrifice, gift and mystery. Not coincidentally the Holy Father Benedict XVI continually reminds us to celebrate the Eucharist with dignity and decorum. 

Volpe: We come to a practical case. Some priests indulge in homilies excessively long and not always attuned to the readings of the day.

Ranjith: First of all I think that a good and healthy homily should never exceed 8-10 minutes; having said that it is necessary that the celebrant studies in depth the Gospel of the day and always stick to it, without flourishes or unnecessary turns of words. The homily is an integral and complementary part of the Eucharistic sacrifice, but must absolutely not dominate it.

Volpe: Your Excellency, let us come to the question of Communion in the hand: What do you think about it?

Ranjith: I 'simply' believe that this practice needs to be reviewed. How to do it? To begin with, a good catechesis. You know, unfortunately, many are not even aware of Whom they receive in the Communion, that is Christ, and so approach the Eucharistic banquet with scarce concentration and very little respect. 

Volpe: Specifically, what needs to be done?

Ranjith: We need to recover the sense of the sacred. I speak only for myself, but I am convinced of the urgency of reviewing the practice of Communion given in the hand, returning to giving the particle to the faithful directly in the mouth, without them touching it, reinforcing thereby that in the Eucharist there is really Jesus and that everyone must receive Him with devotion, love and respect.                                                                                                        113.
Volpe: Would it not be appropriate to return to kneeling at the moment of Communion?

Ranjith: I think so. This gesture would represent a true act of respect towards the gift and the mystery of the Eucharist.

Volpe: But some, even inside the Church, seem to express "embarrassment" only at the idea of seeing restored kneeling before the Blessed Sacrament.

Ranjith: Beyond the office I occupy in the Vatican, as a Catholic I ask myself and wonder: why be ashamed of God? Kneeling at Communion would be an act of humility and recognition of our nature as children of God.

Holy Communion in the Hand: The True Story by Rev. Paul J. McDonald*
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/018.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
Pastor, St. Patrick's Church, from on-line edition of Mary's Anawim, July, 2008 *See also pages 121 ff.
The history of Communion in the hand is often presented in certain quarters as follows: From the Last Supper on, Holy Communion was, as the norm, continually given in the hand. So it was during the age of the martyrs. And it continued to be so during that golden age of the Fathers and of the liturgy after the peace of Constantine in 313 A.D. And it continued to be the common practice until at least the tenth century. Thus for over half of the life of the Church it was the norm.

An argument for the above is held to be found in a text of St. Cyril of Jerusalem’s fifth Mystagogic Catechesis (21f), which he preached to neophytes in 348 A.D., in which he counsels the faithful to "place your left hand as the throne of your right one, which is to receive the King [in Holy Communion]" (L’Osservatore Romano. English edition of June 14, 1973, p. 6). This Father of the Church further counsels great care for any Fragments which might remain on one’s hands.

According to some critics’ version of history, popular in certain quarters, Communion on the tongue became the universal norm in this way: During the Middle Ages certain distortions in the faith and/or in approaches to it gradually developed. These included an excessive fear of God and an over-concern about sin, judgment and punishment, as well as an over-emphasis on Christ’s divinity – so emphasized as to down-play His sacred humanity or virtually deny it; also an over-emphasis on the priest’s role in the sacred liturgy, and a loss of the sense of the community which the Church, in fact, is. In particular, because of excessive emphasis on adoring Christ in the Holy Eucharist and an over-strict approach to moral matters, Holy Communion became more and more rare. It was considered enough to gaze upon the Sacred Host during the elevation. (In fact, in certain critics’ minds the elevation, exposition and benediction of the Blessed Sacrament find their origins during the 'unfortunate' Middle Ages, a period whose liturgical practices we would do well – so they think – to rid ourselves of.) It was in this atmosphere and under these circumstances, they argue, that the practice of Communion in the hand began to be restricted. The practice of the priest placing the consecrated Bread directly into the mouth of the communicant thus developed and, they think, was unwisely imposed.

The conclusion is rather clear: We should get rid of this custom. We should forbid or at least discourage the Communion on the tongue practice whereby the faithful are not allowed to "take and eat," and should return to the pristine usage of the Fathers and Apostles, namely, Communion in the hand.

It is a compelling story. It is too bad that it is not true.
Now Let’s Consider the Case for Receiving Holy Communion in the Tongue
The practice of Communion in the hand was first introduced in Belgium by Cardinal Suenens in disobedience to the rubrics of the Holy See. Not wishing to publicly rebuke a brother bishop, Pope Paul VI decided to lift the ban prohibiting Communion in the hand, leaving the decision to individual bishops. The late Cardinal Joseph Bernardin, then president of the United States NCCB, initiated two unsuccessful attempts to introduce Communion in the hand in 1975 and 1976. In the spring of 1977, the bishops’ vote again fell short of the required two-thirds majority. Nevertheless, for the first time ever bishops in absentia were polled by mail after the conference meeting; subsequently the necessary votes materialized and the measure was declared passed. Several canon lawyers have stated categorically that this procedure was illegal. An interview with Bishop Blanchette in the National Catholic Register (June 12, 1977) confirms that Communion in the hand was unlawfully introduced into the United States. Fr. John Hardon likewise has affirmed the fact that retired and dying bishops were polled to make sure the measure for Communion in the hand would be passed.

But let’s view its origins …

The sacred Council of Trent declared that the custom whereby only the priest-celebrant gives Communion to himself (with his own hands), and the laity receive It from him, is an Apostolic tradition. (1)

A more rigorous study of available evidence from Church history and from writings of the Fathers does not support the assertion that Communion in the hand was a universal practice which was gradually supplanted and eventually replaced by the practice of Communion on the tongue. Rather, facts seem to point to a different conclusion: Pope St. Leo the Great (440-461) is an early witness of the traditional practice. In his comments on the sixth chapter of St. John’s Gospel he speaks of Communion in the mouth as the current usage: "One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith." (2) The Pope does not speak as if he were introducing a novelty, but as if this were a well established thing.

A century and a half later Pope St. Gregory the Great (died in 604) is another witness. In his dialogues he relates how Pope St. Agapitus performed a miracle during Mass, after having placed the Body of the Lord into someone’s mouth.

We are not claiming that under no circumstances whatever did the faithful receive by their own hands. But under what conditions did this happen? It does seem that from very early times on, it was usual for the priest to place the Sacred Host into the mouth of the communicant.                                                                                                             114.
However, during times of persecution, when priests were not readily available, and when the faithful took the Sacrament to their homes, they gave Communion to themselves by their own hand. Rather than be totally deprived of the Bread of Life, they could receive by their own hand. The same applied to monks who had gone out into the desert, where they would not have the services of a priest and would not want to give up the practice of daily Holy Communion. St. Basil the Great (330-379) indicates that receiving of Communion by one’s own hand was permitted precisely because of persecution, or, as was the case with monks in the desert, when no deacon or priest was available to give It. (3)

In his article on "Communion" in the Dictionaire d’Archeologiae Chretienne, Leclerq declares that the peace of Constantine in 313 A.D. served toward bringing the practice of Communion in the hand to an end. After persecution had ceased, evidently the practice of Communion in the hand persisted here and there. Church authority apparently judged that it invited abuse and deemed it contrary to the custom of the Apostles.

Thus the Synod of Rouen, France, in about 878 directed: "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywomen, but only in their mouths" ("nulli autem laico aut feminae eucharistiam in manibus ponat, sed tantum in os eius"). (4) A non-ecumenical Council of Constantinople known as "In Trullo" in 692 A.D. prohibited the faithful from giving Communion to themselves (which is of course what happens when the Sacred Particle is placed in the hand of communicants), and decreed a censure against those who would do so in the presence of a bishop, priest or deacon.

Promoters of Communion in the hand generally make little mention of the evidence we have brought forward, but do make constant use of the text attributed above to St. Cyril of Jerusalem, who lived in the fourth century at the time of St. Basil. But scholars dispute the authenticity of the St. Cyril text, according to Jungmann-Brunner, op. cit., p. 191, n.25. It is not impossible that the text is really the work of the Patriarch John, who succeeded Cyril in Jerusalem. This John was of suspect orthodoxy, as we know from the correspondence of St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome, and St. Augustine.

But is it not a form of clericalism to allow the priest to touch the Sacred Host and to forbid the laity to do the same? But even priests were not allowed to touch the Blessed Sacrament except out of some need to do so. In fact, other than the celebrant of the Mass itself, no one else receiving Communion, not even a priest, could receive It in the hand. And so, in the traditional liturgical practice of the Roman Rite, if a priest were assisting at Mass (and not celebrating) and if he wished to receive Holy Communion, he did not do so by his own hand; he received on the tongue from another priest. The same would be true of a Bishop or even a Pope. When Pope St. Pius X was on his deathbed in August of 1914, and Holy Communion was brought to him as Viaticum, he did not and was not allowed to receive in the hand. He received on the tongue according to the law and practice of the Catholic Church.

"Receiving Communion on the Tongue; an Invitation for Greater Reverence!"
This confirms a basic point: Out of reverence it seems better that there be no unnecessary touching of the Sacred Host. Obviously someone is needed to distribute the Bread of Life. But it is not needful to make each man, woman and child into his own 'eucharistic minister' and multiply the handling and fumbling and danger of dropping and loss of Fragments. Even those whose hands have been specially consecrated to touch the Most Holy Eucharist, namely the priests, should not do so needlessly.

As for the present situation, in those countries where the indult for Communion in the hand has been granted by the Holy See, an individual bishop may forbid the practice; but no Bishop has authority to forbid the traditional way of receiving Our Lord on the tongue.

But surely the Apostles received Communion in the hand at the Last Supper? It is usually presumed that this was so. Even if it were, though, we would point out that the Apostles were themselves priests, or even Bishops. But we must not forget a traditional custom of middle-eastern hospitality which was in practice in Jesus’ time and which is still the case; that is, one feeds his guests with one’s own hand, placing a symbolic morsel in the mouth of the guest. And we have this text of St. John’s Gospel (13:26-30): "Jesus answered, 'It is he to whom I shall give this Morsel when I have dipped It.' So when He had dipped the Morsel, He gave It to Judas… So, after receiving the Morsel, he [Judas] immediately went out…"
Did Our Lord place this wet Morsel into Judas’ hand? That would be rather messy. Did He not perhaps extend to the one whom He addressed later in the garden as "friend" the gesture of hospitality spoken of above? And if so, why not with Holy Communion, "giving Himself by His own Hand"?

Opinion: Fr. Greg J. Markey on 'Communion on the Hand'
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/001.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500
BRIDGEPORT, Conn. (Catholic Online, www.Catholic.org) January 23, 2009 - The beginning of each year is often a time of "New Year Resolutions", and a wonderful resolution for 2009 would be to start exercising the option of receiving Holy Communion on the tongue in Mass. Let me explain why.

This past summer Catholics were horrified when a professor at the University of Minnesota willfully desecrated the Eucharist. On the internet Professor Paul Zachary Myers invited anyone to obtain for him a consecrated Host from a Catholic Church so that he could desecrate It. Another man read about the request and took a Host from the London Oratory, videotaping Himself taking It from the Mass. He then sent the Host to Professor Myers and posted the video on the internet.
Professor Myer then proceeded to drive a rusty nail through the Host in order to show the "absurdity" of the Catholic belief in the True Presence, and posted photos of the event on his website. Unfortunately the event set off a series of copycat crimes, and these desecrations are all over the internet.                                                                          115.
What can be behind so much hatred? Even a child understands that it is not right to mock what others hold to be sacred. I have offered Mass in reparation for this sacrilege, and I know that many good Catholics have also done forms of prayer and penance in order to console the wounded heart of Our Lord.

Do you remember last year here at St. Mary’s when we found a Host under one of the pews in the church? I know from other priests that this happens every once in a while in other parishes as well. These incidents remind us that it would certainly be more difficult for people to take the Host improperly if everyone were receiving Holy Communion on the tongue. As the Catholic Church teaches, "If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful" (Redemptionis Sacramentum, 92).

Many people born prior to the Second Vatican Council will remember when everyone received Holy Communion on the tongue and kneeling. This has been the long held practice for thousands of years (although during certain periods of the early Church it did allow Communion in the hand). While many think that it was Vatican II that called for this change, it is important to note: Vatican II never called for Communion in the hand. Communion in the hand was the result of disobedience which forced the hand of the Church (no pun intended!).

After the Second Vatican Council some dioceses in the world started to make their own rules about receiving the Communion in the hand, disobeying the laws of the universal Church. Witnessing this practice without approval, the Vatican stated that it feared that this disobedience would lead to "...both the possibility of a lessening of reverence toward the august sacrament of the altar, its profanation, and the watering down of the true doctrine of the Eucharist" (Memoriale Domini).

Therefore in 1968 Pope Paul VI graciously sent out a questionnaire to all the bishops of the world asking if there should be a prudent change in the Church’s practice on how Communion would be distributed. The poll numbers came back overwhelming against Communion in the hand. Hence the Vatican concluded: "The answers given show that by far the greater number of bishops think that the discipline currently in force should not be changed. And if it were to be changed, it would be an offense to the sensibilities and spiritual outlook of these bishops and a great many of the faithful" (Memoriale Domini).

Nonetheless the disobedience continued and some of these dioceses petitioned Rome to officially permit Communion in the hand. A year later, in 1969, Pope Paul VI gave an indult to the French bishops permitting each bishop to decide the question in his own diocese (En réponse a la Demande). An indult is a special permission for a particular situation, rather than a universal norm. Nonetheless eventually the majority of dioceses in the world took advantage of the indult and simply permitted the practice.

Why did the Pope allow it? Perhaps it can be best summed up by the words of Our Lord about why divorce was allowed in the Old Testament: "For your hardness of heart Moses allowed you to divorce your wives" (Matthew 19:8). Their disobedience had reached such a point that it would have been difficult to have them return to the traditional practice.

Nonetheless some countries like Sri Lanka did not use the indult, and maintained the long held tradition of receiving only on the tongue. Recently there have also been dioceses around the world such San Luis, Argentina and Lima, Peru that have returned to the traditional practice and no longer permit Communion in the hand. This is an option fully supported by the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith.

Furthermore, if one does receive Communion on the hand, there is always the danger that particles may be remain in the hand. The Council of Trent infallibly teaches that Our Blessed Lord is truly present even in the particles as well: "If anyone denies that in the venerable sacrament of the Eucharist the whole Christ is contained under each form and under every part of each form when separated, let him be anathema" (Chapter VIII, Canon 3). For this reason the priest always purifies his hands of particles at the end of Mass, and uses a corporal (a small white cloth meant to catch the corpus, or body, of Our Lord).

Finally another major event occurred this past year when Pope Benedict XVI asked that from now on, all who receive Holy Communion from him must receive It on the tongue and kneeling. I am sure that by insisting on this ancient practice the Pope is trying to foster a deeper respect for the Eucharist as well.

When Rome did give the indult to the French bishops in 1969 it stated, "The new manner of giving Communion must not be imposed in a way that would exclude the traditional practice." Therefore Communion on the tongue is still the common practice for the universal Church. While both practices are permitted in most dioceses, I encourage parishioners to give prayerful consideration to following Pope Benedict XVI’s lead by receiving Holy Communion on the tongue in the New Year.

Fr. Greg J. Markey is a priest of the Bridgeport Diocese, and Pastor of St. Mary Church. He is the youngest of 11 children, graduated from Mount Saint Mary Seminary, and was ordained in 1999.
5 Tips on Receiving the Holy Eucharist on the Tongue

http://cantuar.blogspot.in/2011/01/5-tips-on-receiving-holy-eucharist-on.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
By Dr. Taylor Marshall, January 3, 2011

Five tips on receiving the Holy Eucharist on your tongue:

1. Open your mouth wide. Make your mouth into a landing pad, not a quarter slot.

2. Stick out your tongue. Don't be embarrassed.
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3. Close your eyes. Why? If you leave your eyes open you'll be tempted to move your head toward the priest. Moving targets are hard to hit. Close your eyes and keep your head still.

4. Don't bite the hand that feeds you. Sticking out your tongue will insure that his hand doesn't come into contact with your teeth (or lips - gross!)

5. Please do not chew the Holy Eucharist. Let it soften in the mouth and then swallow. By doing this, you'll avoid having the smallest particle of Our Lord stuck in your teeth where it might be desecrated later by coming into contact with the profane. 

Some of my Catholic friends complain about priests touching their mouths when they try to receive Holy Communion on the tongue. That never happens to me. I think it's because I stick out my tongue and open wide (or maybe it's because I have a big mouth!).
Hat tip to Father Thomas Longua for these recommendations.

Why do deacons distribute Communion? Are they just glorified EMHCs?
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/01/quaeritur-why-do-deacons-distribute-communion-are-they-glorified-just-emhcs/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 

Posted on 3 January 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf [see also pages 12, 76, 104, 119 and 147 ff.]
What makes a Deacon an "ordinary" minister of the Eucharist?

Is it simply that he is ordained? I tried to ask our local Deacon, and was expecting a more theological treatment, but maybe I was expecting too much. I wanted to be able to explain to our entourage of EMHCs that what they did was different than what the Deacon does/represents.

Why isn’t the Deacon simply a glorified EMHC with a title?

Sadly, many permanent deacons I have known in times past were little more than glorified EMHCs (Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion) because they were lacking in good theological preparation before ordination.  I am glad to hear far and wide that programs of formation for the permanent diaconate are being overhauled and vastly improved.

That said, a deacon is an ordinary minister of Communion, not merely an Extraordinary Minister of Communion, because of their ordination.  Diaconate, after all, is a step of Holy Orders, which conforms their souls for the tasks to which Holy Church sets them.

We make a distinction between Ministers of the Eucharist and of Communion. The former confect the Eucharist. The latter distribute the Eucharist. Deacons don’t confect the Eucharist.  Cf. Redemptionis Sacramentum 154.

This has roots, of course, in Scripture.

Whereas it is hard in to decipher the difference in Scripture between priests and bishops, it is pretty clear that deacons were something else. They were ordained to assist or serve the priesthood in concrete ways. The very word "deacon" comes from the Greek word for "servant". In Acts 6 we get the story of how the Apostles, obviously overwhelmed with tasks, needed help so that people, for example, widows, in need of works of mercy were not neglected. In order to bee freer for prayer and the ministry of the word, the Apostles chose men to assist them.

Their earliest duties would have extended to distribution of food, probably during the earliest Eucharistic contexts. We have a pretty clear idea that deacons distributed the Eucharist Itself in the first centuries, because at the Council of Nicea it was debated whether or not they should be allowed to do so. Nevertheless, they retained a special relationship with the sacred vessels, and were allowed to touch them even though their hands were not consecrated. This probably harks to the distribution of food and goods, as well as the Eucharist. Some say that they are particularly conformed to see to the "kingly" dimension of the three-fold ministry of Priest, Prophet and King, which the Church receives from Christ, who is all three perfectly. The kingly office would pertain especially to the administration of goods, which clearly flows from their earliest purpose in the minds of the Apostles. That involves concrete tasks such as distribution of something tangible, even as the Eucharist at Communion is tangible, consumable.

Also, consider that the Church’s legislation concerning EMHCs indicates that, in most circumstances, they probably shouldn’t be their at all.  Make it clear – delicately – they don’t have a right to do what they do and not to get their back up if they aren’t called upon to do it. This isn’t a way to "get lay people involved in active participation". EMHCs, even those deputed for a time, have only an ad hoc role, a temporary deputation, a momentary task depending on circumstances and the will of the priest. Deacons have a stable task for the Church, not just for the moment.  True, they will usually and properly give way in the presence of other priests, but, nevertheless, when deacons are present they should be the first to fill the role the Church designates for them, namely to proclaim the Gospel in liturgical worship, assist with the sacred vessels and distributed the Eucharist. Occasionally also to preach (though my heart still shudders at what I have in the past heard for a few… but I digress).

"But Father! But Father!" I can hear the Reverend Messers exclaiming out there. "What about…? … And what about…? And then there’s this…!  And!!! …." They are nearly elbowing me off my own keyboard as I type, so eager they are to get in here. I will let them, since it is part of their ministry to assist and serve, they can assist and serve in this thread and serve out the very best of their insights as food for thought and soul.

Readers have left 58 comments

Did the Church Fathers Practice Communion in the Hand? (Not Exactly)

http://cantuar.blogspot.in/2011/01/did-church-fathers-practice-communion.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25                                                                              117.
By Dr. Taylor Marshall, January 7, 2011
The recent post entitled "Five Tips for Receiving the Communion on the Tongue"*received over 9,000 visits in its first day up and many more after that. I never imagined that this single topic would generate so much interest on the internet. *See page 116
Within the comments to the post, it was noted that there is evidence for "Holy Communion in the hand" in the writings of the early Church. Whenever I hear this argument, it bothers me because it does not provide the context for this situation in the early Church. It is true that Holy Communion in the hand did in fact happen. However, when we read the Patristic passages in context we discover the reason for why Holy Communion in the hand was tolerated. It was only allowed during times of Church persecution.
Let it be noted at the outset that St Leo the Great and St Gregory the Great are early witnesses to Communion on the Tongue as the normative. However, Saint Basil admits that Communion on the hand did happen. Saint Basil explicitly explains that Communion in the Hand was only allowed under certain circumstances {my notes are in red - like Fr Z does}:

"If {"if" denotes a conditional clause} one feels he should in times of persecution, in the absence of a priest or deacon, receive Communion by his own hand, there should be no need to point out that this certainly shows no grave immoderation {that's pretty serious}; for long custom allows this in such cases {notices how he writes "in such cases" - that's the key}. In fact, all solitaries in the desert, where there is no priest, reserving Communion in their dwellings, receive It from their own hands."

So then, Saint Basil says that Communion in the hand is allowed: 

1) under times of persecution where no priest is present
2) for hermits and ascetics in the wilderness who do not have priests

He says that that Communion in the hand under any other circumstance is "grave immoderation." Thus, the laity was allowed to hold and touch the Holy Eucharist with their hands in exceptional cases. This practice, says St Basil was not, however, the norm.
Let us now turn to the most controversial quote regarding Holy Communion in the hand. It comes from one of the five mystagogical (i.e. post-Easter) lectures ascribed to Saint Cyril of Jerusalem in about the year AD 350. We currently have 18 undoubted lectures from Saint Cyril given to his catechumens in preparation for Holy Baptism at Easter. Now then, there are an additional five mystagogical lectures allegedly given by Cyril to this same group of people - now his audience has been baptized, confirmed, and has received the Holy Eucharist. So the manuscripts preserving Saint Cyril's catechesis go like this:

18 Lectures for Catechumens preparing to become Christians

Easter initiation of this Catechumens

5 Follow-Up Lectures for these Newly Baptized Christians

Now the five follow-up lectures are highly debated and may not be authentic. In other words, they may have may been added by someone other than Saint Cyril. In fact, there exist manuscripts that do not attribute these five lectures to Saint Cyril. Hence, it is not entirely responsible to quote these last five lectures as a valid authority. The five later lectures are questionable. 
Anyway, here's the classic "Communion in the Hand" passage from the fifth follow-up mystagogical lecture attributed to Saint Cyril:

"When thou goest to receive communion go not with thy wrists extended, nor with thy fingers separated, but placing thy left hand as a throne for thy right, which is to receive so great a King, and in the hollow of the palm receive the body of Christ, saying, Amen." (Catechesis mystagogica V, xxi-xxii, Migne Patrologia Graeca 33)

This is the passage on which the Patristic argument for Communion in the Hand stands or falls. Whereas there is this ONE alleged quote from St Cyril (the one just above from the disputed Catechesis mystagogica), there are many undoubted quotes by other Fathers that affirm Communion on the tongue (both "great" Popes Saint Leo the Great and Saint Gregory the Great) explicitly witness to Communion on the tongue. So why take the dubious quote when there are others to go by?
I want to add one more argument against the alleged Saint Cyril of Jerusalem passage listed above. The "make your hand a throne" passage goes on to say that the faithful should touch the Holy Body of Christ to their eyes before consuming it. Then it also says that the faithful should touch their lips still moist with the precious Blood of Christ and touch the Blood to their eyes.
Even if this passage is authentic (and I don't think that it is), then Communion in the Hand should also include touching both the Holy Body and the Holy Blood to our eyes. Yet who wants to argue for this custom?!
I think that every Catholic would find this abhorrent. It is an aberration from holy tradition.
So then, it seems that the early Church administered Holy Communion on the tongue with the exception of the absence of a priest in times of persecution. If a priest were absent, then the faithful might not need to receive on the tongue.
Let me just add that I am by no means a Patristic expert and I'm very open to being corrected. I'm even more interested in any passages in the Church Fathers that support Communion in the hand as normative. So far, I've not encountered any such passages. The only evidence given is the quote from Saint Cyril about making your hand into a throne - and from what has been argued above, that argument is not convincing.
Readers have left 217 comments

Dr Taylor Marshall is the author of the book, The Catholic Perspective on Paul                                                     118.
A note on communion in the hand
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2010/11/a-note-on-communion-in-the-hand/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
Posted on 22 November 2010 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf [see also pages 12, 76, 104, 117 and 147 ff.]
Elizabeth Scalia wrote the following about Communion in the hand. My emphases and comments.

Communion; Hand or Mouth? via The Anchoress by Elizabeth Scalia on 11/22/10

Yesterday at Mass, my husband noticed that on the floor of our pew, by our feet, was a quarter of an unconsumed Host. He picked it up and consumed it.

Discussing it on the way home, my husband chose to think the best, not the worst. "Maybe [at a previous Mass] the wedge was part of Consecration Host, and it somehow got picked up with another one and missed, or dropped onto a sweater, or something."
My husband is always quick to think the best, especially when a matter is too troubling to consider, otherwise. We don’t want to think the worst, that someone simply threw the Blessed Sacrament on the floor, or had casually nibbled at the Host, as though it were a cookie – although such things do, sadly, happen. [Redemptionis Sacramentum 92 says that if there is risk of profanation, then Communion must not be given in the hand.]
Nevertheless it brought home to us, again, the reasonableness of receiving the Eucharist by mouth, rather than by hand. My husband currently receives in the hand; I have, over the years, gone back to receiving by mouth; neither one of us has an issue with the other’s choice – they’re just our personal preferences. But my husband has said that if the choice disappeared, he’d have no problem receiving by mouth again. [...]

God bless them.  I respect the processes by which lay people come to make their decisions when it comes to licit options.

If it were up to me, if I were suddenly elected Pope in a strange "Hadrian VII" scenario, among the first things I would do – among the top 10 things I would do – would be to eliminate Communion in the hand.

Maybe top 5 things.

Readers have left 73 comments
In Defense of Communion on the Tongue
http://www.knightsofdivinemercy.com/2011/01/24/in-defense-of-communion-on-the-tongue/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25
By Fr. Rick Heilman, Knights of Divine Mercy, January 24, 2011

In a recent issue of our diocesan newspaper, they ran an article from Fr. John Dietzen.  This particular topic is a passion of mine, since I believe the loss of a sense of the sacred in the Holy Eucharist has led to a desacralized world, including life in our mothers’ wombs. 

I couldn’t find the article on our newspaper’s website, so I am linking to it (here).  I’m on vacation, so I thought I’d take some time to give a pitch for the other legitimate option by shedding a bit more light on this topic. Virtually all of my responses are from doing a light web search.  

Fr. Dietzen: “First, it’s worth recalling again that Communion on the tongue was practically nonexistent in the church for nearly a thousand years. It became common only about 900 years ago”.
Not so much … A more rigorous study of the available evidence from Church History and from the writings of the Fathers does not support the assertion that Communion in the hand was a universal practice which was gradually supplanted and eventually replaced by the practice of Communion on the tongue.

Rather, the facts seem to point to a different conclusion.

Pope St. Leo the Great (440-461), already in the fifth century, is an early witness of the traditional practice. In his comments on the sixth chapter of the Gospel of John, he speaks of Communion in the mouth as the current usage: “One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith.”2 The Pope does not speak as if he were introducing a novelty, but as if this were a well-established fact.

A century and a half later, but still three centuries before the practice (according to the popular account reviewed above) was supposedly introduced, Pope St. Gregory the Great (590-604) is another witness. In his dialogues (Roman 3, c. 3) he relates how Pope St. Agapito performed a miracle during the Mass, after having placed the Body of the Lord into someone’s mouth. We are also told by John the Deacon of this Pope’s manner of giving Holy Communion.

The practice was that one could touch the Host when not to do so would mean being deprived of the Sacrament. But when a priest was available, one did not receive in one’s hand.

So St. Basil (330-379) says clearly that to receive Communion by one’s own hand is only permitted in times of persecution or, as was the case with monks in the desert, when no deacon or priest was available to give it. “It is not necessary to show that it does not constitute a grave fault for a person to communicate with his own hand in a time of persecution when there is no priest or deacon”. The text implies that to receive in the hand under other circumstances, outside of persecution, would be a grave fault. The saint based his opinion on the custom of the solitary monks, who reserved the Blessed Sacrament in their dwellings, and, in the absence of the priest or deacon, gave themselves Communion.

In his article on "Communion" in the Dictionaire d’Archeologie Chretienne, Leclerq declares that the peace of Constantine was bringing the practice of Communion in the hand to an end. This reaffirms for us the reasoning of St. Basil that it was persecution that created the alternative of either receiving by hand or not receiving at all (read here).

Fr. Dietzen: “Pope Paul VI revived our present ritual for receiving in the hand.”
Fr. Dietzen writes as though Pope Paul VI had finally accomplished some great milestone he hoped for by "reviving" this practice.  Once again, not so much … 

After the Second Vatican Council some dioceses in the world started to make their own rules about receiving the Communion in the hand, disobeying the laws of the universal Church. Witnessing this practice without approval, the Vatican stated that it feared that this disobedience would lead to "…both the possibility of a lessening of reverence toward the august sacrament of the altar, its profanation, and the watering down of the true doctrine of the Eucharist" (Memoriale Domini).

Therefore in 1968 Pope Paul VI graciously sent out a questionnaire to all the bishops of the world asking if there should be a prudent change in the Church’s practice on how Communion would be distributed. The poll numbers came back overwhelming against Communion in the hand. Hence the Vatican concluded: "The answers given show that by far the greater number of bishops think that the discipline currently in force should not be changed. And if it were to be changed, it would be an offense to the sensibilities and spiritual outlook of these bishops and a great many of the faithful" (Memoriale Domini).

Nonetheless the disobedience continued and some of these dioceses petitioned Rome to officially permit Communion in the hand. A year later, in 1969, Pope Paul VI gave an indult to the French bishops permitting each bishop to decide the question in his own diocese (En réponse a la Demande). An indult is a special permission for a particular situation, rather than a universal norm. Nonetheless eventually the majority of dioceses in the world took advantage of the indult and simply permitted the practice.

Why did the Pope allow it? Perhaps it can be best summed up by the words of Our Lord about why divorce was allowed in the Old Testament: "For your hardness of heart Moses allowed you to divorce your wives" (Matthew 19:8). Their disobedience had reached such a point that it would have been difficult to have them return to the traditional practice (read here).

Fr. Dietzen: There is no irreverence in pointing out that, practically and theologically, not every personal preference or choice of the pope becomes law for the universal church. Certainly, Pope Benedict, as with Pope John Paul II and other popes before him, is quite capable of legislating for the whole church when he wishes to do so.
I would simply state that I hold a very different ecclesiology than Fr. Dietzen seems to have.  For me, the pope is the Vicar of Christ here on earth.  Following the pope’s lead is why I love being Catholic, as opposed to our poor Protestant brothers and sisters who now have nearly 35,000 denominations, each with their own pope, so to speak.
Fr. Dietzen: Pope Benedict himself clarified his views on the subject in his newly published book-length interview, entitled Light of the World: “I am not opposed in principle to Communion in the hand; I have both administered and received Communion this way myself. The idea behind my current practice of having people kneel and receive Communion on the tongue was to send a signal and to underscore the real presence with an exclamation point.”
I cannot speak for the intentions of the pope here, but he seems to be continuing along Pope John Paul II’s gradualist approach.  While not speaking definitively against modern innovations, he simply leads by example.  Somebody once said, the Church does not move in years, she moves in centuries.  It may take a long time to reverse some of the trends that have led to such things as only 30% of Catholics who any longer believe in the Real Presence.
Fr. Dietzen: The rumor you mention about Mother Teresa condemning Communion in the hand surfaces every few years, but it is false. Can anyone really believe that she, who had seen the worst this earth can offer, would claim that Communion in the hand was the greatest evil in the world? I’m amazed at people’s gullibility.
First, if one believes that is, in fact, God we are receiving then, yes, it is a horror beyond comprehension to see the flippant and irreverent way it is received by so many. 

Also, it remains debatable whether Mother Teresa said something like this, but I take exception to Fr. Dietzen’s name calling ("people’s gullibility"). For whatever reason, some in our Church believe they have been given license to attack anyone seeking more of the sacred at Mass, much like one might attack someone smoking a cigarette in a crowded elevator.

Here is what many believed happen … and, true or false, there is nothing that definitively refutes this:

Father George William Rutler, Good Friday, 1989 in St. Agnes Church, New York City (a precise transcript taken from a tape of his talk available from St. Agnes Church):

“I will tell you a secret, since we have just a thousand close friends together, and also because we have the Missionaries of Charity with us…

“Not very long ago I said Mass and preached for their Mother, Mother Teresa of Calcutta, and after breakfast we spent quite a long time talking in a little room. Suddenly, I found myself asking her — don’t know why — ‘Mother, what do you think is the worst problem in the world today?’ She more than anyone could name any number of candidates: famine, plague, disease, the breakdown of the family, rebellion against God, the corruption of the media, world debt, nuclear threat, and so on.

“Without pausing a second she said, ‘Wherever I go in the whole world, the thing that makes me the saddest is watching people receive Communion in the hand.’”

Finally, St. Thomas Aquinas reminds us that reverence demands that only what has been consecrated should touch the Blessed Sacrament. By baptism, the Christian has been consecrated to receive the Lord in Holy Communion, but not to distribute the Sacred Host to others or unnecessarily to touch it. "To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained, one which indicates an active participation in the ministry of the Eucharist" (Dominicae Cenae, 11).                                                                                                                       120.
We have of course not argued that Communion in the hand is in itself evil or sacrilegious. And, together with the Pope we acknowledge that it can be done with reverence and care. But this practice has been the occasion of great harm to the Church and to souls. It has expedited "indifference, outrages and sacrileges" towards Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament. It is implicated in the manifest lessening of faith in the Real Presence which we see in our times.

Reparation is needed. In addition to heartfelt prayer, let us make every effort, according to the light which the Lord has given us, and according to our state in life, and our resources, to contribute to the day when it will only be a reference in the history books (Read here).

N.B.:  In this post I have, basically, just cut and pasted the works of many people who have devoted thousands of hours on this topic. In our age of web searching this information is simply more readily available, and so more light is shed on topics such as these.  This is wonderful news!!!  It means we can debate these issues and seek the truth where it may be found.  

I found this article from Homiletics and Pastoral Review (Rethinking Communion in the Hand)* comprehensive and laid out very well.  I highly recommend it. *See pages 2 ff.
Questions to be respectfully asked of your bishop and parish priest

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/023.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
In response to rogue European bishops who had allowed communion-in-the-hand without permission, Pope Paul VI polled bishops worldwide. He wanted to discern whether other bishops wished to open the door to communion-in-the-hand. Most did not. Thus, when Pope Paul VI released Memoriale Domini in 1969 he stated firmly that the traditional way of receiving communion on the tongue was preferable. He also wrote the following: "The Apostolic See therefore emphatically urges bishops, priests and laity to obey carefully the law which is still valid and which has again been confirmed. It urges them to take account of the judgment given by the majority of Catholic bishops, of the rite now in use in the liturgy, of the common good of the Church." That rite, of course, was receiving Holy Communion on the tongue, which is still valid law today. Therefore, a number of questions come to mind, questions to be respectfully asked of your bishop or priest, or presented at prayer meetings and discussion groups.

1. Why are the words and intent of Pope Paul VI as expressed in Memoriale Domini not taught in parishes worldwide? Why is Memoriale Domini continuously misrepresented at most parishes?

2. Pope Benedict XVI has stated repeatedly that he wants Catholics to receive Holy Communion on the tongue while kneeling. Why are his words not read from the pulpit, and why are his wishes completely ignored?

3. Transubstantiation is the incredible gift from Jesus Christ, introduced at the Last Supper, that turns bread and wine into the body and blood of Our Savior. Why is transubstantiation no longer taught from the pulpit?

4. In most Catholic churches, children receiving First Holy Communion are taught to receive God Himself in their hands. This is clearly at odds with Memoriale Domini, the teaching of the Church, and the wishes of our current Pope. Why is this practice being allowed and even encouraged by our bishops, priests and deacons? Why do parents not speak up?

5. A significant percentage of Catholics no longer believe in the Real Presence. Before Vatican II this was not the case. What caused the shift and what is the Church doing to address and correct it?

In his book Communion in the Hand: Documents & History (English edition, 2011) Most. Rev. Juan Rodolfo Laise wrote that "the history of the reintroduction of communion in the hand is nothing more than the triumph of an act of disobedience." Isn't it time to admit that we turned down the wrong road and correct our errors? How many more souls will never have the opportunity to know, love and adore the Real Presence before we turn around?

Historical Considerations on Communion on the Hand

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/009.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500
By Rev. Fr. Paul J. McDonald, Parish Priest [See also page 114]
Here are some patristic and historical considerations on our theme, as well as an additional aspect.

Was it Universal?

The history of communion in the hand is usually told as follows: From the Last Supper on, and during the time of the apostles, Holy Communion was, of course, given in the hand. So it was during the age of the martyrs. And it continued to be so during that golden age of the Fathers and of the liturgy, after the peace of Constantine. Communion in the hand was given to the faithful just as we now do (in the more open and up to date sectors of the Church). And it continued to be the common practice until at least the tenth century. Thus for over half of the life of the Church, it was the norm. A wonderful proof of the above is held to be found in a text of St. Cyril of Jerusalem (313-386) in which he counsels the Faithful to "make a throne of your hands in which to receive the King [in Holy Communion]". This Father of the Church further counsels great care for any fragments which might remain in one’s hands, since just as one wouldn’t let gold dust fall to the ground so one should take even greater care when it is a question of the Body of the Lord. According to the popular rendition, the change in the manner of receiving the consecrated bread came about in this way: During the Middle Ages, there were certain distortions in the faith, and/or in the approach to the faith, which took place and which gradually developed. These include an excessive fear of God and related preoccupation with sin, judgment and punishment; an over emphasis on the divinity of Christ which was virtually a denial of or at least downplaying of His sacred humanity; an overemphasis on the role of the priest in the sacred liturgy; and a loss of the sense of the community which the Church, in fact, is. In particular, because of excessive emphasis on adoration of Christ in the Holy Eucharist, and a too strict approach to moral matters, Holy Communion became more and more rare. 
It was considered sufficient to gaze upon the Sacred Host during the elevation. (In fact, this decadent practice of the "elevation" [so the mainstream treatment of this period continues] and the equally unhealthy Exposition and Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament, find their origins during these unfortunate Middle Ages, a period whose liturgical practices we would do well to rid ourselves of). It was in this atmosphere and under these circumstances that the practice of communion in the hand began to be restricted. The practice of the priest placing the consecrated bread directly into the mouth of the communicant developed and sad to say was imposed. The conclusion is rather clear: we should get rid of this custom whose roots are to be found in the dark ages. We should forbid or at least discourage this practice of not allowing the Faithful to "take and eat", and return to the pristine usage of the Fathers and of the Apostles: communion in the hand. It is a compelling story. It is too bad that it is not true.

The Sacred Council of Trent declared that the custom of only the priest who is celebrating the Mass giving Communion to himself (with his own hands), and the laity receiving It from him, is an Apostolic Tradition.[1] A more rigorous study of the available evidence from Church History and from the writings of the Fathers, does not support the assertion that communion in the hand was a universal practice which was gradually supplanted and eventually replaced by the practice of communion on the tongue. Rather, the facts seem to point to a different conclusion. Pope St. Leo the Great (440-461), already in the fifth century, is an early witness of the traditional practice. In his comments on the sixth chapter of the Gospel of John, he speaks of communion in the mouth as the current usage: "One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith" [2]. The Pope does not speak as if he were introducing a novelty, but as if this were a well established fact. A century and a half later, but still three centuries before the practice (according to the popular account reviewed above) was supposedly introduced, Pope St. Gregory the Great (590-604) is another witness. In his dialogues (Roman 3, c. 3) he relates how Pope St. Agapito performed a miracle during the Mass, after having placed the Body of the Lord into someone’s mouth. We are also told by John the Deacon of this Pope’s manner of giving Holy Communion. These witnesses are from the fifth and the sixth centuries. How can one reasonably say that communion in the hand continued as the official practice until the tenth century? How can one claim that giving communion on the tongue is a medieval invention? We are not claiming that under no circumstances whatever did the Faithful receive by their own hands. But, under what conditions did this happen? It does seem that from very early on it was usual for the priest to place the Sacred Host into the mouth of the communicant. However, during times of persecution, when priests were not readily available, and when the Faithful took the Sacrament to their homes, they gave Communion to themselves, by their own hand. In other words, rather than be totally deprived of the Bread of Life, they could receive by their own hand, when not to do so would mean being deprived of that necessary spiritual nourishment. The same applied to monks who had gone out into the desert, where they would not have the services of a priest, and, would not want to give up the practice of daily communion.

To summarize, the practice was that one could touch the Host when not to do so would mean being deprived of the Sacrament. But when a priest was available, one did not receive in one’s hand. So St. Basil (330-379) says clearly that to receive Communion by one’s own hand is only permitted in times of persecution or, as was the case with monks in the desert, when no deacon or priest was available to give It. "It is not necessary to show that it does not constitute a grave fault for a person to communicate with his own hand in a time of persecution when there is no priest or deacon" (Letter 93, our emphasis). The text implies that to receive in the hand under other circumstances, outside of persecution, would be a grave fault [3]. The Saint based his opinion on the custom of the solitary monks, who reserved the Blessed Sacrament in their dwellings, and, in the absence of the priest or deacon, gave themselves Communion. In his article on "Communion" in the Dictionaire d’Archeologie Chretienne, Leclerq declares that the peace of Constantine was bringing the practice of communion in the hand to an end. This reaffirms for us the reasoning of St. Basil that it was persecution that created the alternative of either receiving by hand or not receiving at all. After persecution had ceased, evidently the practice of communion in the hand persisted here and there. It was considered by Church authority to be an abuse to be rid of, since it was deemed to be contrary to the custom of the Apostles. Thus the Council of Rouen, which met in 650, says, "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywomen but only in their mouths." The Council of Constantinople which was known as in trullo (not one of the ecumenical councils held there) prohibited the faithful from giving Communion to themselves (which is of course what happens when the Sacred Particle is placed in the hand of the communicant). It decreed an excommunication of one week’s duration for those who would do so in the presence of a bishop, priest or deacon.

What about St. Cyril? Of course, the promoters of "communion in the hand" generally make little mention of the evidence we have brought forward. They do, however, make constant use of the text attributed to St. Cyril of Jerusalem, who lived in the fourth century at the same time as St. Basil. Dr. Henri Leclerq summarized things as follows: "Saint Cyril of Jerusalem recommended to the faithful that on presenting themselves to receive Communion, they should have the right hand extended, with their fingers together, supported by the left hand, and with the palm a little bit concave; and at the moment in which the Body of Christ was deposited in the hand, the communicant would say: Amen." There is more to this text than just the above, however. It also on to proposes the following:

"Sanctify your eyes with contact with the Holy Body... When your lips are still wet, touch your hand to your lips, and then pass you hand over your eyes, your forehead and your other senses, to sanctify them." This rather odd (or even superstitious? Irreverent?) recommendation has caused scholars to question the authenticity of this text. Some think that perhaps there has been an interpolation, or that it is really the saint’s successor who wrote it. It is not impossible that the text is really the work of the Patriarch John, who succeeded Cyril in Jerusalem.                                       122.
But this John was of suspect orthodoxy. This we know from the correspondence of St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome, and St. Augustine. So, in favour of communion in the hand we have a text of dubious origin and questionable content. And on the other hand, we have reliable witnesses, including two great popes, that placing the Sacred Host in the mouth of the communicant was already common and unremarkable in at last the fifth= century. Clericalism? Is it not a form of clericalism to allow the priest to touch the Sacred Host and to disallow the laity to do the same? But priests were not allowed to touch the Blessed Sacrament except out of necessity. In fact, other than the celebrant of the Mass itself, no one else receiving Communion, not even a priest, could do so in the hand. And so, in the traditional liturgical practice of the Roman Rite, if a priest were assisting at Mass (and not celebrating) and if he wished to receive Holy Communion, he did not do so by his own hand: he received on the tongue form another priest. The same would be true of a Bishop. The same is true of the Pope himself. When Pope St. Pius X, for example, was on his death bed in August of 1914, and Holy Communion was brought to him as Viaticum, he did not and was not allowed to receive in the hand: he received on the tongue according to the law and practice of the Catholic Church. This confirms a basic point: out of reverence, there should be no unnecessary touching of the Sacred Host. Obviously someone is needed to distribute the Bread of Life. But it is not necessary to make each man, woman and child into his own "eucharistic minister" and multiply the handling and fumbling and danger of dropping and loss of Fragments. Even those whose hands have been specially consecrated to touch the Most Holy Eucharist, namely the priests, should not do so needlessly.

Endnotes

[1] sess. 13, c. 8: "Now as to the reception of the sacrament, it was always the custom in the Church of God, that laymen should receive the communion from priests; but that priests when celebrating should communicate themselves; which custom, as coming down from an apostolical tradition, ought with justice and reason to be retained." In sacramentale autem sumptione semper in Ecclesia Dei mos fuit, ut laici a Sacerdotibus communionem acciperent; Sacerdotes autem celebrantes seipsos communicarent: qui mos, tamquam ex traditione Apostolica descendens, jure, ac merito retinere debet. 
[2] "Hoc enim ore sumiter quod fide creditur." Serm. 91.3 
[3] Just as if I were to say, "It is not a grave fault to miss mass on a Sunday, if one has to take care of sick person." This implies (what we already know) that when there is no such excusing cause, it would be a grave fault. 

Valid Objections to Communion in the Hand  
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/010.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
By Rev. Fr. Paul J. McDonald, Parish Priest
The time has come to begin to do everything we reasonably and licitly can to discourage the practice of Communion-in-the-Hand. In fact, the time is long past that we started doing this. It is much better to receive Holy Communion in the traditional manner, than it is to receive the Sacred Host into our hands. In Canada and the United States, it is true, that one may receive "on the hand", with due precautions, but it is better to receive on the tongue. Here are twelve reasons why.

1. The legal status of the two methods: It is the law of the universal Church, in the Latin Rite, (to which most of us belong) that we receive communion in the traditional manner. To receive on the hand is only an "indult", or concession that is in effect here and there. It does not exist in the greater part of the world. For example, for a while it was allowed in the Philippines, but then the bishops there changed their minds, and rescinded the permission. Another way of illustrating this same point is to recall that in those countries where the indult for communion in the hand has been granted by the Holy See, an individual bishop may forbid the practice. But, no bishop has the authority to forbid the traditional way of receiving communion: on the tongue. Thus, the point of view of liturgical law, the two are very far from equal. It must be further noted that the relevant legislation "strongly urges and exhorts" us all to receive communion in the traditional manner, which is officially described as "more reverent". One will search in vain for any encouragement of communion in the hand on the part of the supreme authority of the Church. Indeed, the only time that it is mentioned in official documents is in a cautionary way. It can be done reverently, but be careful! In some countries the practice of receiving Communion in the hand has been introduced. This practice has been requested by individual Episcopal conferences and has received approval from the Apostolic See. However, cases of a deplorable lack of respect towards the Eucharistic species have been reported, cases which are imputable not only to the individuals guilty of such behavior but also to the pastors of the church who have not been vigilant enough regarding the attitude of the faithful towards the Eucharist. It also happens, on occasion, that the free choice of those who prefer to continue the practice of receiving the Eucharist on the tongue is not taken into account in those places where the distribution of Communion in the hand has been authorized. It is therefore difficult in the context of this present letter not to mention the sad phenomena previously referred to. This is in no way meant to refer to those who, receiving the Lord Jesus in the hand, do so with profound reverence and devotion, in those countries where this practice has been authorized. (Pope John Paul II, Dominicae Cenae, 11) In Memoriale Domini, which granted the original concession, and in the letter to nuncios which accompanied the actual indult in each and every case, the permission for Communion in the hand was hedged around with so many precautions, that some have concluded that even in countries where it would seem to be legal, actually, in the larger number of cases, it is still not allowed.

2. The provenance of Communion in the hand: The origin of the current practice of communion in the hand in Western Christianity can be traced to the Protestant Revolution, or "Reformation".                                                           123.
Some will argue that this was the reintroduction of a formerly universal and venerable practice. We will deal with that idea below. But even if it were the case, that this was formerly a practice in the Catholic Church, its introduction in the sixteenth century was hardly orthodox. Rather, it was an embodiment of a denial of the Real Presence as taught by Christ and His Church, and of the reality of the Catholic Priesthood. It was a liturgical consequence of a prior heresy. It is well known that communion in the hand began spreading during the early nineteen-sixties, in Catholic circles in Holland. It began, then, as an aping of the Protestant practice, or at the very least as a "false archaeologism": an idolization of (supposed) practices of the ancient Church. This involved a forgetfulness (or denial!) of the truth and development of Catholic Eucharistic doctrine to an ever clearer, and ever more explicit form. It involved a rejection of what had in fact been handed down to us in the organic development of the Liturgy. And it was a case of blatant defiance and disobedience of Church law and ecclesiastical authority. The desire for this practice proceeded neither from the supreme authority of the Church, which was opposed to it, nor from the ranks of Christ’s Faithful (who by definition hold fast to belief in transubstantiation) who never asked for this practice. Rather it proceeded from some of the middle management of the Church, and the "liturgical establishment" in particular. And this in typical revolutionary fashion. When it came time to begin pressure for the practice in North America, the means used were not always honest. In fact a measure of deception or at least "mis-information" was involved. It is better to draw a cloak over the sordid details, but if anyone wants to dispute that things were this way, ample documentation can be brought to bear. We can summarize that the practice of communion in the hand came in modern times from heresy and disobedience. Is that what the Holy Spirit would inspire to bring about some desired liturgical change? One is permitted to think that perhaps a different spirit was at work.

3. The Fragments: If we examine the practice of placing the Sacred Host in the hand of the communicant, one dogma of the Church comes immediately to mind: The Eucharistic presence of Christ begins at the moment of the consecration and endures as long as the Eucharistic species subsist. Christ is present whole and entire in each of the species and whole and entire in each of their parts, in such a way that the breaking of the bread does not divide Christ. [Note 205: Cf. Council of Trent: DS 1641] (CCC, 1377, my emphasis) The Roman Catechism put it this way: Christ, whole and entire, is contained not only under either species, but also in each particle of either species. Each, says St. Augustine, receives Christ the Lord, and He is entire in each portion. He is not diminished by being given to many, but gives Himself whole and entire to each.... the body of our Lord is contained whole and entire under the least particle of the bread. Therefore, very great reverence, respect and care is to be taken of these fragments. Since this is the case, why would we multiply immensely the number of persons who are handling the Sacred Host, some of whom are clumsy, or cannot see well, or don’t care, or don’t know, etc., etc. For those who believe with lively faith, this question ought to be enough to put an end to communion in the hand: "What about the Fragments?"
4. Who promotes communion in the hand? (This argument might be accused of the logical fallacy of "guilt by association". But that argument is not necessarily false.) Those in the mainstream liturgical establishment (and their followers) who promote communion in the hand are the same persons who, for the most part, have a distaste in general for worship of the Lord in the Holy Eucharist, and perpetual adoration in particular. A due, strong emphasis on the personal, bodily Real Presence of Christ our God in Holy Communion is not something which modern liturgists are noted for. Indeed, they even discourage it. Our attention is to be on the community, they say. In general, we can apply to the distorters (knowing and unknowing) of the Catholic doctrine and practice with respect to the Mass the following words of G. K. Chesterton: they are guilty of "the idolatry of the intermediate to the oblivion of the ultimate". Well, these are the promoters of communion in the hand. And they dislike and discourage the traditional manner of reception. Why?

5. "Communion in the hand" is a misnomer. To place the Sacred Host in the hand of a person is not to give him Holy Communion. The Sacrament of Holy Communion consists in the eating of the Bread of Life. Rather, what is happening here is that each person who receives the Sacred Host in his hand, is then giving himself Holy Communion. Each person is becoming his own (extraordinary-become-ordinary) minister of Communion. By this means the ministry of priests (and deacons) or even that of legitimate extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion is becoming obscured or even dissolved. It has been suggested that this practice ought to be renamed as "common manual self-communication".

6. Communion in the hand is too casual. What kind of foods do we eat with our hands? Often, in our "culture", it is food to which one pays no attention. We eat pop-corn with our hands, paying it no attention while our eyes are fixed on the movie screen. We munch on snacks at a party, while engaged in conversation. Particularly with children, but not only with them, this seems to be a very unwise thing to associate with the Most Holy Eucharist.

7. Its fruits. We must be rigorously honest with ourselves. Has this practice really strengthened and clarified our faith in the Real Presence? Has it resulted in greater prayerfulness, greater love, and a more abundant fraternal charity? Are we as a people more and more awe-struck at taking the Lord’s Body into hands? At least one fruit has manifestly not come from the introduction of this practice. And this is a feature also of the larger liturgical reform in general: unity has been injured. It seems to this writer, at least, that communion in the hand must share part of the blame for the decline among Catholics in belief in the Real Presence.

8. Was it universal? To show that communion in the hand was once a universal practice a particular text of St. Cyril of Alexandria is habitually quoted, as to how we ought to make a throne of our hands to receive the King. What is not usually noted, though, is what any reliable patrologist could verify: this text is of dubious origin. In fact, it is more likely from Bishop so and so, a Nestorian bishop. Further, we have texts of Leo the Great... and Gregory the great... and St. Basil, as well as...                                                                                                                                                124.
9. The Last Supper. But surely the apostles received Communion in the hand at the last supper? It is usually presumed that this was so. Even if it were, though, we would point out that the Apostles were themselves priests, or even, bishops. But we must not forget a traditional practice of middle-eastern hospitality, which was practiced in Jesus’ time and which is still the case: one feeds one’s guests with one’s own hand, placing a symbolic morsel in the mouth of the guest. And we have scriptural evidence of this as well: our Lord dipped a morsel of bread into some wine, and gave it to Judas. Did He place this wet morsel into Judas’ hand? That would be rather messy. Did he not perhaps extend to the one whom he addressed later in the garden as "Friend", the gesture of hospitality spoken of above? And if so, why not with Holy Communion, "giving Himself by His own hand".

10. Scriptural Considerations. In Holy Communion, we receive the Word-made-Flesh. When Ezekiel received the word of God, in a wonderful yet lesser manner than do we, it was as follows: And [the Lord] said to me: ... "But you, son of man, hear what I say to you; be not rebellious like that rebellious house; open your mouth, and eat what I give you." And when I looked, behold, a hand was stretched out to me, and, lo, a written scroll was in it ... And He said to me, "Son of man, eat what is offered to you; eat this scroll, and go speak to the house of Israel." So I opened my mouth, and He gave me the scroll to eat ["And I opened my mouth, and He caused me to eat that book" Vulgate]. And he said to me, "Son of man, eat this scroll that I give you and fill your stomach with it." Then I ate it, and it was in my mouth as sweet as honey. (Ezekiel 2:1, 8, 9; 3:1-3, RSV). It does not say that the prophet stretched out his hand, but that he opened His mouth. And is this not very fitting, since we are to receive the word as little children, whether it be the bread of doctrine or the Bread come down from Heaven. In another place, in a psalm with clear prophetic, Eucharistic overtones, which is used in the Office of Corpus Christi, the Lord says to us,20 "I am the Lord your God, who brought you from the land of Egypt. Open wide your mouth and I will fill it ... But Israel I would feed with finest wheat and fill them with honey from the rock." "I will fill it," not "fill it yourselves". Now admittedly, this is not in itself a proof. But it points us in a certain direction.

11. Authentic Inter-ritual and Ecumenical Considerations. If we glance around the Catholic world, at the twenty-one rites of the true Church, we must ask, "How do they receive Holy Communion?" If the present writer is not wrong, they do not or hardly ever receive Communion in their hands. And under those rare circumstances that they do, on particular days, they receive in a far different manner than ourselves, taking pains to purify their hands both before and after. We must further ask if some of the propaganda in favour of communion in the hand, on the part of modern liturgists, is not deeply offensive to our fellow Catholics, such as when the traditional manner of receiving Communion is said to "childish". And if we take a look at those of our separated brethren who share with us an explicit and orthodox belief in the Holy Eucharist, we must ask ourselves: "How do they receive Communion?" Further, is true Christian unity promoted by the present decadent state of our Eucharistic practice, of which a significant part is communion in the= hand.

12. The Pope [John Paul II]... and Mother Teresa of Calcutta. It is well known that the Holy Father is not a promoter of communion in the hand. In his native Poland, the practice is still illicit, as indeed it is at the level of the universal Church. It was also illicit until recently in the Vatican Basilica. All of Mother Teresa’s sisters are united both in their many hours of prayer before the Blessed Sacrament and in their manner of reception of Holy Communion: on the tongue. And it has never been denied and implicitly reaffirmed that Mother Teresa, when asked what worried her most of all in this world, answered: "communion in the hand."
Conclusion

St. Thomas Aquinas reminds us that reverence demands that only what has been consecrated should touch the Blessed Sacrament. By baptism, the Christian has been consecrated to receive the Lord in Holy Communion, but not to distribute the Sacred Host to others or unnecessarily to touch It. 

"To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained, one which indicates an active participation in the ministry of the Eucharist" (Dominicae Cenae, 11).

By Their Fruits … Discerning Whether to Receive Communion in the Tongue vs. In the Mouth

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/020.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
Authored or blogged by John Michael, St. Bellarmine Categories Catholic News

When discerning rather to receive Holy Communion in the tongue or in the hand it’s always best to discern the fruits of the Holy Spirit. It much more simple than one would imagine especially when discerning something with a 40+ year track record. First of all it is not a sacrilege to receive Communion in the Hand, to say so is an act of disobedience towards Rome and our local bishops. Obviously disobedience is not one of the fruits of the Holy Spirit, but it doesn’t mean that both methods are equal.

To help your discernment, here are some simple questions comparing today’s Catholic to pre-Vatican II Catholics. Let’s make the assumption of comparing today’s average Catholic with pre-Vatican II average Catholic.

1. Are people more or less reverent before, during and after Mass?

2. Which generation had a stronger prayer life?

3. Is the Eucharist the source and summit of the community life?

4. Does the body display more or less of a posture of reverence? i.e. kneeling, genuflecting properly, hands folded during prayer, beach attire, etc…

5. How casual is our relationship with our Creator?

Do you get the picture? Pretty simple stuff when you look at it.

There is a decision here to be made. Are you willing to take the next step? 
Receiving Holy Communion on The Hand vs. Receiving Holy Communion on The Tongue, You Make the Call!         125.
Do it yourself Sacraments? 

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/008.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500
By Fr. Frederick Hauser 
Communion in the hand has played a part in making the priesthood less important in the eyes of many of the faithful.

Do you look at something you have seen hundreds of times and really see it for the first time? Perhaps it is a bush that has been dormant all winter and all of a sudden it's ablaze with color, or a child who you have known for years all of a sudden is an adolescent. Very often we need someone to point these things out to us or we will never see then with our mind's eye. That sort of thing happened to me recently when I read an article on Communion in the hand in which the author pointed out what should have been obvious all along: the person who receives in the hand is his own minister of the Eucharist.

Now one thing the Church has always stressed is that a sacrament is administered by a duly authorized minister. That is usually a bishop, priest or deacon, or when needed, an extraordinary minister of Communion who is a religious or a lay person. Matrimony, of course, is always administered by the couple to each other. But when a person received Communion in the hand he administers the sacrament to himself. This is not even done by the ministers of the Mass; only the celebrant or concelebrant gives Communion to himself. The assisting ministers, be they clerical or lay, have the sacrament administered to them. Canon 910 of the Code of Canon Law states: "The ordinary minister of holy communion is a Bishop, a priest or a deacon. The extraordinary minister of Holy Communion is an acolyte, or another of Christ's faithful deputed in accordance with can. 230 #3."

Canon 230 #3 speaks of using lay ministers when the ordinary ministers are not available. To show the incongruity of a person administering Holy Communion to himself, let's apply it to the other sacraments.

In the sacrament of Baptism, the priest or deacon administers the sacrament by pouring the water on the head of the recipient while saying: "I baptize you in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit." Could you envision a priest handing the shell of water to the adult to be baptized and watching him pour the water over his own head while saying the form "I baptize me, etc."? Or in the confessional, after the penitent has confessed his sins, the priest handling him the formula while the penitent says, "I absolve me from my sins in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Amen."? Can you, in your wildest fantasy, see a bishop handing the container of Holy Chrism and the formula for Confirmation to the candidate and watch him anoint himself?

And so on with Anointing of the Sick and Holy Orders. The idea is ridiculous and theologically unsound, and, of course, the sacrament would be both invalid and illicit. But we are doing this every time we give a person Communion in the hand. But, you might say, there is a difference and that is that Christ is already present in the Eucharist. That is true, but isn't He already present in the other sacraments? In the person of the priest? The Second Vatican Council reaffirmed that the priest acts "in persona Christi" when he offers Mass or administers the sacraments. Granted Christ's presence in the Eucharist is substantial while in the priest it's spiritual but the presence is not the conferring of the sacrament. A person entering a Catholic church is in the presence of Christ but, by that fact, does not receive Holy Communion. And the reception of the Eucharist is not in its being handed to the recipient, it is in the eating of the consecrated Bread. One administers the sacrament by feeding the recipient, by placing Christ on his tongue which is the beginning of the act of eating. By placing It in his hand, he feeds himself and, therefore, administers the sacrament to himself. This is an action unknown and unheard of in any other sacrament.

However, still another anomaly occurs: the sacrament conferred by the person to himself is done without a formula of words. Every sacrament is conferred with a specific form. When the celebrant or concelebrant gives Communion to himself he uses the form: "May the body of Christ bring me to everlasting life." When a person receives on the tongue the form is, The Body of Christ. Amen." But when the person who has received in the hand receives the sacrament by placing it on his own tongue he says nothing! No formula of words is used. Yet every sacrament is composed of matter and form. The matter in the Holy Eucharist is the Body of Christ, but there is no form here.

What of receiving under the form of consecrated Wine? Again the person could not take the chalice and drink from it without being his own sacramental minister. The priest, or other duly authorized minister, would have to place the chalice on the lips of the recipient and gently pour the Precious Blood into his mouth. Of course, this would not be a very dignified or sanitary way to proceed, and it would be better for the person to receive under the one form. Of course he could receive by intinction when the host is dipped in the Precious Blood and placed on his tongue but that also seems a bit unsanitary and risks the spilling of a drop of the Blood. Ironically, our bishops have forbidden the custom of a person dipping his own Host in the Precious Blood and consuming it, saying that the Blood is not administered to him but he administers It to himself. If they were consistent they would see he is administering the Host to himself also. Note that in the Eastern Church, the cube of consecrated Bread is soaked in the Precious Blood and then dropped on the tongue of the recipient with a golden spoon. Upon reflection I can envision the many churches where everyone receives Communion in the hand. Since everyone is his own minister of the sacrament, it would be simpler if a number of ciboria containing the Sacred Hosts and a number of chalices containing the Precious Blood were placed on tables in convenient places in the church. Then each person could minister to himself which he is actually doing now. It would save the congregation of ordinary and extraordinary ministers who, in reality, are not administering the sacrament.

From the time of the Council of Trent in the 16th century the Church has administered Holy Communion only under the species of Bread and only on the tongue of the recipient. 
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It was the Protestant "reformers" who in denying the priesthood of the ordained, insisted that all shared equally in the priesthood of Christ and all should receive communion under both the forms of bread and wine and should communicate themselves. The Protestant notion has crept back into the Church by giving Communion under both species and in the hand. It has helped blur the distinction between the priesthood of the laity and that of the ordained minister. I believe it has also played a part in making the priesthood less important in the eyes of many of the faithful. But that has been spoken of before. The important point to consider is that sacraments are administered by another. We cannot administer a sacrament to ourselves. That is not an option we can extend to anyone. When this is done in the Holy Eucharist it is in clear violation of Canon 910 and is, therefore, illicit. We must get back to administering Holy Communion on the tongue and under the form of Bread alone. The sacrament is received in the eating of the Body of Christ not in the holding of It in one's hand. Our Blessed Lord said "Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood has life everlasting and I will raise him up on the last day. For my flesh is real food and my blood is real drink." May we receive this great sacrament reverently and licitly in accord with the laws of the Church.

Reverend Frederick Hauser is the pastor of St. James Parish in Kenosha, Wis. He has a B.A. in philosophy and an M. Div. from St. Francis Seminary in Milwaukee and an M.A. in speech from Marquette University. After ordination, he taught in a high school, and then became Associate Director of the Catholic Family Life Program of Milwaukee before assuming his present position. His last article in HPR appeared in January 1995.

Vatican on Communion in the hand
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http://www.adoremus.org/0203CommunionHand.html
Adoremus Bulletin, Online Edition, Vol. VIII, No. 10: February 2003

This response by the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments was sent to us by Father Paul McDonald, of Niagara-on-the-Lake, Diocese of Saint Catherine’s in Ontario, Canada. The response appeared in Notitiae (April 1999), the official publication of the CDW, regarding the reception of Communion. The translation is Father McDonald's. - Editor

Query: Whether in dioceses where it is allowed to distribute Communion in the hands of the faithful, a priest or extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion may restrict communicants to receive Communion only in their hands, not on the tongue.

Response: Certainly it is clear from the very documents of the Holy See that in dioceses where the Eucharistic bread is put in the hands of the faithful, the right to receive the Eucharistic bread on the tongue still remains intact to the faithful. Therefore, those who restrict communicants to receive Holy Communion only on in the hands are acting against the norms, as are those who refuse to Christ's faithful [the right] to receive Communion in the hand in dioceses that enjoy this indult. With attention to the norms concerning the distribution of Holy Communion, ordinary and extraordinary ministers should take care in a particular way that the host is consumed at once by Christ's faithful, so that no one goes away with the Eucharistic species in his hand.

However, let all remember that the time-honored tradition is to receive the host on the tongue. The celebrant priest, if there is a present danger of sacrilege, should not give the faithful communion in the hand, and he should make them aware of the reason for way of proceeding.

[The suppression of Communion on the tongue and kneeling for receiving Communion]
Editorial by John-Henry Westen, LifeSiteNews  
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January 9, 2008
Although it may seem a little strange, there is a definite battle being waged within the Catholic Church. It is the same "culture war" being waged by secular moderns against those who uphold traditional morality, it is pro-life vs. pro-choice. But within the Catholic Church the same battle is fought along liturgical lines, and the publication in the Vatican newspaper of an article calling for Catholics to receive Holy Communion kneeling and on the tongue is telling.

"If some nonbeliever arrived and observed such an act of adoration perhaps he, too, would 'fall down and worship God, declaring, God is really in your midst,'" explained Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Karaganda, Kazakhstan in the pages of L'Osservatore Romano.

The Catholic News Service reports that in the January 8 edition of the Vatican paper, Bishop Schneider noted that the reverence and awe of Catholics who truly believe they are receiving Jesus in the Eucharist should lead them to kneel and receive Communion on their tongues. "The awareness of the greatness of the eucharistic mystery is demonstrated in a special way by the manner in which the body of the Lord is distributed and received," the bishop wrote.

Although in all likelihood most Catholics are oblivious to it, the decision to receive communion on the tongue, versus in the hand and the decision to receive communion standing rather than kneeling is a significant fault line in the culture war.

Modernizers who relentlessly work to have the Catholic Church move away from so-called 'archaic' positions on sexuality, (forbidding contraception, pre-marital sexual activity, homosexuality etc.) also rail against 'archaic' piety in worship. 

However, the culture war at least in terms of liturgical issues was nearly lost in the West until the advent of Pope Benedict.                                                                                                                                                             127.
In the United States for instance, the US Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) Committee on the Liturgy wrote in its July 2002 newsletter: "Kneeling is not a licit posture for receiving Holy Communion in the dioceses of the United States of America unless the bishop of a particular diocese has derogated from this norm in an individual and extraordinary circumstance."

The majority of the faithful have since adopted the practice of standing and receiving communion on the hand.

However, some traditional Catholics, often derisively referred to as "pre-Vatican II" Catholics have held to the practice of communion kneeling and on the tongue. Those same Catholics are often the most vociferous defenders of life and family within and without the Church.

While many valiant Catholic activists who work in the pro-life and pro-family battles receive communion in the common fashion, they nonetheless respect the right of those who wish to receive communion kneeling and on the tongue.

Not so for those within the Church seeking to get the Church in line with the times.

Certain Church leaders, priests and even bishops who are zealous in their attempts to modernize the Church have gone so far as to attempt to enforce modernism by refusing communion to those who kneel for communion.

One prominent example of such was Orange County Florida Bishop Tod Brown who was caught on video last year refusing communion to a woman who was kneeling. Brown is also known for refusing in 1994 to back an Idaho measure to deny homosexuals special privileges. Explaining his actions he said the law "would contribute to attitudes of intolerance and hostility in Idaho directed at homosexual citizens and is potentially discriminatory." 

In Brown's diocese there has been considerable intolerance toward Catholics who kneel for communion and some traditional Catholics have been asked to leave the diocese.

Another prominent example was the denial of communion to Virginia House of Delegate member Richard Black by Arlington's St. Thomas More Cathedral Rector, Fr. Dominic Irace in 2002. Black was one of the strongest defenders of life in the legislature. As Delegate Black left the Cathedral, Fr. Irace loudly called him a "conservative idiot." (See coverage: http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2002/oct/02101001.html)

These types of situations caused the Vatican to react rather strongly in 2002. Jorge A. Cardinal Medina Estévez, the head of the Vatican's Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, which addresses liturgical matters, wrote a bishop about reports received of a priest denying communion to faithful because they were kneeling.

The Cardinal called such denial "a grave violation of one of the most basic rights of the Christian faithful," and directed the bishop to investigate the case. The letter said that the Vatican regards such abuses of the faithful as very grave. The letter said, the Congregation, if such actions are verified, "will regard future complaints of this nature with great seriousness, and if they are verified, it intends to seek disciplinary action consonant with the gravity of the pastoral abuse." (See the letter: http://www.adoremus.org/Notitiae-kneeling.html)

Despite this letter from the Vatican, the suppression of kneeling remains strong.

The article in the Vatican newspaper advocating kneeling however signals a sea change. 

Those who kneel have a champion in Pope Benedict who prior to his elevation to the pontificate wrote of kneeling and its tie to culture in his book 'The Spirit of the Liturgy" (Ignatius Press, 2000) "There are groups, of no small influence, who are trying to talk us out of kneeling," wrote then-Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger. "'It doesn't suit our culture', they say (which culture?) 'It's not right for a grown man to do this -- he should face God on his feet'." 

Cardinal Ratzinger continued: "The kneeling of Christians is not a form of inculturation into existing customs. It is quite the opposite, an expression of Christian culture, which transforms the existing culture through a new and deeper knowledge and experience of God.

Kneeling does not come from any culture -- it comes from the Bible and its knowledge of God . . . The Christian Liturgy is a cosmic Liturgy precisely because it bends the knee before the crucified and exalted Lord. Here is the center of authentic culture - the culture of truth. The humble gesture by which we fall at the feet of the Lord inserts us into the true path of life of the cosmos." 

Receiving Communion in the Hand is Contrary to Tradition
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(Editor's note: This article is reproduced from a photocopy. As such, the exact date when it was published in the Brazilian magazine Catolicismo is unknown. However, it does appear to have been written about the time that "Communion in the hand" was being introduced. The arguments here presented are quite valid today.)

Mysterium Fidei, the bulletin of religious information edited in Brussels by Alfredo Denoyelle, has published a study on tradition in relation to the manner in which the faithful receive Holy Communion.

As is well known, the innovators, who want to impose the new way of receiving Communion by which the faithful receive the Sacred Particle in their hand, do so by appealing to tradition. They affirm that in the first ten centuries of the Church people received Communion like that. And they cite, above all, Mystagogical Catechesis V of St. Cyril of Jerusalem (313-386).

Mysterium Fidei clears up this mistake through the perspective provided by various documents which show that it was usual, even in antiquity, for the faithful to receive the consecrated Particle on their tongue and through an analysis of the text of Saint Cyril of Jerusalem which the innovators adduce as a proof that tradition is favorable to Communion in the hand.

Let it be said in passing that this expression is inadequate because Communion takes place at the swallowing of the consecrated Particle. Therefore, "Communion in the hand is a communion which the faithful gives to himself, thus dispensing with the role of the priest as minister, in the strict sense of the great Sacrament."                              128.
THE TRADITIONAL USAGE

The custom of receiving the sacred Particle on the tongue is attested to by Saint Leo I, Pope (440-46 1), for in commenting on the words of Our Lord, related in Chapter 6 of St. John’s gospel, 5:54, St. Leo the Great speaks of receiving Communion in the mouth as that which is in current use-: "One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith" —"Hoc enim ore sumiter quod fide creditur" (Serm. 91.3). Note that Saint Leo the Great does not express himself in the manner of one introducing a novelty, but rather as one recording a common fact ordinary in the habitual use of the Church.

A similar usage is confirmed by the testimony and example of St. Gregory the Great, Pope (590-604). He tells us in his dialogues (Roman 3, c. 3) how Pope St. Agapito performed a miracle during the Mass after having introduced the Body of Our Lord into the mouth of a person. And John, the Deacon, in the life of the same holy Pope assures us that he distributed Communion to the faithful in this manner.

These are testimonies of the fifth and sixth centuries. How can one affirm that Communion in the hand was the official manner for the faithful to receive Communion until the tenth century?
THE EXCEPTION

In fact, in the first centuries, Communion in the hand was permitted only by exception, when because of a grave reason the faithful faced the alternative of not receiving Communion or receiving by themselves. St. Basil (330-379) says clearly that communicating with one’s own hand is permitted only in times of persecution, or — as happened with the monks in the desert — when no priest or deacon was there to administer it. "It is not necessary to show that it does not constitute a grave fault for a person to communicate with his own hand in a time of persecution when there is no priest or deacon" (Letter 93, the emphasis is ours). And the Saint based his opinion on the custom which the monks, who lived in solitude, where there is no priest, had of keeping Communion in their house, which they would take with their own hands. In this passage, St. Basil considered Communion in the hand to be so irregular that he did not hesitate to consider it a "grave fault," when there were no exceptional circumstances to justify it. Leclerq (Dictionnaire d’Archelogie Chretienne, verb "Communion") declares that the peace conceded to the Church by Constantine was bringing the use of Communion in the hand to an end, thus confirming the affirmation of St. Basil that the persecutions created the alternative of either not communicating or communicating with one’s own hand.

ABUSES

The survival of this habit in some places was considered to be an abuse, which was in disharmony with the custom of the Apostles. This is proved by the measures taken in various regions to put an end to it. Thus the Council of Rouen, which met in 650, says: "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywoman hut only in their mouths." A like measure was taken at the Council of Constantinople (695), which was known as in trullo: it prohibited the faithful from giving Communion to themselves (which is what takes place when the Sacred Particle is put in the hands of the communicant), and it punishes with excommunication for a week, those who do so when a bishop, a priest, or a deacon is present.

Already in the third century, St. Eutiquianus, Pope (275-283), severely warned the priests, exhorting them themselves to take the Communion to the sick and not to entrust this obligation to a layman or a woman: "Nullus praesumat tradere communionem laico vel feminae ad deferendum infirmo" (P.L.V., col. 163-168).

Saint Thomas Aquinas (S.T. 3a. 82, a.3) gives us the reason: "The administration of the Body of Christ belongs to the priest for three reasons . . . In the third place, because of the respect that is due to this Sacrament, it is not touched by anything that is not consecrated. That is the reason that the Corporal and the Chalice are consecrated. And likewise the hands of the priest are consecrated in order to touch this Sacrament. Accordingly, no other person has a right to touch it except in the case of necessity, for example, if the Sacrament falls on the ground or in a similar necessity."
The Council of Trent declared that the custom of only the priest giving Communion to himself with his own hands is an Apostolic Tradition (s. 13, c. 8).

THE CATECHISM OF ST. PIUS X

Summing up this immemorial tradition, the Catechism of St. Pius X gives the following norm for the communication of the faithful: "In the moment of receiving Holy Communion, it is necessary to be kneeling, to have the head slightly raised, the eyes modestly turned toward the Sacred Host, the mouth sufficiently open and the tongue a little bit out of the mouth resting on the lower lip. It is necessary to have a towel or a patent which can receive the Sacred Host if it should happen to fall . . . If the Sacred Host sticks to the palate, it is necessary to loosen it with the tongue and never with the finger." (P. IV, c IV, no. 40)
THE ORIGIN OF THE ABUSE: ARIANISM

Nevertheless, the conciliar documentation of the past centuries restricting Communion in the hand testifies that such a manner of communicating had infiltrated itself in various places. Whence comes this abuse if it does not have an apostolic origin?

Mysterium Fidei observes: "The only ones to communicate always standing and with their hands outstretched were from the beginning the Asians who obstinately denied the Divinity of Our Lord Jesus Christ and who could not see in the Sacred Eucharist any more than a simple symbol of union, which can be taken and handled at will."                129.
CATECHESIS V OF SAINT CYRIL

And it is in this context that we must place Mystagogical Catechesis V of Saint Cyril of Jerusalem when considering the testimony from it to which the progressives appeal in order to impose the habit of communicating in the hand as being more apostolic.

D. Henri Leclerq (Dict. cited above) sums the matter up as follows:

"Saint Cyril of Jerusalem recommended to the faithful that on presenting themselves to receive Communion, they should have the right hand extended, with their fingers together, supported by the left hand and with the palm a little bit concave; and at the moment in which the Body of Christ was deposited in the hand, the communicant would say: Amen."
What is to be said of this text?

1. Considered in context, it becomes suspect. For it speaks of a strange custom entirely alien to the highest veneration which the faithful have always had for the Most Blessed Sacrament of the Eucharist. In fact, the Catechesis says that one must touch one’s eyes to the Sacred Host:

"Sanctify thine eyes with contact by the Holy Body," and afterwards with the fingers wet in the Most Holy Blood, pass them over one’s eyes, on one’s forehead, and on one’s other senses to sanctify them: "When thy lips are still wet (after receiving the Sacred Blood), touch them with thy hand, and pass them over thine eyes, thy forehead, and thine other senses, to sanctify them."
2. In view of this unheard of liberty which is incompatible with the total veneration due to the Sacred Species, those who are learned in these matters think of an interpolation, at least in the text of St. Cyril of Jerusalem. Some (Scherman, Esans, Richard, Teifer) attribute the text to St. Cyril’s successor; others (Cross) think of a primitive text of St. Cyril which was retouched by his successor. And there are codices which attribute it to St. Cyril and to his successor. Accordingly, one may think of an accommodation made by the Patriarch John, the successor of St. Cyril in Jerusalem.

Now, according to the correspondence of St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome, and St. Augustine, that Patriarch. John, is of suspect orthodoxy, Mysterium Fidei calls him a crypto Arian.

3. Migne, the editor of the Mystagogical Catechesis of St. Cyril, warns in the preface that, from the liturgical viewpoint the Mystagogical Catecheses have much in common with the Apostolic Constitutions. Now it happens that the Apostolic Constitutions are infiltrated with errors due their author, a seminarian, Syrian. One must say the same about the Apostolic Canons, which are the last part of the Constitutions. For this reason, they were rejected by the Council of Rome of 494 under Pope St. Gelasius I (492-496).

Once the Mystagogical Catecheses of St. Cyril has been placed in this historical context, one sees that they cannot, by themselves, be proposed as an authentic testimony of the traditional usages of the Church. In the case of Communion in the hand, they contradict the usage attested to by authors about whom there is no suspicion.

CONCLUSION 
The observations above show how far from historical truth are the progressives who pretend to justify Communion in the hand by that which supposedly was the common manner of communicating in the first centuries of Christianity.

As was the case with the Arians who dedicated themselves to introducing liturgical rites that minimalized the Sacred and Divine character of the Holy Eucharist, so also today a darkening of faith in the Real Presence is shown by those who joyfully adapt themselves to innovations such as Communion in the hand, in spite of the fact that the Holy See has affirmed that the traditional manner of communicating indicates a greater reverence on the part of the communicant in relation to the Holy Eucharist and form part of the preparation required for the Body and Blood of Our Lord to be received with the greatest fruit. (cf. Memoriale Domini).

The article was originally published in the September 2001 issue of The Catholic Voice.
The above and following articles are from a Traditionalist source; read with caution- Michael
Communion-in-the-Hand: An Historical View

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/017.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500
Aquinas Multimedia, May-June 1996 issue

If you are among the many who have wondered over the past decade just how the practice of communion-in-the-hand originated and for what reasons, the following provides a concise history as well as a brief look into what has resulted from the institution of this curious practice.

The History

The practice of communion-in-the-hand was "first introduced in Belgium by Cardinal Suenens, in flagrant disobedience to the rubrics given by the Holy See. Not wishing to publicly reprove a brother bishop, Paul VI decided to lift the ban prohibiting Holy Communion in the hand, leaving the decision to individual bishops" (Von Hildebrand, The Latin Mass Society, Nov 1995).

In 1969, Pope Paul VI polled the bishops of the world on the question of communion-in-the-hand and subsequently proclaimed that, while there was no consensus for the practice worldwide, in those areas where a different practice prevails it may be introduced by a two-thirds vote of the bishops (of each conference).

In 1976 Call to Action, an influential group of Catholic dissenters (recently condemned in Nebraska by Bishop Bruskewitz), added to their agenda the promotion of communion-in-the-hand. 
                                                                                                                                                                             130.
Other publicly-dissenting Catholic groups, already holding wildly disobedient do-it-yourself liturgies, also actively promoted it. Outside these circles of dissent, however, the practice of receiving the Blessed Sacrament in one's hand was rare. In truth, only a handful of self-styled "progressive" parishes had disobediently introduced the practice and the only demand for it came from dissenting clergymen and chancery apparatchiks.

Despite the fact that communion-in-the-hand could hardly be considered a prevailing practice in the United States, the Archbishop of Cincinnati, Joseph Bernardin, then president of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops (NCCB), initiated two unsuccessful attempts to introduce the practice in 1975 and 1976, stating that communion-in-the-hand had become universally popular as a natural expression of the pious sentiments of the faithful

In the Spring of 1977 at Archbishop Bernardin's last meeting as president of the NCCB and with San Francisco's Archbishop Quinn acting as the chief designated lobbyist for communion-in-the-hand, the bishops' vote again fell short of the necessary two-thirds majority. Nevertheless, for the first time ever, bishops in absentia were polled by mail after the conference meeting; subsequently the necessary votes materialized and the measure was declared passed. Soon thereafter the practice of communion-in-the-hand spread rapidly throughout the country, and in a few years the new practice became normative amongst American parishes.

The Results

Frequently it is said that those who place any importance on how the Blessed Sacrament is received are no better than the biblical Pharisees who focused upon the externals of faith rather than the internals. For the Pharisees the external replaced the internal, but it does not follow that the lack of external reverence today can be divorced from the internal disposition of the faithful.

The consequences of introducing this practice are far-reaching, and one need only look to the parish Mass for proof. Not the least of these consequences is the common lack of respect shown for the Blessed Sacrament. Only with the belief that the Holy Eucharist is not supernatural, can this practice of communion-in-the-hand not matter. Since it is truly the most extraordinary substance on earth, surely our comportment should reflect that? Surely our faith in the Holy Eucharist, which deserves our greatest reverence, should reflect into our actions in actually receiving the sacrament?

Alas, it is not so! Communion-in-the-hand weakens faith in the Real Presence. The consequences are profound. May we make up in our love of the Eucharist for all the outrages and indifference which now surround Our Lord’s magnificent gift to us.

Communion in the Hand and Similar Frauds 
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By Michael Davies*
The Protestant Reformers were particularly sensitive concerning the symbolism of liturgical ceremonies, and particular attention was therefore paid to eliminating anything which could perpetuate belief in a sacrificing priesthood possessing powers denied to the laity or in the Real Presence of Christ in the Sacrament. In his 1549 Communion Service, Cranmer allowed the Sacrament to be placed on the tongue of the communicant by the minister. This was severely criticized by Martin Bucer, who demanded that Communion should be given in the hand. Cranmer complied and changed the rubric for his 1552 Prayer Book, to bring it into line with Protestant practice on the Continent. The reasons Bucer gives for insisting on this change are quite unambiguous:

"I cannot see how the seventh section requiring the bread of the Lord to be put not in the hand, but in the mouth, of the recipient, can be consistent. Certainly the reason given in this section, namely, lest those who receive the bread of the Lord should not eat it but take it away with them to misuse it for superstition or horrible wickedness, is not, it seems to me, conclusive; for the minister can easily see, when he puts the bread in the hand, whether it is eaten or not. In fact, I have no doubt that this usage of not putting these sacraments in the hands of the faithful has been introduced out of a double superstition; firstly, the false honour they wished to show to this sacrament, and secondly the wicked arrogance of priests claiming greater holiness than that of the people of Christ, by virtue of the oil of consecration. The Lord undoubtedly gave these, His sacred symbols, into the hands of the Apostles, and no one who has read the records of the ancients can be in doubt that this was the usage observed in the churches until the advent of the Roman Antichrist.

"As, therefore, every superstition of the Roman AntiChrist is to be detested, and the simplicity of Christ, and the Apostles, and the ancient Churches, is to be recalled, I should wish that pastors and teachers of the people should be commanded that each is faithfully to teach the people that it is superstitious and wicked to think that the hands of those who truly believe in Christ are less pure than their mouths; or that the hands of the ministers are holier than the hands of the laity; so that it would be wicked, or less fitting, as was formerly wrongly believed by the ordinary folk, for the laity to receive these sacraments in the hand: and therefore that the indications of this wicked belief be removed --as that the ministers may handle the sacraments, but not allow the laity to do so, and instead put the sacraments into the mouth -- which is not only foreign to what was instituted by the Lord but offensive to human reason.

"In that way good men will be easily brought to the point of all receiving the sacred symbols in the hand, conformity in receiving will be kept, and there will be safeguards against all furtive abuse of the sacraments. For, although for a time concession can be made to those whose faith is weak, by giving them the Sacraments in the mouth when they so desire, if they are carefully taught they will soon conform themselves to the rest of the Church and take the Sacraments in the hand." 21
It will be noted here that the consecration of the priest's hands is seen as indicating the privilege of handling the Host, something denied in such propaganda tracts as Take and Eat. The fact that the Protestant Reformers introduced Communion in the hand specifically to deny the Catholic doctrines on the priesthood and the Real Presence invested the practice with an anti-Catholic signification from that time onwards. This was a signification it did not possess in the early centuries. This practice is, then, totally unacceptable in Catholic worship, and can never become acceptable. Contemporary Protestants would certainly not change to the reception of Communion on the tongue to accommodate Catholics, and so, in the interests of a spurious ecumenism, Catholics are being made to accept what is now a specifically Protestant practice in order to remove any remaining vestige of external respect for the Blessed Sacrament which those who consider it to be no more than bread would find offensive. This is something which should not surprise us -- it is simply a logical continuation of the pattern which began with the destruction of the Mass of St. Pius V.

21) This is an original translation but Bucer's Censura has now been republished with the Latin text and an English translation on parallel pages: Martin Bucer and the Book of Common Prayer, ed. E. C. Whitaker (Mayhew-McCrimmon, Essex, England).
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
An Artificial Consensus and Mind Manipulators 
http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion1.htm  

By Michael Davies* 
An Artificial Consensus 

A most depressing aspect of contemporary life is the manner in which those who control the media are able to fabricate an artificial consensus. The people of South Vietnam were handed over to a Communist dictatorship principally as a result of the consensus against the war fabricated throughout the West by the Liberal-controlled media. The fundamental axiom of that Liberalism condemned by the Popes for centuries is that each individual has the right to construct his own code of morality. Society at large has already come to accept this concept. Women who murder their unborn babies are exercising their "right to choose". Literature that was once termed pornographic has been re-classified as "adult". Perverts who were once looked upon as sick individuals, and from whom society needed to be protected, are now regarded as minority groups with an "alternate" [but legitimate] lifestyle. Even Catholic bishops treat them with far more sympathy than they do Catholic traditionalists. 

I have described and documented in my book, Pope John's Council, the manner in which the Fathers of Vatican II were caught up in an artificially created consensus, which resulted in most of them abandoning the attitudes of a lifetime almost overnight. There can have been few more dramatic examples of mass conditioning since Hitler hypnotized the German people. It still seems hard to believe that almost all the three-thousand [almost totally orthodox] Catholic bishops who entered St. Peter's Basilica on Oct. 11, 1962, would emerge from it on December 8, 1965, as little more than programmed puppets, men who were happy to abandon the accumulated wisdom and spirituality of 2,000 years in favour of the clichés fabricated by the Liberal "experts", and repeated ad nauseam in the media they controlled as 'new insights' in tune with the contemporary mentality. If any proof is needed that the bishops have made themselves the creatures of their own "experts", it can be found in the imposition of Communion in the hand upon the faithful at the command of these "experts". 

Once a consensus has been established within any social group, it is very hard for individuals to resist conforming. When an individual does refuse to conform, he is more likely to be rejected by the group than to affect the attitude of an appreciable number of its members. Sometimes this is all to the good, often the opposite is true. Those who cheered Jesus on Palm Sunday and called for His death on Good Friday were just going along with the majority. Two collegial decisions of the episcopal college which took place at the same time are recorded by St. Matthew: "Peter saith to Him: 'Yea, though I should die with Thee I will not deny Thee. And in like manner said all the disciples [Matt. XXVI, 35]". But in verse 56 we read: "Then the disciples, all leaving Him, fled." However, one Apostle did take his place at the foot of the Cross -- but it was NOT St. Peter. The principle that "where Peter is, there is the Church" applies usually, but not invariably.
Mind Manipulators 

This is not the place to discuss in detail the technique of group dynamics employed to brainwash whole groups into submerging their individual intellects and wills into the collective mind of the group. Where any individual puts up significant resistance, the manipulators [correctly] assess that it would be counter-productive to devote excessive effort to winning him over. They realize that it is control of the group which matters; the recalcitrant individual, therefore, is simply isolated. 

Fr. Paul Crane, S.J., has remarked to me that since Vatican II the Church throughout the West has been subjected to a conditioning process on a global scale. He considers that traditionalists have been very effectively isolated from the main group of Catholics and that as long as our ability to influence the conditioned group is minimal, the manipulators are not too worried about us. As I shall show in detail later in this study, the ordinary faithful are being induced to abandon the traditional manner of receiving Holy Communion by propaganda violating the basic norms of natural [let alone Christian] ethics; propaganda which offends acceptable standards of scholarship, semantics, and straightforward honesty. Ethical or not, such techniques can be effective.                                                                                  132.
The Nazis proved that the constant propagation of false or slanted information would eventually convince the ordinary German, who was not able or, more likely, would not trouble, to consult alternative sources of information. Stalin observed that most people do not have critical minds. 1 Most are content to accept that official information is correct information. Thus, in an editorial on May 21, 1976, The Universe [Britain's largest Catholic weekly] informed its readers that: "Pope Paul has given permission for Holy Communion in the hand because he believes, as do the bishops, that it will emphasize the sacred nature of the communicant as a temple of the Holy Spirit, as well as the sacred nature of the Eucharist as the Body and Blood of Our Lord." 

The ordinary Catholic would not read this and ask himself: "Is it true?" He would accept that it was true simply because he had read it in The Universe. It would be unrealistic to expect him to react in any other way. He will therefore remain unaware of the fact that the Pope has made it quite clear that he wishes the faithful to adhere to the traditional manner of receiving Holy Communion; that a minority of English bishops fought the innovation tooth and nail; or that the traditional manner of reception did not detract from the dignity of a Baptized Christian as a Temple of the Holy Ghost but was intended to emphasize the nature of the Blessed Sacrament as the Body of Christ. The Protestant Reformers abolished the traditional practice to emphasize their belief that the Eucharist is NOT the Body of Christ, and yet The Universe claims, without a word of explanation, that this innovation emphasizes the Real Presence, secure in the knowledge that this gratuitous and nonsensical assertion will remain unchallenged, or that, if a challenge does come, it can be suppressed and kept from the knowledge of its readers. 

The example par excellence of the manner in which Catholics can be conditioned is found in the case of Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre. A detailed analysis of his writings and sermons reveals that all he is doing is to uphold what was the norm before the Council, and for doing this he has been threatened with excommunication and even described as a renegade. 

Yesterday's orthodoxy has become today's heresy. Catholics who would never have set foot inside a Protestant church, because their parish priest told them not to, will now trudge along dutifully to tedious 'unity' services because he tells them that they must. He tells them this because it is what his bishop has ordered; and the bishop in turn is simply passing on directives received from the Vatican. At no level of the pyramid is there any general realization of inconsistent or illogical behaviour -- anyone who questions the wisdom of contradicting an attitude to heresy dating back to the Apostolic Church is written off as a crank. Much would be explained if only one could learn with certainty who in [or outside] the Vatican initiates the directives and reforms which are destroying the Faith. 

1) The Great Terror (Pelican edition), p. 740.

*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
The Significance and Practice of Communion in the Hand 

http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion2.htm
By Michael Davies* 
The particular significance of the imposition of Communion in the hand is that it is the epitomization of the "Spirit of Vatican II", the spirit which pervades the "Conciliar Church" to which Archbishop Lefebvre has been ordered to submit. A careful study of the factual background to this innovation should provide any Catholic still capable of breaking free from his conditioning with the impetus necessary to take this salutary step. This would not make life easier; to recognize the truth incurs the obligation of acting upon it. Life is far less complicated for those who are happy to remain conditioned but, surely, no price can be too high for an individual to pay to regain his personal integrity. 

It will be proved in this study that the reception of Communion in the hand never formed part of the program of the papally-approved liturgical movement: it was not mentioned in any official document of Vatican II: it was introduced in the 16th century by the Protestant Reformers specifically to repudiate belief in the Catholic Priesthood and the Real Presence; it was re-introduced after Vatican II by rebel priests in Holland and has spread throughout the world from there; it is being imposed upon the faithful by techniques involving distortion of the truth, outright deceit, and even intimidation. And what will be shown concerning Communion in the hand could also be shown of so many other post-conciliar innovations which Archbishop Lefebvre correctly designates as unacceptable to Catholics:

"In effect, all these reforms have contributed and continue to contribute to the destruction of the Church, to the ruin of the priesthood, to the abolition of the Sacrifice and the Sacraments, to the disappearance of the religious life, and to a naturalistic and Teilhardian education in the universities, in the seminaries, in Catechetics: an education deriving from Liberalism and Protestantism which had been condemned many times by the solemn Magisterium of the Church. 

"No authority, not even the highest in the hierarchy, can compel us to abandon or diminish our Catholic faith, so clearly expressed and professed by the Church's Magisterium for nineteen centuries." 2
A Process of Deceit 
Apologists for the practice of Communion in the hand possess what they consider an unanswerable argument to justify the innovation, namely, that it was the practice in the early Church. Reduced to its simplest terms, their argument reads: "Because it is older it must be better." This argument is totally fallacious and has been most forcefully condemned by Pope Pius XII, as will be shown later. Those concerned to uphold the traditional practice should concentrate on exposing the fallacy of this argument and not be sidetracked into discussions of whether the practice of Communion in the hand was once universal, how long it lasted, how genuine the texts brought forward to prove that it was once the custom are, or even the reasons why it was abandoned in favour of Communion on the tongue for the laity.                                                                                                                                                                      133.
Traditionalists are sometimes accused of having a static concept of the Faith, of being opposed to any development. On the contrary, it is the Liberals who wish to ignore developments in liturgy and doctrine which have taken place under the inspiration of the Holy Ghost. The most effective answer to contemporary liturgical and doctrinal innovators is to be found in Newman's The Development of Christian Doctrine. In this book the great Cardinal shows how it was not only natural but inevitable that there should be development in every aspect of the Church's life. The first Christians still frequented the synagogues and, in many cases, observed Jewish dietary regulations. Centuries passed before the true nature of the Trinity and the Divine nature of Christ were fully clarified. Forms of worship used in times of persecution were clearly no longer adequate when the Christians emerged from the catacombs and were presented with great basilicas. As with other doctrines, without ever contradicting what had been previously believed, the nature of the Sacrifice of the Mass and the Real Presence of Our Lord in the Eucharist became more and more apparent, and this was reflected in the liturgy. Lex orandi, lex credendi, the manner in which the Church worships will reflect what she believes. 3 Cardinal Newman correctly observed that "a developed doctrine which reverses the course of development which has preceded it, is no true development but a corruption; also that what is corrupt acts as an element of unhealthiness towards what is sound." 4 There could be no more accurate description of the nature and effect of the reversal of development which has occurred with the introduction of Communion in the hand. 

Furthermore, this particular innovation, together with most of the liturgical changes following Vatican II, cannot be reconciled with the belief that the Holy Ghost inhabits and guides the Church. If the arguments in favour of Communion in the hand, and the other liturgical changes are valid, then clearly the Holy Ghost has not been guiding the Church for well over a thousand years. He was evidently either absent or ignored until the Protestant Reformers of the 16th century made the very same changes being imposed by the neo-Protestants within the Church today. It will be proved below that, as the Protestant Reformers introduced Communion in the hand specifically to reject belief in the Catholic priesthood and the Real Presence, the retention of Communion on the tongue had become an embarrassing obstacle to ecumenism since Vatican II. Those who are destroying the Roman Rite today are opposed to virtually every aspect of the manner used by Latin rite Catholics for celebrating Mass before the Council. If they are correct, then it is quite inconceivable that the Holy Ghost was leading the Popes of the past 1,000 years to permit and impose harmful forms of worship. And if the Holy Ghost has not been guiding the Church for over a millennium, then quite clearly ours is not the one true Church. 
Liberals might answer that what was adequate until the second half of this century is no longer adequate today, as we are now in the presence of 'modern man', of humanity 'come of age', of the 'adult Catholic'. In his book The Devastated Vineyard, Dietrich von Hildebrand shows convincingly that the so-called "modern man" is a myth, invented by the sociologists, that in his essential nature, in his basic needs, desires, and attitudes, contemporary man does not differ from his predecessors of past centuries. 5 Human nature does not change. 

The Practice of Communion in the Hand 
The key issue of the debate concerning the escalating imposition of Communion in the hand is not whether it was once widespread in the early Church, but whether it should be introduced in the present day. In order to simplify the debate, let it be conceded, for the sake of argument, that for some centuries it was considered acceptable for the priest to place the host in the hand of the communicant. There is, however, definite evidence that, in at least some regions, the laity were receiving Communion on the tongue by the end of the sixth century. 6 The Roman Ordo of the ninth century accepts Communion on the tongue as the normal practice. 7 The Synod of Rouen in the year 650 condemned the reception of Communion in the hand by the laity as an abuse. This indicates that the reception of Holy Communion upon the tongue must have already become the established practice. 8 

Scholars are not clear why the transition took place -- differing explanations are given and there is probably some truth in most of them. The precise reason is not important, however. What is important is that the change must have been made for good reason under the influence of the Holy Ghost. The change to unleavened bread is given as one reason; the fear of abuse is another; Fr. Jungmann cites "growing respect for the Eucharist" as the decisive reason. 9 

A study of patristic and early medieval sources reveals not only a continually heightened appreciation of the Eucharist as the true Body and Blood of Christ -- not simply to be received, but to be adored -- but of the nature of the Mass as a solemn Sacrifice, the prime purpose of which is the adoration of Almighty God. The essential sacrificial act required a validly ordained priest, wheaten bread, and wine. It was offered by the priest acting in the person of Christ. The laity had the awesome privilege of being present at the Sacrifice -- but the liturgy naturally and logically came to accentuate the primary role of the priest and the solemnity of the Sacrifice. A booklet of propaganda in favour of Communion in the hand, The Body of Christ, issued by the American Bishops' Committee on the Liturgy, writes of this as if it were something to be condemned: 
"In the eighth and ninth centuries the laity was almost completely excluded from the celebration. They no longer took the offerings to the altar during Mass, but were required to do so beforehand; the singing was done by the schola only; the general intercessions disappeared; the faithful could no longer see what was happening on the altar because the priest was in front of the altar, now sometimes completely surrounded and completely hidden by the iconostasis; the canon was said quietly and everything took place in silence or in a language less understood by the people." 
                                                                                                                                                                             134.
This reads like a list of complaints made by a 16th century Protestant Reformer and, in most of the instances given, is a condemnation of the present liturgical practice of the Orthodox and Eastern-rite Catholics. As an example of the shoddy scholarship in this pamphlet, and all the propaganda for Communion in the hand, it needs only to be pointed out that the very idea of the faithful needing to see "what was happening on the altar" would have been totally alien to the Christians of this time, as Fr. Charles Napier, Superior of the London Oratory, has pointed out. 10 Similarly, from the time that Christians first had churches, it was the almost invariable custom for Mass to be offered facing the East, and so the priest always stood before the altar with his back to the congregation. I have given sufficient evidence of this elsewhere and will not repeat it here. 

Once the true nature of the Mass is grasped, once there is a true understanding of what takes place when a priest of God pronounces the awesome words of consecration, it is not hard to understand why the most solemn moments of the Sacrifice take place behind the Iconostasis in the Eastern Churches. It is, indeed, a matter for wonder that any priest dares to pronounce these words or that the laity dares to be present when he does. There is a passage in the ancient liturgy of St. James which expresses perfectly the attitude which sinful men should adopt in the presence of this mystery, an attitude epitomized perfectly by the manner in which Mass was celebrated by the close of the ninth century, but which is found totally deplorable by today's proponents of Communion in the hand. The passage reads:

"Let all mortal flesh be silent, and stand with fear and trembling, and meditate nothing earthly within itself for the King of kings and Lord of lords, Christ our God, comes forward to be sacrificed, and to be given for food to the faithful; and the bands of Angels go before Him with every power and dominion, the many-eyed cherubim, and the six-winged seraphim, covering their faces, and crying aloud the hymn, Alleluia, Alleluia, Alleluia. "

It was the consideration of all the reverence shown to the Blessed Sacrament, coupled with the magnificent and solemn grandeur of the ceremonies of Holy Mass, that drew from Frederick the Great that noble and magnanimous saying:  

"The Calvinists treat Almighty God as a servant; the Lutherans as an equal; the Catholics as a God." 11 

The two current methods of distributing Holy Communion can be seen as symbolizing two conflicting attitudes to the Mass -- those who consider it primarily as an awesome Sacrifice offered to Almighty God, with all possible solemnity and reverence; and those on the other hand who consider it the convivial gathering of a mutual self-admiration society. The present conflict can, in fact, be seen as a symbol of the struggle within the Church between those who see Christianity as the cult of God and those who consider it to be the cult of man. 

Dietrich von Hildebrand had noticed the direction the innovations were taking as early as 1966. Writing in the October issue of Triumph in that year, he noted: 

"The basic error of most of the innovations is to imagine that the new liturgy brings the holy sacrifice of the Mass nearer to the faithful, that shorn of its rituals the Mass now enters the substance of our lives. For the question is whether we better meet Christ in the Mass by soaring up to Him, or by dragging Him down into our workaday world. The innovators would replace holy intimacy with Christ by an unbecoming familiarity. The new liturgy actually threatens to frustrate the confrontation with Christ. It discourages reverence in the face of mystery, precludes awe, and all but extinguishes a sense of sacredness." 

The final sentence could have been written specifically to describe the effect of Communion in the hand! 
2) Declaration of November 21, 1974. 
3) This principle is discussed in detail in my book, Cranmer's Godly Order, p. 57; and my pamphlet The Roman Rite Destroyed, pp. 20/21.
4) Development of Christian Doctrine, Ch. V, Sect. VI, 4. 
5) The Devastated Vineyard (Franciscan Herald Press), p. 41. This important work can be purchased from Roman Catholic Books, POB 255, Harrison, NY 10528. 
6) S. Greg: Dialog. iii, 3 (PL, lxxvii, 224). 
7) PL, lxxvii, 994. 
8) Some authorities place the Synod of Rouen in the mid-ninth century. Others speak of two Synods. It is the fact that Communion in the hand was condemned as an abuse which matters, not the exact date of the Synod. 
9) The Mass of the Roman Rite (London, 1959), p. 510. 
10) The Clergy Review, August 1972, p. 628. 
11) J. O'Brien, History of the Mass (New York, 1888), p. 381
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
What was the ancient practice? 
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By Michael Davies*
It is worth noting that the practice being imposed by our contemporary liturgical commissars is not that described by St. Cyril, or described for that matter in standard works of reference. Women did not receive the Host directly into their bare hands, but were compelled to cover them with a cloth called the dominica, brought with them for the purpose. The innovators cannot, thus, even claim to be reviving an ancient Catholic custom. They are imposing upon the often unsuspecting faithful a manner of receiving Communion invented by the 16th century Protestant Reformers. 

A quotation attributed to St. Cyril of Jerusalem is the text most often used to justify the innovation. This text has been carefully edited in a number of the propaganda tracts, articles, and editorials intended to brainwash the faithful. 
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Examples can be found in the editorial from the London Universe, which has already been cited, also in a pamphlet produced by the Catholic Truth Society of England & Wales, and in the pamphlet Take and Eat produced by the [American] Federation of Diocesan Liturgical Commissions. The full text is, however, contained in the pamphlet The Body of Christ produced by the United States Bishops' Committee on the Liturgy. 
St. Cyril was a bishop of Jerusalem in the 4th century and is distinguished chiefly for the great series of lectures [catecheses] which he delivered to candidates who were to be Baptized at Easter [probably in the year 350]. The introductory lectures and the eighteen subsequent catecheses are classic theological documents, containing an outstandingly clear and well-argued presentation of the main points of the Catholic Faith. Some of the manuscripts in which these lectures have come down to us also contain five further lectures, supposedly delivered to the same audience during Easter week, in which the candidates were introduced to the great Sacramental mysteries of Baptism, Confirmation, and the Eucharist [hence these five lectures are called the Mystagogical Catecheses]. The manuscripts variously assign the Mystagogical Catecheses to authors other than St. Cyril; later writers simply append them to the earlier collection of lectures and regard them as authentic. Modern scholars are divided on their authenticity. [A good summary of the present state of opinion can be found In Quasten, Patrology III, 364/5.] In any case, it is one of the doubtful lectures which is so frequently cited today to justify Communion in the hand. Nevertheless, for the purpose of argument, it can be accepted as genuine. Moreover, the features St. Cyril describes are, as will be shown, corroborated by other patristic sources. It will be noted, when the entire quotation is cited, that the author exhibits a clearly defined and cogently argued belief in the essentially sacrificial nature of the Mass and in the full substantial reality of Christ's presence in the sacred species -- [so much so that he was a great embarrassment to the Protestant Reformers in the 16th century. He even speaks of a change of substance in the elements in a manner reminiscent of the doctrine of transubstantiation.] 

Here is the passage in full [in an original translation]: 

"Approaching therefore, do not come forward with the palms of the hands outstretched nor with the fingers apart, but making the left [hand] a throne for the right since this hand is about to receive the King. Making the palm hollow, receive the Body of Christ, adding 'Amen'. Then. carefully sanctifying the eyes by touching them with the holy Body, partake of it, ensuring that you do not mislay any of it. For if you mislay any, you would clearly suffer a loss, as it were, from one of your own limbs. Tell me, if anyone gave you gold-dust, would you not take hold of it with every possible care, ensuring that you do not mislay any of it or sustain any loss? So will you not be much more cautious to ensure that not a crumb falls away from that which is more precious than gold or precious stones? 

"Then, after you have partaken of the Body of Christ, come forward only for the cup of the Blood. Do not stretch out your hands but bow low as if making an act of obeisance and a profound act of veneration. Say 'Amen'. and sanctify yourself by partaking of Christ's Blood also. While the moisture is still on your lips, touch them with your hands and sanctify your eyes, your forehead, and all your other sensory organs. Finally, wait for the prayer and give thanks to God, who has deemed you worthy of such mysteries." 12    

The practice of touching the sensory organs with the Host and smearing them with the precious Blood might be thought harmless, if a trifle odd, but it clearly had inherent dangers. It could lead to an extravagant, perhaps superstitious, devotion to the particular Host received by the communicant and to further extravagant piety. This was indeed what did happen, and the practice of actually kissing the Host became widespread. St. Cyril compared the smearing of the sensory organs with the Blood of the Lamb immolated in the Eucharist, to the smearing of the doorposts of the captive Jews in Egypt with the blood of a slaughtered lamb. He considered that just as this practice protected the Jews, so the smearing of the sensory organs would prevent the destructive evil of sensory temptation entering through them. 13 
Further evidence of the wide geographical extension of this strange practice is provided by another bishop of the first half of the fifth century. Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus in Syria, who confirms that the excess of kissing the Host was already in use: 

"One should consider how during the sacred mysteries we take the limbs of the Spouse, kiss them, embrace them and apply them to our eyes." 14 
This was no isolated extravagance. The practice of kissing the Host, made possible by its reception in the hand and leading to a distorted theology of the Real Presence, persisted at least down to the end of the 8th century. Our witness is St. John of Damascus [675-749]: 

"Let us receive the Body of the crucified, and applying it to our eyes, our lips, and forehead, let us partake of the Divine burning 
coal." 15 
It is hardly surprising that, in view of such excesses, the Holy Ghost should have prompted a change, i.e., the placing of the Blessed Sacrament upon the tongue, to ensure proper reverence and decorum. 

By the mid-thirteenth century, it was already a firmly established tradition that only what had been consecrated should ever come in contact with the Blessed Sacrament. St. Thomas Aquinas [1225-1274] writes: 

"The dispensing of Christ's Body belongs to the priest for three reasons. First, because, as was said above, he consecrates in the person of Christ. But as Christ consecrated His Body at the Supper, so also He gave it to others to be partaken of by them. Accordingly, as the consecration of Christ's Body belongs to the priest, so likewise does the dispensing belong to him. 
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Secondly, because the priest is the appointed intermediary between God and the people, hence as it belongs to him to offer the people's gifts to God, so it belongs to him to deliver the consecrated gifts to the people. 
Thirdly, because out of reverence towards this Sacrament, nothing touches it but what is consecrated, hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest's hands, for touching this sacrament. Hence it is not lawful for anyone else to touch it, except from necessity, for instance, if it were to fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency." 16  [Emphasis added by the author] 
Propaganda in favour of Communion in the hand contains a number of claims to the effect that ordination confers no special privilege upon priests as regards handling the Blessed Sacrament. Thus it is stated in Take and Eat that: 

"While in recent times great emphasis has been placed on the sacredness of the hands of the priest, it must be noted that the anointing of the hands at ordination cannot be connected with a special privilege of touching the Eucharist." 

Well, St. Thomas Aquinas certainly saw such a connection, hundreds of years before the existence of America had ever been imagined -- and it was clearly an accepted tradition by his time. It may well be that this was not the precise or the only reason for the origin of this practice, but to state that an action which has been invested with a particular significance for up to 1,000 years does not possess this particular significance is to rob the word 'symbol' of any meaning. It is also worth noting that the traditional ordination rite found in the Roman Pontifical [a rite, by the way, that has been Protestantized even more thoroughly than the New Mass] contains the following admonition in the charge delivered by the bishop to the ordinands: 

"Realize what you are doing, model yourselves on what you handle, and as you celebrate the mystery of the Lord's death, see that your bodies are wholly dead to every vice and carnal impulse."  

This is a clear reference to the fact that the ordinands will soon be handling the Body of Christ, which is spoken of as a privilege. If every Catholic were permitted to handle the Blessed Sacrament, there would not be much point in making specific reference to it here. 

The booklet Take and Eat continues: 

"The special anointing of the hands symbolizes the priest's public ministry of service to others." [!] 

Does it indeed? It would be interesting to have a source cited for this piece of nonsense. Postmen, doctors, garbage collectors, teachers, road-sweepers, and the armed forces all perform a "public ministry of service to others" -- perhaps they should have their hands anointed? 

"Further evidence that anointing gives no special title to touching the Eucharist is derived from the reflection on the ministry of deacons, which was always connected with the Eucharist; yet the deacon's hands were never anointed." 

It can be pointed out that in some regions at least, the deacon's hands WERE consecrated -- as the 6th century Epistle of Gildas and the 8th century Pontifical of Egbert of York prove. While some instances of deacons administering the Host can be adduced from the early centuries, the connection of the deacon with the Eucharist has traditionally been associated with the chalice. This is made clear in the citation from St. Thomas Aquinas, who clearly rules out the possibility of the deacon administering the Host under normal circumstances. The Catholic Encyclopedia testifies: 

"The care of the chalice has remained the deacon's special province down to modern times. Even now in a High Mass the rubrics direct that when the chalice is offered, the deacon is to support the foot of the chalice or the arm of the priest  . . . As a careful study of the first Ordo Romanus shows, the archdeacon in the papal Mass seems in a sense to preside over the chalice, and it is he and his fellow-deacons who, after the people have communicated under the form of bread, present to them the calicem ministerialem with the precious blood." 17 

To return to Take and Eat: 

"More recently, the commissioning of the laity as extraordinary ministers of Communion focuses our attention on the theology of Baptism and the consecration to God therein effected." 

This really is so preposterous that it is hard to believe that it is intended to be taken seriously. The scandalous abuse of lay ministers of Holy Communion -- who are proliferating here, there, and everywhere, and sometimes administer Communion while the clergy sit in their 'Presidential' chairs -- is now cited to justify the abuse of Communion in the hand! Presumably, the situation could be reversed, and anyone objecting to lay ministers of Holy Communion [as every Catholic should object] will be silenced by being informed that, as the laity receives Communion in the hand, there can be no objection to the laity administering it. 

A more detailed examination of the shallowness and dishonesty of the propaganda produced by the various hierarchies in favour of Communion in the hand will be provided later. 

The discussion so far can be summarized as follows: it is accepted, for the sake of argument, that a form of Communion in the hand, though not the present form, did exist in the Church for the first seven or eight-hundred years of her history, although the practice of placing the Host on the tongue was known at least as early as the sixth century. Unless we are to believe that the Holy Ghost abandoned the Church for 1,000 years, we must accept the fact that, under His guidance, a tradition evolved that only the consecrated hands of a priest could touch the Host; we have the witness of St. Thomas Aquinas that, by the 13th century, it was firmly established that not even a deacon could do so under normal circumstances. It is noteworthy that those concocting propaganda in favour of Communion in the hand, particularly that published under the auspices of the hierarchy of the U.S.A., take it as established that any liturgical development not in accordance with their own pet theories is an aberration. It must be borne in mind continually that abuses such as lay ministers of Communion, Communion in the hand, standing for Communion, or the vandalization of beautiful sanctuaries, formed no part of the papally approved liturgical movement -- or indeed, the official reforms envisaged by the Council Fathers of Vatican II.                                                                                                137.
There is no living priest who can speak with greater authority concerning the liturgical movement and the Liturgy Constitution of Vatican II than Fr. Louis Bouyer. He gave the Constitution a rapturous welcome in his book The Liturgy Revived, praising it as the culmination of the movement -- and yet now he condemns the reform which has been imposed as a deliberate turning of the back upon both. There is, he claims, no liturgy worthy of the name in the Catholic Church today [referring, of course, to the Latin rite]. 18 It is being no more than objective to point out that the bureaucrats, the liturgical commissars who are imposing their diktat upon us today, are spiritual and intellectual pygmies alongside a theological giant such as Dietrich von Hildebrand, who writes: "Truly, if one of the devils in C. S. Lewis' The Screwtape Letters had been entrusted with the ruin of the liturgy, he could not have done it better." 19 Indeed, it is impossible not to see the destruction of the Roman Rite as the greatest triumph of Satan since the Protestant Reformation -- and it appears that the Father of Lies is running out of ideas as he is making precisely the same changes now as he did then. 

In 1947 Pope Pius XII warned us against the very practices which are now universally triumphant throughout the West. In his encyclical Mediator Dei, perhaps the most sublime exposition of the nature of the Eucharist as a Sacrifice and Sacrament which has been written since the Summa Theologica, he warned us of "a wicked movement that tends to paralyze the sanctifying and salutary action by which the liturgy leads the children of adoption on the path to their heavenly Father." This wicked movement was concerned with reviving obsolete liturgical practices on the grounds that they are more primitive. 

Pope Pius explains: 

"The liturgy of early ages is worthy of veneration; but an ancient custom is not to be considered better, either in itself or in relation to later times and circumstances, just because it has the flavour of antiquity. More recent liturgical rites are also worthy of reverence and respect, because they too have been introduced under the guidance of the Holy Ghost, who is with the Church in all ages even to the consummation of the world . . .the desire to restore everything indiscriminately to its ancient condition is neither wise nor praiseworthy. It would be wrong, for example, to want the altar restored to its ancient form of a table; to want black excluded from the liturgical colours, and pictures and statues excluded from our churches . . . This attitude is an attempt to revive the 'archaeologism' to which the pseudo-synod of Pistoia gave rise; it seeks also to re-introduce the many pernicious errors which led to that synod and resulted from it and which the Church, in her capacity of watchful guardian of 'the deposit of faith' entrusted to her by her Divine Founder has rightly condemned." 

But what was rightly condemned in 1947 was wrongly imposed in 1977 -- Pope Pius XII did not mention such outrages as lay ministers of Communion, or Communion in the hand: even the most extreme Protestantizers of his day had not imagined such success possible! 
12) S. Cyrilli, Catechesis mystagogica V, xxi-xxii, ed. Touttee-Maran, S. Cyrilli Hieros. opera omnia, (Venice, 1763), pp. 331-2; reproduced in Migne, PG 33. On the question of the dubious authorship of this work see: J. Quasten, Patrology, vol. III (Utrecht, Antwerp, 1963), pp. 364-366. 
13) St. Cyril of Alexandria on Exodus: Glaphyra in Exodum II, ed. Aubert, S. Cyrilli Alexandriae opera (Paris, 1638), Vol. I, pp. 270-271; reproduced in Migne, PG 69. 
14) Theodoret of Cyrrhus In Canticum Canticorum interpretatio I, 1, ed. Schultze-Noesselt, Theodoreti Cyrrhensis opera (Halle, 1769-1774), vol. 2, pp. 1 ff; reproduced in Migne PG 81, col. 27 ff. 
15) De fide orthodoxa IV, 13, Migne PG 94, col. 1149B. 
16) ST, III, Q. 82, Art. 13. 
17) CE (1913) vol. iv, p. 649, col. 2. 
18) The Decomposition of Catholicism (Franciscan Herald Press, 1969), p. 99. 
19) The Devastated Vineyard, p. 71.   

*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
Ancient rites and customs 
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By Michael Davies*
Even the most cursory study of the first eight centuries of the Church's history brings to light innumerable rites and customs which were subsequently abandoned. Candidates for Baptism were required to present themselves for "scrutinies" on seven successive days; to prostrate themselves while lengthy exorcisms were read; the priest anointed their lips and ears with his saliva; they were anointed from head to toe with exorcised oil . . . after Baptism the candidates were anointed with perfumed unguents; after their First Communion they were sometimes given a draught of milk and honey. During the Mass catechumens were ordered to leave the church after the Liturgy of the Word [the Mass of the Catechumens]; babies who were Baptized were given Holy Communion under the form of wine. Long and arduous public penances were imposed for certain sins -- penitents were excluded from the churches and had to remain outside in sackcloth and ashes begging for prayers; Lent was truly a time of severe penance, of fasting and abstinence; widows and virgins in particular were exhorted to fast often and pray for the Church. There were very strict rules for anyone wishing to invite a widow for a meal. "Let them be ripe in years," wrote St. Hippolytus, "and let him send them away before evening." 
                                                                                                                                                                             138.
Among those who could not be accepted as candidates for Baptism were sculptors, painters, actors, or anyone who gave theatrical performances, charioteers, profligates, eunuchs, charmers, mountebanks, cutters of fringes of cloth, and soldiers. Concubines were acceptable if they had remained faithful to their master. Christians were urged to rise at about midnight, wash their hands and pray. If they signed themselves with their moist breath, and caught their spittle in their hand, their bodies were sanctified right down to their feet . . . So great was the veneration of the primitive Christians for the Blessed Sacrament that It was placed in the grave with the dead, in order to safeguard him or her from the wiles of the devil and serve as a companion for the body in death, as in life. This practice was condemned by the first Council of Carthage, in A.D. 393. 

The attitude of the early Christians towards schism and heresy is certainly relevant today, in view of the prevailing indifference to truth masquerading under the name of 'ecumenism'. Those who quote St. Cyril's description of the distribution of Holy Communion would certainly not wish the faithful to learn of his views on heresy: 

"Let us hate them who are worthy of hatred, withdraw we from them whom God withdraws from; let us also say unto God with all boldness concerning all heretics, 'Do not I hate them, O Lord, that hate Thee?" 20 

There is no lack of quotations from other Fathers of the Church expressing similar sentiments. 

The list of ancient customs could be extended indefinitely. It is of no little interest to examine those that have been revived or later developments that have been reversed, and look for a common denominator in them. This common denominator is not hard to find -- it is the aim of bringing Catholic worship into conformity with that of the Protestant sects. The replacement of altars by tables, communion under both kinds, an audible vernacular liturgy, the abolition of black vestments, of explicitly sacrificial prayers, of wafer-like altar breads. I will not go into detail here, but will simply refer readers to my book Cranmer's Godly Order. I provide more than enough evidence there to prove that the present liturgical revolution, while not identical with Cranmer's, has more than sufficient parallels to outrage any Catholic who loves the Faith. There is, however, no little irony in the fact that Cranmer was sufficiently conscious of the solemnity of Holy Communion, even in his own version denuded of our Lord's Real Presence, to restrict its distribution to the ordained clergy. There were no lay ministers of Communion for him! 

20) Catechesis mystagogica, xvi, 10. 

*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
Communion in the Hand and Similar Frauds 
http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion5.htm [See pages 131, 132 under a different URL]
An Abuse Fostered by Disobedience and Deceit
http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion6.htm 

By Michael Davies*
Communion in the hand was re-introduced into the Catholic Church as an act of rebellion soon after Vatican II. It began in Holland as an arbitrary act of defiance of legitimate authority. Mandatory liturgical norms were defied and Communion was distributed in some Catholic churches in what had been, since the Reformation, the characteristically Protestant manner. It was an abuse and should have been dealt with by the bishops immediately and effectively. Priests who refused to conform to the law of the Church should have been suspended. Such action was not taken, and the practice spread to Germany, Belgium, and France. In these countries the Bishops also betrayed their office and allowed the abuse to go unchecked. Thus a practice which had already been made unacceptable to Catholics because of its adoption by Protestants to symbolize their rejection of Catholic Eucharistic teaching, was made doubly unacceptable when it became a symbol of the rejection of ecclesiastical authority by Liberal clerics. 

The consequences of this rebellion became so serious that the Pope consulted the Bishops of the world, and, after obtaining their opinions, promulgated the Instruction Memoriale Domini, in 1969. This Instruction is included [click link above or refer to contents page of this section (back button below)] and will be referred to from time to time. The principal points contained in it are: 

     1. The Bishops of the world were overwhelmingly against the innovation. 

     2. The traditional manner of distributing Holy Communion must be retained. 

     3. It is a sign of reverence which does not detract from the dignity of the communicant. 

     4. The innovation could lead to irreverence, profanation, and the adulteration of correct doctrine. 

Therefore: 

"The Apostolic See strongly urges bishops, priests, people to observe this law, valid and again confirmed, according to the judgment of the majority of the Catholic episcopate, in the form which the present rite of the sacred liturgy employs, and out of concern for the common good of the Church." 

However, a calamitous error of judgment then followed. It was agreed that wherever the practice "has already developed in any place" a two-thirds majority of the episcopal conference could petition the Holy See for permission to legalize the abuse. Quite clearly, the phrase "has already developed" meant by that date, May 28, 1969. Countries where the practice had not developed by that date were obviously excluded from the concession-- and all the English-speaking countries come into this category. Liberal priests in certain countries had found that if they broke the law then the Holy See would amend the law to conform with their disobedience. Liberals in other countries presumed that, if they followed suit, the Vatican would continue to surrender. Their judgment was correct, and not simply as regards Communion in the hand.                                                                                                                                       139.
However, there was one important difference in the situation before and after Memoriale Domini. The Bishops who, since May 1969, first tolerated, then approved, and are now trying to impose the abuse, are acting in explicit defiance of the clear wishes of the Holy Father -- and yet these same men have the hypocrisy to cite loyalty to the Pope as an excuse for refusing permission for the celebration of the Mass of St. Pius V! In fact, a clear and consistent criterion has been applied by the bishops in respecting the wishes of the Pope: where his wishes are ignored in order to destroy the Faith, this is acceptable; where his wishes are ignored in order to defend the Faith, this is unacceptable. 
Communion in the hand was thus born in disobedience and the bishops are now fostering it by deceit. The principal instrument for deceiving the American faithful is the booklet, The Body of Christ, published by the American Bishops' Committee on the Liturgy. There is a popular saying that those whom the people cease to respect they cease to obey. Any bishop who fails to publicly repudiate this shameful propaganda tract merits neither respect nor obedience. Such bishops merit the appellation of hirelings rather than shepherds. Strong words? Perhaps, but easily justified. 

A booklet entitled Preaching and Teaching About the Eucharist has been written by one Joseph M. Champlin [presumably a cleric, although he doesn't bother to say so]. It is published by the Ave Maria Press and contains potted sermons intended to popularize the deceptions in The Body of Christ at the parish level. This is how Joseph M. Champlin recommends the parish clergy to explain the revival of Communion in the hand to their congregations [p. 15]:

"Around the time of the Second Vatican Council, some Catholics, following the liturgical principles approved by the bishops, sought to have the ancient practice of communion in the hand restored as an option. As these desires intensified, Pope Paul surveyed bishops throughout the world about the desirability of reintroducing this as an alternative to communion given directly on the tongue. In response to their views, our Holy Father decreed that the present method would be retained, but that bishops in a particular country might vote to introduce communion in the hand as an option. Within a few years' time, the bishops of 54 countries have voted in this fashion, with our bishops the most recent hierarchy to do so."

This is propaganda in the direct tradition of the Third Reich. Joseph Goebbels could not have improved upon it. Note that there are no direct lies. Joseph M. Champlin wishes congregations to be told that some Catholics sought to have the ancient practice restored -- he omits to add that they took the matter into their own hands without waiting for permission. The Pope did, indeed, "survey" bishops throughout the world, but Joseph M. Champlin deems it unnecessary for congregations to be told that the bishops voted overwhelmingly against the innovation. Is it conceivable that the ordinary Catholic, without any background information, could react in any other way but to conclude that the bishops had approved it? Memoriale Domini did, indeed, concede that bishops in a particular country might vote to legalize the abuse [they could hardly "introduce communion in the hand" as it could only be legalized where it was already established illegally] -- but Joseph M. Champlin does not think it would be helpful to let congregations know that this concession applied to countries where the abuse had been established by May 1969. He also deemed it prudent not to have them informed that the Holy Father had strongly urged bishops, priests and laity to observe the traditional practice and had warned of the dangers to which the innovation could lead. The nearest Joseph M. Champlin comes to outright untruth is by stating that the rebels who initiated the abuse were "following the liturgical principles approved by the bishops" during "the Second Vatican Council". Once again, the layman with no background information will therefore conclude that even if not directly mandated by Vatican II, Communion in the hand is the type of reform for which the bishops voted. There is not one word anywhere in the Liturgy Constitution of Vatican II which hints at this or at any similar innovation. The Council Fathers would, for the most part, have been horrified at the thought. Just how far they were from approving it is proved by the large majority of bishops voting AGAINST it as late as 1969. However, in making this allegation, Joseph M. Champlin is adding his testimony to the accuracy of Chapter XVI of my book, Pope John's Council, in which I show that the seeds of all the post-conciliar abuses are contained in the Constitution itself; they are the cunningly contrived ambiguities set to explode after the Council, the "time bombs" introduced by the 'experts' who drew up the documents for which the [mostly naive] bishops voted. 

At this moment some readers might object that, perhaps, in popularizing The Body of Christ, Joseph M. Champlin has misrepresented the case as presented in this booklet, which carries the authority of the bishops. On the contrary, Joseph M. Champlin has popularized their text with complete accuracy. At the risk of being repetitive, the parallel passage will be quoted in full, and for a very good reason. The object of this study is to prove to Catholics that they have been deliberately deceived. It would take several volumes to analyze every example in The Body of Christ and similar tracts. But if it is accepted that deceit has been proved conclusively in even one instance, then those readers who have not been completely brainwashed may be able to begin the painful process of overcoming their conditioning. 

This is what is stated in The Body of Christ, on pages 15 and 16. [Note that even Joseph M. Champlin's linking of the abuse with the Constitution on the Liturgy is paralleled here.]

"As we mentioned above, after the Constitution on the Liturgy was published, there was a return to the ancient practice of communion in the hand in some countries. When the custom had gained ground bishops and conferences of bishops looked to the Holy See for directives. 

"The Holy Father put the Consilium for liturgical reforms in charge of the matter. On October 28, 1968, it sent a circular letter to the presidents of the conferences of bishops throughout the world asking them to make known the thought of the individual bishops of their own country on this important subject. 

"After setting forth the pros and cons, the circular asked that after a careful examination with the conference, a secret vote should be taken on three questions:                                                                                                        140.
1. If it should be permitted, during communion, to receive the host in the hand, in addition to the traditional way. 
2. If it were considered opportune that, in the judgment of the bishop, experiments should first be carried out in small communities. 
3. If it were considered that the faithful, after a careful catechetical preparation, would receive the rite well. 

"The Consilium study was the source for the Instruction Memoriale Domini, of May 29, 1969, and of the response which was to grant the faculty to the conferences that applied."

Having taken note of the methods adopted in The Body of Christ, it is far from unlikely that Catholics who cite Memoriale Domini to their parish priests or bishops will be told that the Holy Father has changed his mind and now approves of the practice. On the contrary, a clear directive was given in the official publication for the Roman Clergy as recently as 1977 that the abuse of Communion in the hand is strictly forbidden in Rome and throughout Italy. 
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
The cult of man
http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion8.htm   

By Michael Davies*
I have already referred to the fact that Communion in the hand is probably the most dramatic symbol of the gradual replacement of the cult of God by the cult of man. Prior to Vatican II the prime concern of the Church was the worship and dignity of God. Since the Council the Church has turned in upon itself; it has become preoccupied with an obsessive and unhealthy introspection. It cares little for God, little for the un-evangelized mass of mankind. It devotes its energies to changing liturgical minutiae, the hem-lines of nuns, the sanctuaries of churches, the phrasing of prayers. The symbol of this introspection is the turning round of the altars. Prior to Vatican II priest and people celebrated Mass as a united body, facing out towards the East, symbol of Christ the Sun of Justice, symbol of the Resurrection and the Second Coming. To quote Fr. Jungmann, a favourite author of the Liberals, referring to a custom firmly established by the fourth century:

"Now the priest is standing at the altar, generally built of stone, as the leader of his people: the people look up to him and at the altar at the same time, and together with the priest they face towards the east. Now the whole congregation is like a huge procession, being led by the priest and moving east towards the sun, towards Christ the Lord." 22
Today the worshipping community has turned in upon itself, President and People contemplate each other and seem pleased with what they see. And this process of self-contemplation has the effect of increasing the preoccupation with the dignity not of God but of the people. Every -- I repeat, every traditional sign of reverence towards the Blessed Sacrament during the distribution of Holy Communion has been abolished. Imagine the reply a potential convert would have received had he approached a Catholic priest before Vatican II and in most cases for some years after, and asked what special signs of reverence were used by Catholics to indicate their belief that the Blessed Sacrament is God! 

The priest would have explained that communicants knelt reverently, received the Host on the tongue, only the consecrated hands of a priest could touch It, or touch the chalice, the corporal, pall, or the purificator which came into contact with the sacred species. [The final three could be washed by religious or lay persons after having first been washed by a cleric in major orders, and the water of the first washing poured into the sacrarium, Canon 1306]. From the moment of Consecration until after the Communion of the people the priest would keep the thumb and forefinger of both hands together, to ensure that the smallest particle of a Host was never dropped. 

He would then open them over the chalice while the server poured wine and water over them in a series of meticulously prescribed ablutions. Imagine, therefore, the reply of any priest you knew before Vatican II if you had suggested to him that all these signs of reverence should and would be abolished-- and yet most of the priests who would have exploded with indignation at such a suggestion have accepted the changes without protest, if without enthusiasm. Can it be seriously denied that the Church is in an advanced stage of brainwashing? 

The idea that to kneel is undignified is far from new. It was an important part of Nazi propaganda. Elizabeth Gerstner is a prominent leader of Catholic resistance to the tyranny of the "Conciliar Church" in Germany. During the war her family, like so many of the European traditionalists, were prominent in their opposition to Nazism. She herself was imprisoned at the age of twenty-one. In a recent letter to me she remembered a favourite slogan of Nazi propaganda: Ein Deutscher kniet nicht vor seinem Herrgott, em Deutscher steht vor seinem Gott. ["A German does not kneel before his God, a German stands before his God."] The National Socialist Propaganda for schools [N.S. Schulungsbriefe] issued by Dr. Goebbels' propaganda-ministry, calumniated "the Jewish corruption" of the Catholic Church [semitische Verseuchung]. The slave kneels, claimed Dr. Goebbels; Germans on the contrary are freie Menschen, free men. Equally unacceptable to Dr. Goebbels was the failure to worship in German. Well, he would find much to commend in the "Conciliar Church"! 

The fact that kneeling is not usual in the Eastern rites, Catholic or Orthodox, is not relevant to the question of kneeling within the Latin rite. Eastern Catholics have their own traditional manners of expressing reverence, such as very frequent Signs of the Cross. In the West kneeling is a traditional sign of reverence-- this point is emphasized in a recent series of textbooks for Protestant children in Britain:

"If you have lost something, and you think it might be under your bed, you kneel down to look underneath it. This does not mean anything. It is the natural thing to do. But kneeling can also be a very special symbol. In feudal times a man knelt before his overlord. He put his hands between the hands of his lord and made his oath, promising to be a true and faithful servant. This is called paying homage. It is still done today before a king or queen.                           141.
When the Queen of England was crowned in 1953, each lord of the realm knelt before her, put his hands between hers, and promised to be a true and loyal subject. 

"Kneeling down before another person is always a sign of respect for someone greater. The greatest kind of respect is called reverence. That is why it is a very ancient custom for men to kneel down before their God and worship Him. The Moslems, followers of the Arab prophet named Mohammed, do not only kneel down. They also touch the ground with their foreheads when they worship Allah, as they call God." 23
There are many precedents for kneeling in adoration in the Bible -- in the New as well as the Old Testament. 24 
In Psalm 94 we read:

For the Lord is a great God, 
and a great King . . . 
          Come let us adore and fall down: 
          and weep before the Lord that made us.

What more fitting response could there be than to follow the example of the psalmist, when our very God is offered to us in Holy Communion by the consecrated hands of His priest which have just offered Him in Sacrifice? 
22) J. A. Jungmann, SJ, The Early Liturgy (Notre Dame Press, 1959) p. 138. 
23) N. J. Bull, Symbols, Part 2, Actions (London, 1967). 
24) See, for example, 3 Kings 8: 54; Daniel 6: 10; Luke 22: 41; Acts 9: 40; Acts 20: 36.
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
Venite, Adoremus, Et Procedamus  Ante Deum
http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion9.htm    

By Michael Davies*
In kneeling before our God and allowing Him to be placed upon our tongues by the consecrated hands of a priest we are in good company. We have the consolation of receiving Him as did St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Francis of Assisi, St. Ignatius of Loyola, St. John Bosco, St. Teresa of Avila, St. Bernadette, St. Therese of the Child Jesus, St. Maria Goretti, St. Thomas More, the Forty Martyrs of England and Wales, the children of Fatima -- the list is endless! We can unite ourselves with this army of Saints and the countless host of good and faithful Catholics who for more than a millennium have received Communion in the traditional manner. Alternatively, we can join those Catholics who have "come of age", who are "mature" and "adult", who stand before the priest, hold out their hands and say: 

"A Conciliar Catholic does not kneel before his God, a Conciliar Catholic stands before his God." 

The truth of the matter may well be that a "Conciliar Catholic" has no God but himself. 

Dietrich von Hildebrand was another staunch opponent of the Nazis. Fascists and Communists do not like people who ask questions. They prefer those who submit without question to the Party diktat. Dietrich von Hildebrand continued asking questions until death robbed us of the greatest lay defender of the faith in the English [and German] speaking world. In The Devastated Vineyard he demands [pp. 67/8]: 

"Why, one asks oneself, has kneeling been replaced by standing? Is not kneeling the classical expression of adoration? It is in no way limited to being the noble expression of petition, of supplication; it is also the typical expression of reverent submission, of subordination, of looking upwards, and above all it is the expression of humble confrontation with the absolute Lord: adoration. Chesterton said that man does not realize how great he is on his knees. Indeed, man is never more beautiful than in the humble attitude of kneeling, turning towards God. So why replace this by standing? Should kneeling perhaps be prohibited because it evokes associations with feudal times, because it is no longer fitting for 'democratic' modern man? Does religious renewal lie in suffering from an unfortunate case of 'sociologitis', which nonsensically wants to deduce fundamental human phenomena from a particular historical epoch and kind of mentality? And why can the faithful no longer kneel beside one another at the Communion rail -- which is after all a great expression of humanity -- why must they march up to the altar goose-step fashion? Is this supposed to correspond to the meal character of Holy Communion [which is stressed so frequently [better than kneeling together in a recollected way?"
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
A decline in reverence
http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion10.htm    

By Michael Davies*
There is ample testimony to the fact that the liturgical "renewal" has been accompanied not simply by a decline in Mass attendance, but by a decline in reverence towards the Blessed Sacrament. It is not only traditionalists who testify to this. Cardinal Heenan, in common with so many bishops, gave way on the question of allowing lay ministers of Holy Communion. On February 2, 1974, he used the occasion of commissioning a group of these ministers to lament the decline in reverence towards the Blessed Sacrament:

"At one time it would have been unthinkable for anyone without anointed hands to touch the Sacred Species. In this century there has been a steady diminution of outward signs of respect for sacred objects. When I was a boy there was a scale of values. It was understood that anyone could handle a ciborium or monstrance, but only the priest could touch the chalice because it was consecrated. Until recent times we priests kissed each sacred vestment as we put it on, we genuflected before and after touching the Sacred Host.                                                                          142.
The new rubrics abolished the kissing and reduced genuflections to a minimum.  . . . the loss of outward marks of respect lead the simple-minded to lose their sense of reverence. Some have begun to ignore the Blessed Sacrament. They do not genuflect to the Blessed Sacrament and do not kneel in adoration when they come into church."

 There are . . . reasons for the changes -- diabolic reasons is probably the most accurate description. 

In the October 1977 issue of his official diocesan journal, The Messenger, Bishop Ackerman of Covington, Ky., took the occasion of informing his priests that they would have to distribute Communion in the hand [whether they liked it or not] to lament the decline in reverence for the Blessed Sacrament:

"There is clear evidence that in recent years the reverence which we should have for the Holy Eucharist has diminished among some of our people and especially the young. This is displayed in the manner in which many come to the altar to receive Holy Communion -- a tragic result of a dilution of Faith in the Real Presence of Christ caused by some teachers and writers with little or no faith . . . Many have forgotten, or seem to have forgotten, the law of the Eucharistic Fast. Those who plan to receive Holy Communion must abstain from solid food or liquid refreshment, with the exception of water, for at least one hour before the reception of this Sacrament. This is not simply a request or a pious admonition. This is a discipline of the Church imposed out of reverence for the Holy Eucharist: it is a serious obligation which must be obeyed by all. Only the truly infirm and sick are excused. How shocking it is to see Catholic men and women, boys and girls chewing gum in church and continuing to do so when they come to Holy Communion. Where is their faith? Have they lost all reverence for the Holy Eucharist? The practice of receiving 'Holy Communion in the hand' must not become an avenue to continued or even greater irreverence. There is much truth in the proverb: Familiarity breeds contempt."

It might have been hoped that in order to prevent Holy Communion in the hand from leading to greater irreverence, Bishop Ackerman would have forbidden the abuse -- which he was quite entitled to do. Instead of doing so, he allowed his "experts" to send out the standard brainwashing material to priests and teachers to initiate the campaign of making the innovation the norm. 

Bishop B. D. Stewart, of Sandhurst, Australia, adds his testimony to the decline in reverence, quoting the Vatican in the process: 
"Doctrinal errors quickly produce practical abuses. The Holy See tells us that the irreverences coming from faulty Eucharistic theology are many in number and spread through many places. 

"Numerous and widespread abuses have appeared, sometimes so serious that they cast doubt on the very Faith in the Real Presence, on the adoration and reverence due to the Blessed Sacrament. [Instruction on Worship of the Eucharist, May 15, 1969]." 

But Cardinal Heenan's concern at the decline in reverence for the Blessed Sacrament did not result in his refusing to commission lay ministers of Holy Communion; Bishop Ackerman's concern did not lead him to forbid Communion in the hand in his diocese; and the alleged concern of the Vatican has not prevented its giving official sanction to both abuses whenever so requested. 

Bishop Stewart testifies that: 

"There is ample evidence of consecrated Hosts being discarded into a bin; because, so it is said, 'the Presence does not remain when the meal is finished'; sometimes these Hosts are re-consecrated. Priests are known to genuflect at the Communion but not at the Consecration; because, they hold, 'Christ is present only in the meal'. Some have affirmed publicly that they do not genuflect before the Tabernacle, because 'one does not adore a box'. 

"Children are known to have fiddled with the Sacred Host placed into their hands at Holy Communion; adults have been seen to pass the Blessed Sacrament from one to the other in a Queue. 

"Rightly does the Sacred Congregation ask whether people who act like this really believe in the Real Presence of Christ. 

"One must pass over in appalled silence the unspeakable abominations of demonism when the Sacred Host is sacrilegiously carried off to the satanic rituals of black masses. 

"Sacrileges have occurred in the past and will occur in the future. But today the Holy See testifies that they are numerous and widespread; it also says that Communion in the traditional manner is a better safeguard against adulteration of doctrine and profanation." 

Precisely! The Holy See says that the traditional manner is a better safeguard against profanation -- but then sanctions an innovation which could well be described as an invitation to sacrilege!
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
The meal obsession
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By Michael Davies*
Since the Second Vatican Council a movement to transform the Catholic Mass into a Protestant Lord's Supper has been gaining strength within the Church. The sacrificial nature of the Mass is expressed in very muted tones in even the papally approved text of the new Mass when celebrated with Eucharistic Prayer No. II. The meal is emphasized to the detriment of the sacrifice in almost all the episcopally approved catechetical texts which have appeared since the Council; in some cases the Mass is presented as nothing more than a jolly party. Altars have been replaced by tables. And now the innovation of Communion in the hand is being used to promote the meal concept to an even greater extent than before.                                                                                                                                      143.
The official booklet --The Body of Christ -- provides ample evidence of this. It has been well analyzed by Frank Morris in a series of excellent articles in The Wanderer. [This was before the paper became anti-traditionalist and an apologist for whatever nonsense the Vatican issues in the name of upholding the non-dogmatic statements of Vatican II as if they were dogma by ceasing any criticism of imprudent actions of the Holy See -- The Web master.] He noted, for example, that the booklet contains about 13 references to the sacrificial nature of the Mass and about 41 to the meal aspect. 25 A careful examination of The Body of Christ reveals that lip service is paid to orthodoxy, in the form of brief reiterations of traditional teaching [even transubstantiation gets a mention], and expressions of concern to maintain reverence, while its clear objective is to promote attitudes and practices which will undermine reverence and traditional belief. This is precisely what has happened in the majority of the official, papally-approved documents concerned with the Liturgical Reform -- beginning with the Liturgy Constitution itself. Lack of space precludes any discussion of this question in detail here. I have dealt with the Liturgy Constitution in my book Pope John's Council, and will deal with the subsequent documents in its sequel, Pope Paul's New Mass. In order to discover the true intent of these documents the reader must ignore the padding and look for what each document permits that wasn't permitted before. Sadly, when Memoriale Domini is examined in this light, it will be discovered that, while most of it is devoted to extolling the merits of the traditional practice, its practical effect is to legalize the abuse. This is something to which such columnists as Frank Morris could well devote some research. There are still conservative Catholics who resolutely close their eyes to the fact that the source of liturgical abuses lies in the official reforms, and are no more than a logical extension of these official reforms. Those who maintain that anything approved by the Pope is ipso facto beyond criticism are living in a fantasy world which renders their no doubt sincere attempts to defend the Faith ineffective. Frank Morris took a welcome step in the right direction in his January 12, 1978 article when he criticized the instruction forbidding us to make a double genuflection when the Blessed Sacrament is exposed. He comments that this instruction is disturbing, "no matter what its origin". Its origin is an official decree of the Congregation for Worship approved by Pope Paul VI. The same instruction forbids exposition for the purpose of Benediction! 

"The Body of Christ is provided with a veneer of scholarship by a large number of references -- there are 142 references for 40 pages of text. In a book devoted to the Eucharist it might have been expected that there would be frequent citations from three key sources on this subject -- The Summa Theologica, The Council of Trent, and Mediator Dei. The first two are not even mentioned and the third is referred to in one note [No. 44], which only concerns an exhortation to promote singing during the Mass. Approximately 75% of the references are to the post-conciliar instructions-- the very documents which have been instrumental in destroying the Roman Rite. The picture which emerges from the text and the sources of this booklet is of a group determined to cut itself off from its past -- the liturgical traditions of a millennium are cast aside and the teaching which these traditions enshrined is ignored in favour of the sociological jargon of the post-conciliar bureaucracy. 

25) The Wanderer, January 12, 1978.
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
Further examples of deceit
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By Michael Davies*
As has been stated already, it would take several volumes to expose all the fallacies contained in The Body of Christ. A few more examples should suffice to prove conclusively that its authors are attempting to deceive the Catholic laity. It claims [p. 11] that: 

"The option of Communion in the hand does grow organically from procedures already existing, retains sound tradition, results from careful multi-disciplined, scholarly research, opens the way for legitimate progress, fulfills a current need and genuinely serves the good of the Church." 

Every statement here is totally false! 

Communion in the hand is a complete innovation and did not grow from any procedure already existing in any Catholic rite. A tradition is something which is living today. A long obsolete practice is not a tradition. It resulted from an act of rebellion, an aping of Protestant practice -- perhaps this is what the American bishops mean by "careful, multi-disciplined, scholarly research". It opens the way to irreverence, profanation of the Blessed Sacrament, and division and discord within the Church. The American bishops describe this as fulfilling a current need and genuinely serving the good of the Church! 

On pages 20 & 21, it is stated that fears about the innovation are unwarranted and that "Observers from countries that have already introduced the option offer encouraging testimony about the positive acceptance and relatively smooth implementation of communion in the hand." 

It can be noted here that, at the 1977 Bishops' Synod in Rome, high praise was given in the official communiqué to the resounding success the catechetical renewal has been throughout the world. Bishops are not likely to admit that policies which have been approved and which involve their prestige have been unsuccessful. The bishops of Great Britain and the U.S.A. will duly send in their reports saying how successful the innovation has been. The impression I have gained from visiting and reading reports from a good number of countries is that the practice has been followed invariably by irreverence and discord. 

As part of the meal propaganda, the incident at Emmaus is described on p. 24 as if this was a celebration of the Eucharist. This is a claim which the majority of competent Bible scholars would not accept. 26                               144.
26) A Catholic Commentary on Holy Scripture (London, 1953), pp. 969/70).
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
Irregular procedures
http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion13.htm
By Michael Davies*
The clear meaning of Memoriale Domini is that the abuse was only to be tolerated where Communion in the hand had become established by May 1969. However, the Vatican gave way and agreed to approve it wherever and whenever the practice might become established. Once again, it is typical of the "Conciliar Church" that no criteria were provided for deciding what was meant by "established". Did it mean just one priest giving Communion in the hand to one person in the whole of the U.S.A.? Did it mean 50% of the parishes in every diocese? 

This most important point was raised by Bishop Blanchette of Joliet, Ill. When the National Conference of Catholic Bishops debated the question in 1977, Bishop Blanchette pointed out that the procedure approved by the Vatican was that permission could be requested from the Holy See if the contrary usage prevailed. He pointed out that the Bishops could hardly take the second step without taking the first. 

"I said, we are now going to discuss and probably vote on whether we want to petition the Holy See, and we have not established that a contrary usage prevails. I said a simple way to do that would be to ask the Ordinaries to indicate whether in their dioceses the contrary usage prevails. The Ordinary should know, he is the shepherd of the diocese. He has been asked to obey and his priests have been asked to obey, so if anybody knows whether the contrary usage prevails, he should. And so I asked that the agenda be amended so that the first step -- finding out whether the contrary usage prevails -- could be verified, and if it were verified then we could get on with the rest of the agenda. But if the first step is not verified, how can we logically go on to the second step? That was my motion". 27 

Bishop Blanchette's motion was supported in writing by five other bishops and sustained by the president of the conference. According to the rules, there should have been a written vote, but supporters of the innovation objected and voted, on a show of hands, to rule the president out of order. Even Cardinal Krol later condemned the use of a parliamentary device to get rid of a valid motion on a crucially important topic. 28 It therefore seems quite reasonable to ask: just how legal this vote was? Then, of course, other extraordinary measures were taken to get the innovation adopted. Retired bishops were prevented from voting, and, when the necessary majority had still not been achieved, bishops who had not been present were polled until the necessary total was arrived at. Those who criticize the innovation are attacked for making a fuss about a 'trivial' matter. Well, if the matter is so trivial, the steps taken to force the innovation through are certainly extraordinary. 

It is quite certain that the contrary usage prevailed in England and Wales only to the most limited extent. It is unlikely that there were more than a few dozen parishes or centres in the entire country where the practice had been established. 

There was certainly no interest in and no desire for the practice among the mass of the Catholic population. However, the English have their own way of doing things. No one knew that the bishops had even discussed the matter, let alone applied for an Indult. It was all done in conditions of the greatest secrecy and even the production of the propaganda material was an undercover operation. 

Priests and people were then presented with a fait accompli, Catholic papers dutifully filled their pages with propaganda and bookshops and various official centres put all their secretly-produced material on display. To add insult to injury, the Catholic Information Office then stated that there had been widespread consultation among priests and laity! 29 This even provoked an adverse comment in the Summer 1976 issue of Music and Liturgy, the mouthpiece of some of Britain's most extreme proponents of liturgical innovation. While predictably enthusiastic about Communion in the hand, an editorial stated:

"The manner in which it was introduced was unfortunate. . . . The National Liturgical Commission was obviously prepared for an outcry; there can be no other explanation for the ridiculous secrecy in which the whole thing was shrouded [priests notified only a few days before the starting-date, with strict instructions not to tell a soul couched in terms like 'not for release before co.01 hours on such-and-such a date']. The same sort of thinking must account for the overlooking and, to be honest, rather boring C.T.S. pamphlet: the sheer weight of argument and documentation, ramming home the same point over and over again, must have been intended to take the steam out of the 'opposition' before they had a chance to really get going. A pity, then, that this propaganda should have contained several errors of fact and misquotation which were eagerly seized upon by the antis and which provided some cynical amusement for the pros."

The worst of these errors of fact was the claim that the Eastern Churches have preserved the practice of Holy Communion in the hand. This is complete nonsense, as the practice in the Eastern Churches, Uniate and Orthodox, is for the laity to receive Communion under both kinds placed on the tongue by a priest using a spoon. At the end of the Orthodox Liturgy blessed bread is sometimes distributed to the congregation. This has not been consecrated and is received in the hand. It may be the reason why some non-Orthodox imagine that Communion is given in the hand. The fact that this pamphlet was written by Fr. Anthony Boylan, General Secretary of the Liturgy Commission of England and Wales, is an only too typical example of the crass ignorance of so many of those styling themselves as liturgical experts. 

                                                                                                                                                                             145.
I wrote to a number of influential prelates regarding the false statements made in the C.T.S. pamphlet, including the Apostolic Delegate. A reply from his secretary agreed with me that the statement was incorrect, to be regretted, and that the pamphlet should be withdrawn. This was in August 1976 -- the same pamphlet with the same falsehood is on sale today! 

The manner in which the Protestant practice of Communion in the hand has been introduced in Britain and the U.S.A. certainly illustrates a point made at the beginning of this study: "The particular significance of the imposition of Communion in the hand is that it is the epitomization of the 'spirit of Vatican II', the spirit which pervades the 'Conciliar Church', to which Archbishop Lefebvre has been ordered to submit.' 30 Indeed, the more one studies the squalid duplicity which has marked every stage of the imposition of this Protestant practice, the greater the admiration one must have for the courage, the honesty, and the orthodoxy of this saintly prelate! 
27) National Catholic Register, June 12, 1977. 
28) Ibid. 
29) The Tablet, May 22, 1976, p. 507. 
30) This phrase was used in a letter from Archbishop (now Cardinal) Benelli to Mgr. Lefebvre dated June 25, 1975. Mgr. Benelli demanded not true fidelity to the Catholic but to the Conciliar Church ("la fidelite veritable a l'Eglise conciliare"). The full text of this letter appeared in Itineraires, No. 206, September 1976.
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
Legitimate resistance
http://www.catholictradition.org/Eucharist/communion14.htm    

By Michael Davies*
The deceitful propaganda epitomized by such publications as The Body of Christ in the U.S.A., or The Reception of Holy Communion in the Hand in England, has been reproduced a hundredfold, a thousand fold, in the official Catholic press. A consensus has been established. Communion in the hand is now the mature, adult, Vatican II, People-of-God-on-the-march thing to do. It is a test of our loyalty to the Holy See. Those who oppose it are reactionary, ignorant, not in tune with the "Spirit of Vatican II", anti-social, disobedient to the Holy Father, etc. etc. etc. They must be treated as intemperate extremists simply because they oppose the prevalent fad. This is not a new phenomenon and was commented upon by Cardinal Newman: 

"If the multitude of men are ever in the broad way 'that leadeth to destruction', there is no ground for maintaining that, in order to be right in our religious views, we must agree with the many; rather, if such as persons are, their opinions are also, it would seem to be certain that those opinions which are popular will ever be mistaken and dangerous as being popular opinions. Those who serve God faithfully must ever look to be accounted, in their generation, singular, intemperate, and extreme. [Emphasis added] They are not so: they must guard against becoming so; if they are so they are equally wrong as the many, however they may in other respects differ from them; but still it is no proof that they are so, because the many call them so. It is no proof that they are so, because others take it for granted that they are, pass their doctrines over, put their arguments aside without a word,-----treat them gravely, or are vexed about them, or fiercely oppose them. No: there are numberless clouds which flit over the sky, there are numberless gusts which agitate the air to and fro: as many, as violent, as far-spreading, as fleeting, as uncertain, as changing, are the clouds and the gales of human opinion; as suddenly, as impetuously, as fruitlessly, do they assail those whose mind is stayed on God. They come and they go; they have no life in them, nor abidance. They agree together in nothing but in this, in threatening like clouds, and sweeping like gusts of wind. They are the voice of the many; they have the strength of the world, and they are directed against the few. Their argument, the sole argument in their behalf, is their prevalence at the moment; not that they existed yesterday, not that they will exist tomorrow; not that they base themselves on reason, or ancient belief, but that they are merely what every one now takes for granted, or, perhaps, supposes to be in Scripture, and therefore not to be disputed: -- not that they have the most voices through long periods, but that they happen to be the most numerously professed in the passing hour." 31 

Now that the practice of Communion in the hand has been established, the Liberals will not encounter much opposition. While the number who favoured the innovation was minimal, this is irrelevant to the Liberal campaign. Revolutionaries do not need massive support, they simply require minimal opposition. [Emphasis added] The number of Catholics who will put themselves out to combat the abuse will be very small indeed, even among those who oppose it. The tendency among most so-called conservatives is to grumble at each abuse as it arrives and then accept it. [Emphasis added] One thing is certain, priests or laymen who accept this abuse will accept anything. However, those who are prepared to make a stand in defence of the Blessed Sacrament can expect to be assailed by the voice of the many and the strength of the world. But they can take comfort in the fact that they are in good company. 

This study will close with a comment by Dietrich von Hildebrand, from a book which every Catholic should buy, read, and re-read frequently. It is far more reassuring to share his views than those of the many who think that to be right is to adopt the opinion which prevails at the moment -- and to hold it only as long as it prevails. 
Dietrich von Hildebrand wrote: "Unfortunately, in many places Communion is distributed in the hand. To what extent is this supposed to be a renewal and a deepening of the reception of Holy Communion? Is the trembling reverence with which we receive this incomprehensible gift perhaps increased by re-receiving it in our unconsecrated hands, rather than from the consecrated hand of the priest?                                                                                                 146.
"It is not difficult to see that the danger of parts of the consecrated Host falling to the ground is incomparably increased, and the danger of desecrating it or indeed of horrible blasphemy is very great. And what in the world is to be gained by all this? The claim that contact with the hand makes the host more real is certainly pure nonsense. For the theme here is not the reality of the matter of the Host, but rather the consciousness, which is only attainable by faith, that the Host in reality has become the Body of Christ. The reverent reception of the Body of Christ on our tongues, from the consecrated hand of the priest, is much more conducive to the strengthening of this consciousness than reception with our own unconsecrated hands. Visus, tactus, glistus in te fallitur, sed auditu solo tuto creditur, says St. Thomas Aquinas in his magnificent hymn Adora te ["Sight, touch, and taste would err about Thee, but through hearing alone are we given certain faith."] 32
31) Parochial and Plain Sermons, vol. v, Serom XVII, Many Called, Few Chosen.  
32) The Devastated Vineyard, pp. 67/8. 


Appendix: 

Communication from the Vicariate of Rome on the Distribution of Holy Communion: The following communication appeared in the Revista Diocesana di Roma. n. 7-8, 1977, pp. 691-692, published in conformity with the regulations in force in the whole of Italy: 
"This Vicariate receives frequent requests for clarification from priests, nuns, and laity concerning some questions about eucharistic Communion. 

"In particular, they ask: 
' "1. If in our diocese they should consider themselves bound by the rule for the distribution of Holy Communion in the traditional manner which has been in force until now, or is there permission for distribution in the hand, such as was granted to some countries which asked for and obtained the appropriate Indult from the Holy See based on the statement in the Instruction Memoriale Domini of 29 May 1969 (cf. AAS 61, pp.544- 547). 
 "2. If it is allowed for one receiving Communion to take the consecrated Bread directly with his own hand from the ciborium or the paten, and from the altar the chalice of the Blood of the Lord, as do the celebrant and the competent minister who distribute Communion to the faithful. 

"To these questions the Vicariate answers: 

"1. As to the giving of Holy Communion in the mouth, it is emphasized that no change has been made in the decision taken by the Italian Episcopal Conference in 1974 to keep the traditional practice (cf. circular letter of the general Secretariate, n. 1197/74, in Liturgia n.189, 1975, pp. 67-68). Therefore in Rome also all priests are bound to keep strictly to the rule, in full conformity with what has been authoritatively determined by the Italian bishops. 

 2. As for the practice adopted by some groups of the faithful and some religious communities, of giving themselves Communion directly, we recall that the action accomplished by Christ in the institution of the Eucharist and confirmed by the tradition of the Church is repeated in a more concordant manner when the eucharistic Bread is actually given or distributed to the faithful (cf.M.26:26; Mk.14:22); L.22:19). For this reason the Rite De sacra Communione et de Cultu mysterii eucharistici extra Missam (cf. Tip. Poliglotta Vaticana, 1973) at n.21, para. iv prescribes: 'Holy Communion should be distributed by the competent minister, who shows and gives to the communicant the particle of consecrated Bread'." -From the Palace of the Vicariate 1 July 1977 
*Read with caution. Michael Davies is a Traditionalist. This article included for academic reasons only.
Fr. John Zuhlsdorf: We have read some of his posts on the subject of Holy Communion on pages 12, 76, 104, 117 and 119. Here are several more mostly in chronological order:

Communion in the time of epidemic
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/07/quaeritur-does-kneeling-for-communion-show-a-spirit-of-disobedience/ 
Posted on April 26, 2009 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader in Mexico City on the Swine Flu outbreak.

My emphases and comments.

As you are probably aware by now, there is a very serious influenza (also called swine flu) outbreak in Mexico City, since yesterday we are on alert. 

Mexico City has closed all of its schools and universities until further notice because of the virus, and on Saturday, the country’s National Health Council said all soccer games would be played Saturday without public audiences. The government is asking everyone to avoid massive events or crowded places such as malls. All museums and auditoriums in the city and the neighbor state are being closed. For now things are under control apparently but we don’t know what is coming.

My question is. What are the best measures to take regarding Communion if things turn into an epidemic? Do you think at one point we should abstain completely from receiving Communion even if we go to mass. I hope this terrible situation doesn’t arrive. All throughout Mexico, thanks be to God, the common practice is Communion on the tongue, but what is the best thing to do during this alert and possible epidemic for the next days? 

The Archdiocese has announced that masses will continue but Communion will be given on the hand, and the sign of peace will be omitted. They are asking people with flu like symptoms to abstain attending mass (sounds reasonable), stating that they will be fulfilling their Sunday obligation if the listen mass on the radio or watch it on television.                                                                                                                             147.
[Hmmm... I wonder.  I don't think you fulfill the obligation by watching on TV.  I think that if you are impeded from going to Mass for a serious reason - and this is a serious reason - then you don't sin by not attending.  It might not make too much difference, but there is a subtle difference if I understand correctly.]
Finally I thank all your attention to this question, asking you to remember Mexico at your altar. If possible ask your readers for prayers and let me know if you have a special prayer for pests and epidemics. 

I think I can speak for most WDTPRS* readers that they will stop what they are doing now and say a prayer for you all, asking the help of St. Michael the Archangel. *Fr. Zuhlsdorf’s blog: What Does The Prayer Really Say?
So there is good news and bad new.   

The good news is that the Sign of Peace (which is optional anyway) isn’t to be given.

The bad news is that Communion in the hand is to be preferred during this out break.

Given the severity of the situation, I think it is not unreasonable to say that people should receive in the hand.  That increases the risk of profanation of the Eucharist, especially if that is not the usual practice there.  However, these are very special circumstances. 

You ask about abstaining from Communion.  I don’t see anything wrong with that at all.  People are not obliged to receive Communion at every Mass.  I think many have the impression that they are!  Therefore they go when they should not.  This could be a good option.  It could be a good opportunity also for priests to preach about those situations when you should not go to Communion… leaving always the freedom to receive even during this epidemic (if that is what it is).

In thinking about the best way to approach the two goods, lowering the risk of spreading the disease and preserve the opportunity to receive Communion, one must consider both justice and charity.  It isn’t fair to other people to increase the risk of spreading this disease which is killing people in Mexico.  It isn’t in any way charitable to expose others to infection when there are easy ways to reduce the risk.   

Also, in this time of flu, the great sacrament of Christ’s love will be a great consolation.  A rather different spin on "Love in the time of cholera", I guess.

The bishops of Mexico I am sure have the very best intentions for their flocks.  If they can cooperate in the public order to reduce the risk of disease, then by all means they should call for changes in practice.  What was asked was not unreasonable.

Readers have left 58 comments
Card. Cipriani: Communion on the tongue, kneeling with paten
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2009/08/card-cipriani-communion-on-the-tongue-kneeling-with-paten/ 
Posted on August 28, 2009 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

Dear Fr. Z, 
This seems to be quite significant news: This is the first time, as far as I know, that our bishop, His Eminence Juan Luis Cardinal Cipriani, Archbishop of Lima, Perú, publicly in a homily (last Sunday’s one, at the Cathedral), strongly recommends the reception of Holy Communion kneeling and on the tongue, and with the Communion plate. This is the link. And here is my [the writer's] translation [with Fr. Z's emphases]:
 
"Let us recover that love to the Eucharist, by receiving Jesus with a clean body and soul, in God’s grace. Let us use that small Communion plate, so that if a small particle from the Host falls, it does not touch the floor. There must be an education, which must be taught from the childhood to the elder ones.

We receive Holy Communion on the tongue. In that way we avoid using our dirty hands in contact with the Body of Christ. In this archdiocese there is still permission to receive It in the hand. I say 'there is still' because more and more frequently I ask priests and religious to manifest that visible respect to the Body of Christ, and to not just hand It as if one was distributing some papers.
Also, the correct way of receiving Jesus at the Eucharist requires a personal preparation to be in a state of grace. And to show a visible sign of respect, which may be bowing the head or, much more recommendable, receive the Holy Eucharist kneeling".
Cardinal Cipriani wants

-a communion plate or paten to be used

-reception on the tongue

-kneeling

WDTPRS kudos to Card. Cipriani!

How do you say that best in Spanish… something like… "¡felicidades!", perhaps?  Maybe… "¡Buen trabajo!" 

Readers have left 19 comments
CDWDS responds on question of H1N1 and restriction of Communion on the tongue

http://wdtprs.com/blog/2009/11/cdwds-responds-on-question-of-h1n1-and-restriction-of-communion-on-the-tongue/    

Posted on November 26, 2009 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf                                                                                        148.
I don’t know how many e-mails I have received from people in distress about parishes or even dioceses attempting to issue edicts which effectively forbid reception of Holy Communion on the tongue because of the risk of contagion (e.g., Swine Flu, H1N1).

Many thanks to our friends at Rorate for digging this up.

I think it is legitimate to suggest that people receive in the hand, but it is not proper to compel them.

Now there is a development…. or rather a development has come to light.

While this is not an official declaration or clarification of the Congregation for Divine Worship, this is nevertheless not nothing.

The means of a letter dated from July 2009 the CDWDS’s* Sotto-Segretario Fr. Anthony Ward responded to a question about this matter. *Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments
In several entries here and in many e-mails I have to go back to the key document in this regard, the CDWDS’s 2004 instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum.

"But Father! But Father!" you might be saying.  "Why that document in particular?  Don’t you know that permission has been given for Communion to be given on the hand?  Don’t you know that many bishops think it is to be preferred?"

Yes, I know those things as facts.  But Communion in the hand remains an option, and not even the normative option.  Permission was given to do something other than receive directly on the tongue.  Reception on the tongue is the actual norm and standard.  

This is affirmed by the Holy See.

Here is the text of the letter sent by the Under-Secretary of the CDWDS to the questioner, a layman in the UK asking about a diocese where Communion on the tongue had been restricted because of H1N1:
Prot. N. 655/09/L

Rome, 24 July 2009

Dear ___

This Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments wishes to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 22 June 2009 regarding the right of the faithful to receive Holy Communion on the tongue.

This Dicastery observes that its Instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum (25 March 2004) clearly stipulates that "each of the faithful always has the right to receive Holy Communion on the tongue" (n. 92, nor is it licit to deny Holy Communion to any of Christ’s faithful who are not impeded by law from receiving the Holy Eucharist (cf. n. 91).       
The Congregation thanks you for bringing this important matter to its attention.  Be assured that the appropriate contacts will be made.

May you persevere in faith and love for Our Lord and his Holy Church, and in continued devotion to the Most Blessed Sacrament.

With every good wish and kind regard, I am,

Sincerely Yours in Christ,

(Fr. Anthony Ward, S.M.)
Under-Secretary

 

This pretty much clears up that point.

Diocese or parishes or any other institution/community cannot… may not… forbid Communion on the tongue, even in time of contagion.

In your particular circumstances you might hear suggestions and arguments that Communion on the tongue should be curtailed for a time, but it cannot be forbidden or denied.

Clear enough, I think.
Readers have left 20 comments
The Calgary Communion show down
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2009/12/the-calgary-communion-show-down/ 

Posted on December 1, 2009 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
I have pretty much spoken my piece about the issue of attempts to deny the Catholic people their rites in the matter of how to receive Holy Communion, especially when a restriction is placed again Holy Communion on the tongue.

Also, you know that the Holy See’s Congregation for Divine Worship has been sending notes to people assuring them that, yes, Redemptionis Sacramentum 92 is still in force… really… no, really!

Now as I get off an airplane I find in my email inbox copies of correspondence and notes from faithful which scorch my laptop’s screen about a dust up in Calgary, Alberta.

Apparently, the local bishop, His Excellency Most. Rev. Frederick Henry is having a fight with the local presence of the FSSP over the distribution of Communion on the tongue.   The bishop issued "norms" for the Diocese of Calgary which forbid Communion on the tongue because of H1N1.  The FSSP and the people frequenting their Masses are not conforming to his wishes.

Bishop Henry issued the directive to cease distribution of Communion on the tongue following the recommendation from the Medical Officer of Health, whom I assume is a government official.                                                       149.
When Bishop learned that at the FSSP parish people were still receiving Holy Communion on the tongue, he ordered that they not celebrate Mass at all.  He suspended the Extraordinary Form Masses.

He also wrote in one piece of correspondence that 

"The current pandemic circumstances do not warrant the non-reception of the Body and Blood of the Lord in favour of a spiritual communion."

Get that? The Bishop won’t allow non – reception of Holy Communion.   So, you must receive only in the hand, and, apparently, you must receive.

I am not sure how that works if you think you are in the state of mortal sin because you are so angry about being bullied, but… I digress.

At a certain point someone pointed out to His Excellency that a bishop cannot forbid Communion on the tongue.  The text of the e-mail ran like this.  Sadly, the person who wrote this was a bit confused, but the substance of the note is not thereby lessened.

    To: Bishop F.B. Henry

    Your Excellency,

    The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF), [sic ... It was the CDW... Worship, not Faith... but go on...] on 24 July 2009, stated that it is not licit to deny reception of communion on the tongue, despite the current threat of H1N1. Attached is a scan of the CDF’s letter on this matter. 
    Through Jesus, Mary, and Joseph…
His Excellency the Bishop of Calgary wrote back this extraordinary form of response.  I am not making this up.

    From: Bishop F.B. Henry
    Date: Mon, Nov 30, 2009 at 12:22 PM
    Subject: RE: Calgary’s Saint Anthony Parish: forbidden to have Mass if communion in the hand is not offered?
    To: …

   I am well aware of what the congregation decided but quite frankly, it is not their call. It is mine.  

So… this is not the Congregation’s call.

Interesting. 

Pretty bold, if you ask me.

The way I understand it, the Holy Father is the Supreme Legislator in the Church.  He has delegated his authority to govern matters liturgical, the "discipline of the sacraments" to the Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments.  After the Holy Father, this Congregation is the highest authority when it comes to Latin Rite worship and discipline of the sacraments.  A local priest in a parish, or bishop in a diocese might be able to set aside something from the territorial conference of bishops, but they cannot ignore what a Congregation does.   When the Congregation determines something, it is no longer anyone else’s call (except the Holy Father).

Redemptionis Sacramentum is a juridical document of the CDWDS which had the approval of the Roman Pontiff.   The same Congregation has reaffirmed with specific reference to H1N1 what RS said.

Readers have left 105 comments
About Communion in the hand
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2010/02/about-communion-in-the-hand/ 
Posted on February 22, 2010 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
We MUST rethink Communion in the hand.

I found this over at Rorate:

When will the horror of Communion in the hand stop?
Leading by example is nice, but the general pontifical faculty of allowing Communion in the hand (extended to Poland, for instance, during this Pontificate) could be abolished in a single day…
From Costa Rica (this Presidential candidate lost): [youtube:http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kHgCPzum3Z8] 
Readers have left 59 comments
Pont. Comm. “Ecclesia Dei” letter about Communion in the hand
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2010/02/about-communion-in-the-hand/  

Posted on July 6, 2010 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
Even yesterday I had a conversation about the thorny issue of just what Summorum Pontificum (the 3rd anniversary of its release is tomorrow, blessed day) might have revived.

Take the situation of the distribution of Holy Communion.  

In the old days before the conciliar reform of the liturgy it was unthinkable – unless you were a heretic or Protestant – that people would receive Communion in the hand.  There was no need for specific decrees about such a normal practice as reception of Communion, which was always given on the tongue to people who knelt if they could.  

Today, however, there is (sadly) legislation which permits Communion in the hand under some circumstances.

Summorum Pontificum did not revive the old decrees of the long-gone Sacred Congregation of Rites or automatically resurrect the practices of yore.

Or did it?
                                                                                                                                                                             150.
I have always held that priests need to respect the laws in force about Communion today, even in the celebration of Holy Mass in the older form.   Of course they can also do all they might to discourage Communion in the hand and promote a more reverent manner of reception.   At the same time, it is unlikely that many who go to the older Mass will want to receive Communion in the hand.

I received from a friend in England the following very interesting news.  This is on kreutz.net.
The Pontifical Commission "Ecclesia Dei" – remember them? – sent a response to a person making an inquiry about reception of Communion at the older, Extraordinary Form. Translation: 

"Dear Mr. XXXX In reference to your letter of 15. June, this papal commission would like to point out that the celebration of Holy Mass in the extraordinary form envisages the reception of Holy Communion while kneeling, as the Holy Host is laid directly on the tongue of the communicant. There is no provision for the distribution of Holy Communion on the hand in this form of the Holy Mass. With blessings," 
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I note from the graphic that there was no Protocol.  

There is a stamp on the letter rather than a signature.

This is a form letter.

It is therefore more than a curiosity, but it is a great deal less than the final word.

We are still left with questions about Communion during the Extraordinary Form.

If people insist on receiving in the hand, are they to be denied based on the argument that in 1962 there was no permission to receive in the hand?

And on an additional note, keep in mind this* and this. 
Readers have left 74 comments
*Poll: Communion in the hand
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2009/03/poll-communion-in-the-hand/ 
Posted on March 15, 2009 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
Do you believe that each particle of a Host is the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Christ Jesus, God and man?

Do you receive Communion in the hand?

A reader sent two photos.  The first is of an unconsecrated communion host rest on the palm of a black glove. 
[image: image12.jpg]
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This photo [below] shows the fragments left behind.
[image: image13.jpg]



"But Father! But Father!" some of you will perhaps be howling now.  "That’s a glove, not a hand!  We don’t know that that is what happens with hosts put into people’s hands!  That’s not fair!"

I grant that we don’t know.  I grant that palms are not gloves.   I grant that there are differences.

But…

Consider the lack of care with which many receive, how they move the Host around and handle it.  

Consider that often there is a more or less properly prepared EMHC also handling the Host.

Consider the condition of the skin of the palm.  

Consider the few seconds after a person transfers the Host from palm to mouth.  

Consider that the Host has been in contact not only with the palm, but the fingers of the other hand.  

Consider.

Let me be clear: I do not think people intend to be irreverent when they receive on the hand.  

Knowing that most Eastern Catholics have a different manner of receiving in both species, here is a question for you Latin Catholics.

POLL CLOSED
How do you Latin Catholics generally/habitually receive Holy Communion?
Directly on the tongue (including intinction) (84%, 2,425 Votes)
In the hand (16%, 474 Votes)

Total Voters: 2,899
Readers have left 349 comments
Papal midnight Mass with no Communion in the hand
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2010/12/papal-midnight-mass-with-no-communion-in-the-hand/   

Posted on December 24, 2010 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
I was not able to watch all of the Papal Mass in the Vatican Basilica, but I have started to get interesting emails about something people noticed.

Among them was this email from a priest in Rome:

In a change to former practice, those distributing Holy Communion at the Holy Father’s Mass tonight were told that ‘at all Papal Masses Communion is to be given only on the tongue.’ The usual statement that Prelates receive in the same way as the Laity remained.
Thought you might be interested.

Yes, indeed.

One of the emails from people watched the Mass said:

Did you notice that during the communion of the faithful during Pope Benedict’s Midnight Mass at least one priest refused to give Holy Communion on the hand? Instead, the security guard near this priest motioned for each communicant to receive on the tongue. If the communicants didn’t get the hint, the priest still did not give them the Host in the hand, but rather held It near their mouth until they finally understood. Some of the people looked very surprised when they held their hands out and didn’t get the Host.

This was apparently noticeable during the broadcast.
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This is way it is going to have to be done.  Example… then buzz buzz buzz… then people will catch on and, over time, things will shift to a point where the change back to the NORMAL manner of reception of Communion can be effected without as much upheaval.

Readers have left 49 comments
Video interview with Card. Burke
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/01/video-interview-with-card-burke/    

Posted on January 4, 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
A video interview with Raymond Card. Burke from gloria.tv.

He speaks about speaking about abortion in the public square, about the Extraordinary Form, Communion in the hand, and the "pro multis" issue.  He mentions "mutual enrichment" and "reform of the reform".

It is about 20 minutes in length.

You can tell that His Eminence’s mind is working partly in Italian, with phrases such as “make a discourse”.

This is a great interview.  Listen carefully.

Readers have left 12 comments
A priest who “get’s it” about how people receive Communion!
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/01/a-priest-who-gets-it-about-how-people-receive-communion/      

Posted on January 31, 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
WDTPRS KUDOS to Fr. Lankeit!

Here is the text from his 30 January bulletin of the Cathedral of Sts. Simon and Jude … Very Rev. Fr. John Lankeit.

Here is a link to the PDF if you want to see his emphases! http://www.simonjude.org/documents/BulletinLetterJanuary302011.pdf 
Here is the text, ne pereat.

While you read this, do an examination of conscience.  Do you do any of the things he describes?

A Letter from Our Cathedral Rector

Dear Parishioners,

I want to thank all of you who have recently started receiving Holy Communion on the tongue, not to mention those of you who already had been.  [Do I hear an "Amen!"?] This subject has generated a lot of buzz over the past few weeks, the vast majority of which has been overwhelmingly positive.

While my main objective in encouraging reception on the tongue is to deepen appreciation for the Eucharist, I also have a pastoral responsibility to eliminate abuses common to receiving in the hand.  Such abuses are no doubt unintentional.

Nevertheless, what I witness troubles me.  And I’m not alone.

In 2004, responding to the problem of Eucharistic profanation, the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacrament released an official instruction entitled REDEMPTIONIS SACRAMENTUM: On certain matters to be observed or to be avoided regarding the Most Holy Eucharist.

Regarding Holy Communion, the document states:

"[S]pecial care should be taken to ensure that the host is consumed by the communicant in the presence of the minister, so that no one goes away carrying the Eucharistic species in his hand. If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful." (Paragraph #92).

Here are just a few examples of profanation that I see all too frequently:

•Blessing oneself with the host before consuming it. (The act of blessing with the Eucharist is called “Benediction” and is reserved to clergy).
•Receiving the host in the palm of the hand, contorting that same hand until the host is controlled by the fingers, then consuming it (resembling a one-handed "watch-the-coin-disappear" magic trick)
•Popping the host into the mouth like a piece of popcorn.
•Attempting to receive with only one hand.
•Attempting to receive with other items in the hands, like a dirty Kleenex or a Rosary.
•Receiving the host with dirty hands.
•  Receiving the host, closing the hand around it, then letting the hand fall to the side (as if carrying a suitcase) while walking away and/or blessing oneself with the other hand.
•Walking away without consuming the host.
•Giving the host to someone else after receiving…yes, it happens!

We would never treat a piece of GOLD with such casualness — especially in this economy!!  Yet many treat this Eucharistic "piece" of GOD with casualness at best, indifference and irreverence at worst.

Of course, much abuse is due to ignorance, owing to poor catechesis, which is precisely why I have written about this issue for four consecutive weeks. [OORAH!]
Yet we have another great incentive…

When Holy Communion is received on the tongue…every single one of these abuses is instantly eliminated!  [ERGO....]
The way we treat another person says more about our relationship with that person than any words we might say.  
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This is especially true of our relationship with the Divine Person, Jesus Christ.  So let us continually seek to increase our reverence for our Eucharistic Savior, and to eliminate anything that degrades the respect He deserves.  The graces we receive will surely be greater than anything we can imagine!

God’s Blessings… my prayers…

Very Rev. Fr. John Lankeit
Rector
Ss. Simon & Jude Cathedral

If you do any of those things… KNOCK IT OFF.

You priests and bishops out there… please help people receive more reverently.

Kneeling and directly on the tongue is a great start.

Say a prayer, now please, for Fr. Lankeit.

By the way… this is the Cathedral of the Diocese of PHOENIX, AZ.

Remember who the bishop is there?

Readers have left 33 comments
Walking away with a host
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/03/quaeritur-walking-away-with-a-host/       

Posted on March 13, 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

To-day at Mass in the University, I served the altar. After some brief communion-devotions, I kept a keen eye on those who had received the sacrament in the hand. One girl, of student age but who I did not recognise, took the sacrament from the EMHC without consuming it. I got up and followed her. She then tried to pass it to a man.
Thankfully, I got there just in time to take it off her. As the ciborium was still being cleansed, I immediately consumed the sacrament, putting it into my mouth. I then informed the priest who then told me that they had apologised. I found the entire thing very fishy. In any of this did I do anything wrong?

No, I don’t think you did anything wrong.  We must all be observant concerning liturgical abuses.  If for liturgical abuses, then even more for possible profanation of the Blessed Sacrament.

We don’t know the reason why the girl did what she did.  There has been such wretched catechesis in so many places for so long, such a lowering of liturgical standards, that she thought she was doing something good.  But objectively speaking, what she did was wrong and needed to be corrected.

This sort of thing could be greatly reduced by the elimination of Communion in the hand.

In Redemptionis Sacramentum we read:

[92.] Although each of the faithful always has the right to receive Holy Communion on the tongue, at his choice, if any communicant should wish to receive the Sacrament in the hand, in areas where the Bishops’ Conference with the recognitio of the Apostolic See has given permission, the sacred host is to be administered to him or her. However, special care should be taken to ensure that the host is consumed by the communicant in the presence of the minister, so that no one goes away carrying the Eucharistic species in his hand. If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful.

In some places danger of profanation is much greater.

We need clearer preaching about the Blessed Sacrament.

Readers have left 26 comments
What if someone walks away with a host?
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/09/quaeritur-what-if-someone-walks-away-with-a-host/        

Posted on September 28, 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

Father, what is proper procedure when someone walks up, receives the Eucharist in the hand (BTW, this is the best reason for forcing receiving it by the mouth) and tries to walk out with It? Twice I have seen this happen, and both times the person was apprehended at the door and ‘held’ till they put it in their mouth. I was wondering if It should have been taken back. A person who tries to walk out is most likely not taking it home for someone who could not make it to Mass.

Is their any procedure or document regarding this?

The first thing that jumped into my mind was Redemptionis Sacramentum:

[92.] Although each of the faithful always has the right to receive Holy Communion on the tongue, at his choice, if any communicant should wish to receive the Sacrament in the hand, in areas where the Bishops’ Conference with the recognitio of the Apostolic See has given permission, the sacred host is to be administered to him or her. However, special care should be taken to ensure that the host is consumed by the communicant in the presence of the minister, so that no one goes away carrying the Eucharistic species in his hand. If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful.

Thus, it is good for parish ushers, not to mention the EMHCs and the clergy themselves, to be trained to be vigilant in regard to what people are doing with Hosts.

Some well-motivated but ignorant people think they can take a Host home to someone who is ill.  They don’t realize that they are not permitted to do this.  Some are simply ignorant or, perhaps being non-Catholics, don’t know what to do at Communion time.  Others, however, are not well-intentioned.  They want Hosts to profane them or sell them.
We all have an obligation to safeguard the Blessed Sacrament.  Let priests catechize and train up their helpers.

Otherwise, we have to use common sense, no?  If you see someone walking around with a Host, obviously not intending to consume it, approach the person and find out what’s up or tell someone.  Be careful not to do anything that could result in prosecution, but don’t do nothing.  Certainly make sure the priest knows about it after Mass.  And if it is happening often, make sure the bishop and/or the Congregation for Doctrine of the Faith is informed.

Readers have left 27 comments
A look at the posture and manner of receiving Holy Communion
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/05/a-look-at-the-posture-and-manner-of-receiving-holy-communion/         

Posted on May 30, 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From the website of the newspaper the Catholic Herald of the Diocese of Madison, where H.E. Most Rev. Robert Morlino reigns, comes this piece about the manner of reception of Holy Communion.  I must add, as the writer does not, that this pertains to the Ordinary Form, or Novus Ordo.

It is a good, concise presentation of some of the issues which frequently arise and the writer is, in the main, on target.  I will, however, add my own two pence before beginning to add my emphases and comments.  I think that people who are physically capable of doing so, should always kneel and receive Communion directly on the tongue.  I think the permission for Communion in the hand should be abolished.  In advance of it being abolished, people should be urged, taught, persuaded to receive on the tongue while kneeling.  So there.

Remember that this is in a diocesan newspaper.  Something like this would have been unimaginable, say, 10 years ago.

What is the correct posture for receiving Communion?
Guest column - Written by Paul M Matenaer, For the Catholic Herald
Thursday, May. 19, 2011 — 12:00 AM

A few weeks ago a friend had asked about the Church’s law on the proper posture for receiving Holy Communion. Should we receive on the tongue or in the hand? Kneeling or standing?

Over the years, I have heard various answers with slight differences, so I decided to look into it myself. As with my previous articles on the rite of exorcism, I hope to dispel some of the myths and clarify the issue.

My intention here is not to give a complete historical overview of the various practices, nor even to treat the theological reasoning behind them. Rather, I hope to simply and clearly explain the ius vigens, that is, the law presently in force regarding the posture for receiving Holy Communion. [Keeping in mind that Universae Ecclesiae derogates from laws which conflict with the liturgical in force in 1962.  This article is a good look at the situation for the Ordinary Form.]
In the hand or on the tongue?

Though many may tell you that the Second Vatican Council "did away" with Communion on the tongue, the truth of the matter is that the council fathers did not address such concrete subjects.

Rather, the many liturgical questions following the Second Vatican Council were handled by the Sacred Congregation for the Discipline of the Sacraments and the Sacred Congregation of Rites, groups which were later merged to create what we now call the Congregation for Divine Worship [and Discipline of the Sacraments].

The question of receiving in the hand or on the tongue was first treated in an instruction entitled Memoriale Domini, published in 1969, just four years after the conclusion of Vatican II. In this instruction, the congregation stated that the Holy Father has decided not to change the universal practice of receiving on the tongue for three reasons: it had "many centuries of tradition behind it," it avoided the possibility of profanation, and it expressed a proper "respect, decorum, and dignity" for the Eucharist.

However, the document noted that if the discipline of receiving in the hand prevailed by popular practice, then an individual conference of bishops could request an exception from Rome to allow Communion in the hand provided that the traditional usage of receiving on the tongue was not excluded. [NB: it is an exception which can be granted.]
Following this instruction, the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) did indeed request permission that Communion in the hand be allowed in their territory. [And, gosh, how fruitful it has been.] For this reason, the 2002 General Instruction [Institution] of the Roman Missal (GIRM), the official instruction manual for the Mass, states that in the U.S. the communicant "may choose whether to receive in the hand or on the tongue."
Two years later, the Congregation for Divine Worship published another instruction, Redemptionis Sacramentum, which states that one "always has the right to receive Holy Communion on the tongue, at his choice" and that if anyone wishes to receive in the hand where this permission has been granted, he is allowed.

From these documents, it is quite clear, therefore, that each individual may receive on the tongue, or in territories where Communion in the hand is allowed, he may receive in the hand.

[Nota bene...] However, it must be noted that the permission which allows Communion to be given in the hand does not create an absolute right for the communicant. The instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum, mentioned above, notes that if there is a risk of profanation of the Eucharistic species, Communion should not be given in the hand, but only on the tongue.

Kneeling or standing?
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The question of whether one should kneel or stand when receiving Communion is a slightly more complicated one. As with the case above, the Second Vatican Council did not address this specific question, but it was left to be worked out in the period after the council.

In 1967, the Sacred Congregation of Rites promulgated an instruction entitled Eucharisticum mysterium, which stated that "the faithful may receive Communion either kneeling or standing." It went on to say, however, that one or the other posture was to be chosen by the conference of bishops to be the norm for their territory. The USCCB decided that the norm for the dioceses in the United States would be standing, which is reflected in article 160 of the GIRM as adopted for this country. [And reverence for the Blessed Sacrament has, no doubt, attained new heights.]
The GIRM, though, immediately adds two qualifications. First, it states that communicants "should not be denied Holy Communion because they kneel." [And yet that does happen.  We have heard the horror stories.] Secondly, it notes that “such instances should be addressed pastorally, by providing the faithful with proper catechesis on the reasons for this norm.” [I think proper catechesis would have to include why it is better to kneel.]
Unfortunately the reason for this norm is not contained in article 160 itself, as one might expect, but occurs earlier in article 42 regarding the importance of a uniform posture during the sacred liturgy. [How about uniformity with tradition?] Article 42 states that a common posture is to be observed throughout the whole of Mass — not just during Communion — since a uniform posture signifies the unity of the Christian community. [How about unity with our forebears?]
[QUAERUNTUR...] From these statements in the GIRM, a number of important questions arise. Does article 42 of the GIRM imply that there can be no variance whatsoever in the posture of the faithful at Mass? Can a pastor of a parish, after having provided the aforementioned catechesis, refuse Communion to those who still wish to kneel? Are those who choose to kneel being "disobedient" to the norm created by the USCCB?

These questions are not merely theoretical or abstract ones, but are real questions that were addressed to the Congregation for Divine Worship in the years following the publication of the GIRM. Thankfully, the congregation made their replies known, publishing them in their official journal Notitiae and thus allowing us greater insight into the proper application of these norms.

Can there be no variance in the posture of the faithful? [No.  There can be.]
This question came to the Congregation for Divine Worship from Cardinal George of Chicago in 2003, who asked whether the GIRM forbid one from kneeling in personal prayer after receiving the Eucharist even though the rest of the community sat or stood.

The congregation replied that article 42 of the GIRM meant to "ensure within broad limits a certain uniformity of posture" while not seeking to "regulate posture rigidly." Though the question itself does not directly pertain, this response gives us some insight regarding how article 42 is to be applied throughout the other parts of the Mass, including at Communion.

Can a pastor refuse Communion to those who kneel? [No. He must not.]
This question came to the congregation in 2002 from a parishioner whose pastor had instituted a policy of refusing Communion to those who presented themselves kneeling.

The congregation responded forcefully, [mirabile dictu] stating that they consider "any refusal of Holy Communion to a member of the faithful on the basis of his or her kneeling posture to be a grave violation of one of the most basic rights of the Christian faithful." Furthermore, they issued a warning to priests who "should understand that the congregation will regard future complaints of this nature with great seriousness." [I wonder if there are any instances of the Congregation acting "with great seriousness" in this regard.  That would be interesting to know.]
Are those who kneel for Communion disobedient? [No.  They are not.]
Following the promulgation of the GIRM, many held that those who chose to kneel when receiving were being disobedient to the norm created by the USCCB. This very question came to the congregation in 2003, who indicated that they had received "more than a few letters regarding this matter."
The congregation was unequivocal in stating that "the faithful should not be imposed upon nor accused of disobedience and of acting illicitly when they kneel to receive Communion." [Get this...] This response corrected the misinterpretation found in a July 2002 newsletter from the USCCB’s own liturgy committee, which stated that "kneeling is not a licit posture." It is now quite clear that kneeling to receive Communion is a licit posture and not one of disobedience, as some had previously thought.

To summarize

From everything that has been said above, we can conclude the following. [1] First, the faithful always have the right to receive Communion on the tongue, according to the centuries-old tradition. However, those in the United States are also permitted receive in the hand, provided that no danger of profanation exists.

[2] Secondly, the norm in the United States is to receive standing, but those who wish to receive kneeling may freely do so. Any refusal of the Most Holy Eucharist to those who kneel is a grave violation, and no one may impose upon them nor accuse them of disobedience.

Therefore, [3] no pastor, no youth minister, and certainly no employer may prohibit or deter any member of the faithful from receiving on his knees if he so chooses. This is the current law of the Church, to which we, as Catholics, are all bound by conscience.                                                                                                                          156.
Allow what the Church allows

A general principle to follow is this: teach what the Church teaches, condemn what the Church condemns, but allow what the Church allows. Unfortunately, this last point can sometimes be the most difficult, especially in liturgical matters. Because our worship of God is both communal and personal, each one of us has our own unique liturgical preferences.

Whatever one’s personal preference may be, we must be careful to allow what the Church allows, while nonetheless always striving for greater holiness, devotion, and reverence in worship. Or else, we risk usurping the seat of Peter and imposing our own preferences on the whole of the Church. The difficult task of allowing what the Church allows requires both humility and obedience, two virtues perfectly modeled in the Person of Christ, Whom we receive in the Most Holy Eucharist.

Paul Matenaer holds an M.T.S. from Ave Maria University, teaches for the Seat of Wisdom Diocesan Institute in the Diocese of Madison, and is currently studying canon law at St. Paul University in Ottawa, Ontario.

A good effort.  Hopefully this will be useful for the Diocese of Madison and, now, a wider audience yet.

Readers have left 54 comments
Card. Canizares: the “entire Church” should receive Communion kneeling
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/07/card-canizares-the-entire-church-should-receive-communion-kneeling-fr-z-rants/
Posted on July 28, 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
The overriding reason for why we belong to Holy Church and why we receive the sacraments and why we go to Holy Mass is the fact that one day we are going to die.

The sin of our first parents, at the prompting of the Enemy, was to think that we could be "as gods".  That sin brought suffering and death into the world.  It required a Savior, both God and man, to repair the breach we opened between the human race and God.  We are redeemed by Christ’s Sacrifice and raised in hope at the victory over death in Christ’s Resurrection and Ascension.  We are given mighty gifts through Christ’s merits by means of the Church He found and by the sacraments He instituted and by the teaching He extends down through His Apostles and their successors to our own time and places.

As a consequence, when we meet with Him in the context of our sacred worship, while we stand at times as adopted children emboldened by Christ’s proximity to us in our human nature, we also abase ourselves before Him, before the MYSTERY we encounter, as we remember that we are so very small and so very dependent and so very much not gods.

From CNA with my emphases and comments.

Spanish cardinal recommends that Catholics receive Communion on the tongue

Lima, Peru, Jul 28, 2011 / 01:56 pm (CNA) - Spanish Cardinal Antonio Canizares Llovera recently recommended that Catholics receive Communion on the tongue, while kneeling.

"It is to simply know that we are before God himself and that He came to us and that we are undeserving," the prefect of the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments said in an interview with CNA during his visit to Lima, Peru.

The cardinal’s remarks came in response to a question on whether Catholics should receive Communion in the hand or on the tongue.  [OOH-RAH!]
He recommended that Catholics "receive Communion on the tongue and while kneeling." [Do I hear an "Amen!"?]
Receiving Communion in this way, the cardinal continued, “is the sign of adoration that needs to be recovered. I think the entire Church needs to receive Communion while kneeling.” [Get that?  "entire Church".  And he means the Latin Church, of course.]
"In fact," he added, "if one receives while standing, a genuflection or profound bow should be made, and this is not happening."  [Wounded human nature being what it is.]
"If we trivialize Communion, we trivialize everything, and we cannot lose a moment as important as that of receiving Communion, of recognizing the real presence of Christ there, of the God who is the love above all loves, as we sing in a hymn in Spanish."
In response to a question about the liturgical abuses that often occur, Cardinal Canizares said they must be "corrected, especially through proper formation: formation for seminarians, for priests, for catechists, for all the Christian faithful."
Such a formation should ensure that liturgical celebrations take place "in accord with the demands and dignity of the celebration, in accord with the norms of the Church, which is the only way we can authentically celebrate the Eucharist," he added.

"Bishops have a unique responsibility" in the task of liturgical formation and the correction of abuses, the cardinal said, "and we must not fail to fulfill it, because everything we do to ensure that the Eucharist is celebrated properly will ensure proper participation in the Eucharist."
No renewal of the Church can take place without a revitalization of our Catholic identity.  No revitalization of our Catholic identity can take place without a renewal of our liturgical worship.

Without a renewal of our Church, our identity, our worship, we as Catholics cannot have an effective impact on the world around us.  We cannot fulfill Christ’s great command before His Ascension.
In the presence of God we must adopt the posture of creatures, and for just a few seconds… just a few seconds of our oh so busy lives… make ourselves lowly.

Aside from those because of physical reasons cannot kneel, for those of you think you have to stand when receiving Communion, I invite you to rethink your "position".

Do not be afraid to bend yourself and lower yourself before the coming of the Most High God, in the mystery which envelops you during Holy Mass.

Don’t think you mustn’t and can’t kneel to GOD.

I have been concerned and less than sanguine about many things I have seen going on these days, but this story and the words of Card. Canizares, are a sign of hope. This sort of article, with this recommendation for the whole Church, would have been unthinkable even, say, ten years ago, from a Prefect of the CDW.

Readers have left 76 comments
WDTPRS Poll: Preferences for reception of Communion: from priest or EMHC
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/10/wdtprs-poll-preferences-for-reception-of-communion-from-priest-or-emhc/
Posted on October 13, 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
Under another thread an idea for a WDTPRS was raised.  Please choose your answer and give your reasons in the combox, below.

Because this can be a delicate topic, I ask that you DO NOT ENGAGE each other in the combox.  Just state your own position without commenting on the comments of others in any way.  Pretend the other comments do not exist.

Top of Form

Preferences for reception of Holy Communion, I receive from...
· [image: image14.wmf]... Only a priest/deacon, never from a layperson. I receive on the tongue only.

· [image: image15.wmf]... Only a priest/deacon, never from a layperson. I receive on the tongue or hand.

· [image: image16.wmf]... Only a priest/deacon, never from a layperson. I receive on the hand only.

· [image: image17.wmf]... Either a priest/deacon or layperson. I receive on the tongue only.

· [image: image18.wmf]... Either a priest/deacon or layperson. I receive on the tongue or hand.

· [image: image19.wmf]... Either a priest/deacon or layperson. I receive on the hand only.

View Results
Bottom of Form

Extraordinary Communion minister at a TLM if the priest is infirm
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/11/quaeritur-extraordinary-communion-minister-at-a-tlm-if-the-priest-is-infirm/          

Posted on November 15, 2011 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

May a duly commissioned Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion distribute the host at Mass in the Extraordinary Form when the celebrating priest is physically impeded from doing so?

It would seem that paragraph 28 of Universae Ecclesiae precludes the innovation of Extraordinary Ministers:

28 – Praeterea, cum sane de lege speciali agitur, quoad materiam propriam, Litterae Apostolicae Summorum Pontificum derogant omnibus legibus liturgicis, sacrorum rituum propriis, exinde ab anno 1962 promulgatis, et cum rubricis librorum liturgicorum anni 1962 non congruentibus.

This paragraph is commonly understood to exclude female altar servers and communion in the hand. Yet what of Extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion when a genuine pastoral situation seems to necessitate these?

I double-checked with a canonist on this.  It is a good question.  Let’s find some solutions.

Universae Ecclesiae does seem to preclude the use of Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion at Mass in the Extraordinary Form.

So, what should be done when the priest is infirm and there is no other priest or deacon or even instituted acolyte around?

The first possibility is simply to announce that Holy Communion will not be distributed at that Mass.   The faithful are not obliged to receive Communion, even on a day of precept.  Attendance, not Communion, fulfills the precept.  If the priest is physically impeded from doing so, he is not obliged to distribute Communion.   He is not bound to do something that is not possible.  People can make a spiritual communion in such a case.  No doubt they will want to pray for vocations.
There would be a possibility of a duly commissioned Extraordinary Minister distributing Communion before or after Mass with the proper prayers, etc.

The exclusion of Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion at Mass in the Extraordinary Form is disciplinary law, not constitutive law. Therefore, in accord with canon 87, the diocesan bishop could grant a dispensation from this provision. I don’t especially like that solution, but it is a possibility.

If this is going to be happening often, in a regular way, it would be a good idea to seek the dispensation from the Pontifical Commission "Ecclesia Dei".  A dispensation would probably be more readily given were an Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion were he an instituted Acolyte stably part of that group. Also, the group could petition the local bishop for a deacon (permanent or transitional) to help with Holy Communion at those Masses if a priest would not be available.

Readers have left 22 comments
Purifying fingers after handling the Eucharist… not
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/02/quaeritur-purifying-fingers-after-handling-the-eucharist-not/           

Posted on February 19, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

I went to a well said Latin low Mass this morning. The celebrant and a deacon gave communion to the faithful. The celebrant followed the rubrics after communion to consume the sacred particles and rinse his fingers. However, the deacon just simply went back to his seat in the sanctuary. There could have been sacred particles on his fingers. In the old days I believe the sacred ministers of communion would have rinsed their fingers in the sacrarium in the sacristy.
The New Mass rubrics are so sloppy on this, but would you know if any minister of communion should also rinse his fingers as does the celebrant after communion in the EF Mass? What about keeping the index finger and thumb together until these have been rinsed.

First, let’s make a couple distinctions. It is okay for deacons to distribute Communion in the Extraordinary Form. Also, had the helper been a priest or a bishop, rather than a deacon, the question about purifying one’s fingers would be the same. This isn’t something about deacons. That said, in the past, permanent diaconate formation in some places has not always been very… thorough. I have met deacons, great and willing and good-hearted men, who knew very little about what was going on. I have met a few whose knowledge would put 90% of the priests I know to shame. Alas, the former group is larger than the later. I think the numbers are shifting in the right direction. But I said this wasn’t about deacons qua deacons.

The additional Minister of Communion ought to have purified his fingers. Even if he didn’t think he had any particles on his fingers, he should have purified his fingers. Why? But people (like you) are often very attentive to everything that happens – or doesn’t happen – in a sanctuary. Had he purified his fingers, you wouldn’t have been distracted by the fact that he did not and we should never have met.  Decide for yourself whether that last point is good or bad.

Now, let’s grant the fellow the benefit of the doubt: maybe he just forgot. Though it is entirely possible the deacon just didn’t know to do this, perhaps he just forgot!

Don’t climb all over him. Don’t assume he doesn’t believe in the presence of the Lord in Eucharist, or that he is a secret Lutheran, blah blah blah. If the deacon does this regularly, however, perhaps a discreet mention of the fact to the priest some time down the line could clue Father in on a point which, on his own, he could let the deacon/other minister know about.

People have a learning curve when it comes to recovering all the details. Some were fortunate enough to absorb it by osmosis or by really good training. Others slowly pick it up.

Anyway, if someone doesn’t know what we are talking about, there ought to be a small cup of water, normally with a cover, next to the door of the tabernacle. It is called an "ablution cup".

Someone should do a study, with a graph of course, of the presence of and use of an ablution cup against the rigid imposition of Communion in the hand.

When one handles the Blessed Sacrament, and one is not the celebrant at Mass who will purify his fingers in the normal course of events, you use that small cup and small linen towel, to make sure that no particle of the Eucharist has remained on your fingers.  The ablution cup could also be used for a Host which may need to be dissolved before putting the liquid down the sacrarium.  Then there’s the not-so-legendary-maniple-pin-transfixed-enormous-chalice-invading-spider …

The Eucharist is not less the Eucharist in the Ordinary Form than it is in the Extraordinary.  But, alas, I have seen some shockingly relaxed practices concerning handling the Eucharist in some places. We would do well to recover traditional discipline in this matter, a discipline which leads not to soul-crushing anxiety or scrupulosity, but to reverence and awe at what we are privileged to do.

Furthermore, I think Communion in the hand should be abolished. So there!

Readers have left 23 comments
Five wounds inflicted on Christ’s Mystical Body through our liturgy

http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/03/five-wounds-inflicted-on-christs-mystical-body-through-our-liturgy/            

Posted on March 14, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf                                                                                              159.
Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Kazakhstan gave a speech on 15 January 2012 in which he listed "five wounds" of the liturgical mystical body of Christ. His whole address is on Paix Liturgique.

His basic premise is that the rupture in our liturgical worship that has resulted in abuses after the Council and because of going beyond the Council’s 6 clear mandates in Sacrosanctum Concilium about liturgical reform, have resulted in wounds to Christ’s Body the Church.

Then he goes through "five wounds" of the liturgical mystical body of Christ.

You can read his explanations on your own, but here are my bullet points based on Bp. Schneider’s text:

1. Mass versus populum.

2. Communion in the hand.

3. The Novus Ordo Offertory prayers.

4. Disappearance of Latin in the Ordinary Form.

5. Liturgical services of lector and acolyte by women and ministers in lay clothing.

Readers have left 65 comments
“For the first time in almost 40 years I received Communion on the tongue…”
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/03/for-the-first-time-in-almost-40-years-i-received-communion-on-the-tongue/             

Posted on March 18, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

For the first time in almost 40 years I received on the tongue at this evening’s vigil Mass. I have been debating for a long time, due to your witness and also that of some faithful friends and relatives. I’m trying to find the words to express what I want to say about it, the best I can do right now is the ‘rightness’ of receiving that way. I just seemed right. We attended a more traditionally minded parish tonight, with a great priest and I guess that’s why I chose tonight. I can’t help but wonder what my pastor will think if/when I present myself that way in my home parish.
Good for you.

The Church’s law right now in most places permits people to receive on the hand.  I hope someday that that permission will be rescinded.   Until then, I hope many more people will make this decision.

People need to take the matter… ehem… into their own hands.

Readers have left 30 comments
If we have to agree with Vatican II do we have to agree with Communion in the hand, altar girls, EMHCs, etc?
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/05/quaeritur-if-we-have-to-agree-with-vatican-ii-do-we-have-to-agree-with-communion-in-the-hand-altar-girls-emhcs-etc/             

Posted on May 25, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

I’m wondering what type of assent we as Catholics are supposed to give to the Vatican II council. Also do we have an obligation to agree with things like Communion in the hand, and other parts in the liturgy that are special permissions (use of EMHCs, female altar servers, etc)? I’m not sure if they came from Vatican II or not but I heard they came
later.

The things you mention are not from any of the documents of Vatican II. They are innovations that were imposed by liberals in the name of Vatican II. Altar girls and Communion in the hand are, today, licit, but they developed against the Church’s clear laws at the time. They obtained approval after the fact.

I am sure the readership here will have nothing else to say and will have no additional comments or opinions.

I will now back out of the room.

Readers have left 47 comments
Card. Burke on concelebration, priests ad-libbing and saying Mass in the state of mortal sin

http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/07/card-burke-on-concelebration-priests-ad-libbing-and-saying-mass-in-the-state-of-mortal-sin/              

Posted on July 10, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf 
As you know, I think concelebration should be safe, legal and rare.  I also think that priests should stick to the words in the books and do what the rubrics say.  I, moreover, think that priests who continue to commit liturgical abuses should be brought back to their senses through censures.

At CNA there is an article about Cardinal Burke opines about these very things!

My cuts and emphases and comments
Cardinal Burke cautions against over-use of concelebration, By David Kerr

Cork, Ireland, Jul 10, 2012 / 01:42 pm (CNA) - Cardinal Raymond L. Burke believes that the "excessive" use of concelebration – the practice of priests saying Mass collectively – can result in their unique role in the sacred liturgy being obscured.

"I don’t think there should be an excessive encouragement of concelebration because the norm is for the individual priest to offer the holy sacrifice of the Mass," the head of the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signatura told CNA July 9.                                                                                                                                                  160.
"If it is repeated too frequently, it can develop within him a sense of being another one of the participants instead of actually being the priest who is offering the Mass." [Do I hear an "Amen!"?] [...]

The former Archbishop of St. Louis worried that, whereas the priest’s action is distinct, he "can seem to be participating in the Mass in the same manner as the congregation" if he concelebrates too often. "That’s the danger I see in excessive concelebration," he said.

The cardinal’s words of caution echo comments made recently by the head of the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship, Cardinal Antonio Cañizares. He told a gathering at Rome’s University of the Holy Cross on March 5 that that the "widening of the faculty to concelebrate needs to be moderated, as we can see when we read the (Second Vatican) Council texts."
Cardinal Cañizares explained that concelebration "is an extraordinary, solemn and public rite, normally presided over by the bishop or his delegate," surrounded by his priests and the entire community. But "the daily concelebrations of priests only, which are practiced 'privately'…do not form part of the Latin liturgical tradition," he said. [Do I hear another "Amen!"?]
In a wide-ranging interview, Cardinal Burke also outlined the reasons why a priest should not ad-lib his own words or prayers during Mass, since he "is the servant of the rite" and "not the protagonist – Christ is."
"So it is absolutely wrong for the priest to think, 'how can I make this more interesting?' or 'how can I make this better?'" he said.

He also noted with approval how the 1917 Code of Canon Law – since superseded by a new code promulgated in 1983 – explicitly stated that a priest should "accurately and devoutly observe the rubrics of his liturgical books to beware lest he add other ceremonies or prayers according to his own judgment."  [SAY THE BLACK - DO THE RED?]
"What kind of thinking is it on our part for me to think that I can improve on the liturgy that has been handed on in the Church down the centuries? This is absurd," Cardinal Burke stated.

Similarly, the cardinal commended the 1917 Code for its clear stipulation that a priest in the state of mortal sin should refrain from celebrating Mass "without first availing himself of sacramental confession" or as soon as possible "in the absence of a confessor," when the Mass is "a case of necessity" and he has "made an act of perfect contrition."
"Well, simply that canon that was in the 1917 code was eliminated and I think it should be reintroduced, because the idea of worthiness pertains in a preeminent way to the priest who is offering the sacrifice," he said.

The 64-year-old from Wisconsin now resides in Rome, where he is a close collaborator of Pope Benedict XVI. Like the present pontiff, Cardinal Burke also believes that any reform of the sacred liturgy "has to be rooted in the teaching of the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council" and "properly connected to the tradition" of the Church.

That means avoiding or removing various innovations, including the regular use of "communion services" led by a layperson or religious whenever a parish is without a priest to offer Sunday Mass. [Would that include receiving Communion in the hand, while standing?  I think so.] 
"It is not good for people to participate repeatedly in these kinds of services on a Sunday because they lose the sense that the Blessed Sacrament, Holy Communion comes from the sacrifice," he explained. [...]

The Church’s chief justice also believes that there is a direct correlation between "the hesitation" in applying canonical penalties in recent decades and "the abuses and the violation of Church law" that have occurred in liturgical areas.  [Yet another "Amen!" brothers and sister!]
Such penalties, he explained, are "firstly medicinal," aimed at "getting a person’s attention to the gravity of what he is doing and to call him back." "The penalties are needed," he said.

"If in 20 centuries of the life of the Church there was always the need for sanctions, why in our century should we suddenly think they are not necessary? This is also absurd."
WDTPRS kudos to Card. Burke.

And if the liberals don’t like the idea of penalties, let’s call them taxes!
[See How to tell priests you don’t want concelebration, http://wdtprs.com/blog/2011/02/quaeritur-how-to-tell-priests-you-dont-want-concelebration/] 
Readers have left 22 comments
PCED response to two “dubia” about “legitimacy” in Universae Ecclesiae
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/08/important-pced-response-to-two-dubia-about-legitimacy-in-universae-ecclesiae/ 
Posted on August 25, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
I am on the road, and it is hard for me to work with this, but here is a first go at something which I think is pretty important.

The following article copy-pasted from the PDF of the 8/23/2012 edition of The Wanderer.

Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei… Issues Response Favorable To Traditionalists

A bishop who wishes to remain anonymous recently submitted two dubia to the Pontifical Ecclesia Dei Commission [Actually, it's PCED.], regarding the interpretation of "legitimacy" in the 2011 instruction Universae Ecclesiae, n. 19.
                                                                                                                                                                             161.
The response from the commission is conciliatory to hard-line traditionalist groups [ehem... and not so "hard line" also.  Who wrote this?] such as the SSPX, because Rome is only requiring devotees of the Extraordinary Form Mass to acknowledge that the Ordinary Form is "legitimate" from the standpoint of human (ecclesiastical) law, not necessarily from the standpoint of divine law. [That seemed reasonable to me, since Summorum Pontificum is a juridical document.] It also means Rome is not requiring Catholics who want access to the Extraordinary Form Mass to admit that such innovations as altar girls and Communion in the hand are acceptable in God’s sight. We reprint below the letter submitted by the bishop and the response of the pontifical commission.

The author of the bishop’s letter is a retired theology professor. He passed that letter and the Roman response to The Wanderer after the response was forwarded to him by the bishop concerned.

Two Dubia Submitted To The Pontifical Commission [Alas, we don't have the date, though I think we can assume that it was fairly recent.]
In article 19 of the commission’s instruction of April 30, 2011, Universae Ecclesiae (UE), it is laid down that those Catholics who desire celebrations of the Eucharist in the extraordinary form of the Roman Rite (using the 1962 Missal) may not support, or be members of, any groups which "challenge the validity or legitimacy" (validitatem vel legitimitatem impugnent) of the ordinary form.

While very few still question the validity of Mass celebrated with the reformed Roman Missal, certain prominent "traditionalist" groups, individuals, and publications have been openly and defiantly challenging its legitimacy.  [In a nutshell, while most will admit that Paul VI had the juridical, legislative authority to impose the Novus Ordo, he didn't have the - let's put it this way - moral or even religious authority.  He had the right/power but he didn't really have the right.] However, there often appears to be confusion and conflicting assumptions in these circles as to how, precisely, the latter word is to be understood. As a result, it is not always clear to those priests wishing to serve Catholics attached to the traditional liturgy whether or not some of these folks are in fact in compliance with this requirement of the Apostolic See enunciated in UE, n. 19.

In order, therefore, to clarify this matter and facilitate a consistent pastoral application of article 19, could the Commission graciously consider and respond to the following two dubia? [He set this up well.]
1. Whether legitimitas in UE, article 19, is to be understood as meaning:

(a) duly promulgated by appropriate procedures of ecclesiastical law (ius ecclesiasticum); [let's call that 1A] or

(b) in accord with both ecclesiastical law and divine law (ius divinum), that is, neither doctrinally unorthodox nor otherwise displeasing to God. [1B]
2. If (b) above represents the mind of the Commission in regard to the meaning of legitimitas, whether UE, n. 19 is then to be understood as allowing access to Mass in the extraordinary form:

(a) only to those Catholics who do not challenge the legitimacy of any specific text or practice whatsoever that has been duly approved by either universal or local ecclesiastical law for use in celebrating the ordinary form; [altar girls, Communion in the hand, etc. - 2A] or

(b) to those faithful mentioned in (a) [2A] and also to those who acknowledge in principle the legitimacy of Masses celebrated according to the reformed Roman Missal and its General Instruction, but not the legitimacy of certain specific practices which, while not mandated therein, are permitted as options by universal or local liturgical law. [altar girls, Communion in the hand, EMHCs, etc., are all permitted.  They are actually deviations from the norm (i.e. male only service, Communion on the tongue, distribution by clergy, etc.]
The second dubium has in mind those many traditionally inclined Catholics who accept the legitimacy (in sense l [b] above [the Novus Ordo is "legitimate" by both Church law and divine law]) of ordinary-form Masses in which more traditional options are used, [I am not sure the questioner gets this wording right here, but go on...] but who regard as wrong and displeasing to God certain practices which were for many centuries universally disapproved and forbidden by the Church but which are now permitted by the local liturgical law of many or most dioceses or episcopal conferences (e.g., Communion given in the hand, female altar service, and the use of extraordinary lay ministers of Communion).  [Clear?]
Rome’s Response
Pontificia Commissio Ecclesia Dei
Prot. 156/2009 [WOAH  2009?  This goes back a while.  So, the questions raised were raised a long time ago and were recast in a new form after UE came out, or the PCED decided to economize and not open another protocol number and use a new folder.  If it were not something that was a continuation, it would have a protocol of 2012.  Anyway, Father's tired and his brain hurts.]
Vatican City, 23 May 2012

Your Excellency,

This Pontifical Commission has received, via your Excellency’s good offices, a copy of a correspondence from [name blacked out] placing before the Commission two dubia as to the interpretation of article 19 of this Commission’s Instruction Universae Ecclesiae.

The first [dubium] asked whether legitimas in UE, article 19, is to be understood as meaning:

(a) Duly promulgated by appropriate procedures of ecclesiastical law (ius ecclesiasticum); or

(b) In accord with both ecclesiastical law and divine law (ius divinum), that is, neither doctrinally unorthodox nor otherwise displeasing to God.

                                                                                                                                                                             162.
This Pontifical Commission would limit itself to saying that legitimas is to be understood in the sense of 1(a). The second [dubium] is responded to by this answer. [Interesting.  They answer the 1st dubium.  Instead of then going on to say to the 2nd dubium either yes or no explicitly, the response says no (that is, it is not to be considered "legitimate" also in the sense of ius divinum, that is, stick with the answer we just gave you. In other words, it is A (ius ecclesiasticum and not also ius divinum) but we don't want to go into the weeds.]
With the hope that Your Excellency will communicate the contents of this letter to the individual concerned, this Pontifical Commission takes this opportunity to renew its sentiments of esteem.

Sincerely yours in Christ

Mons. Guido Pozzo
Secretary

My impression is "When you get the answer you want, don’t keep asking." The PCED answered ius ecclesiasticum (at least) and then stopped. "'Shut up!' they explained", isn’t quite it, but I’ll take it.

By this response, the PCED is clarifying that those who want the older form of Mass do NOT have to admit that practices such as Communion in the hand, or altar girls, or EMHCs, etc., are good.  They might be legal, but they might also be abominations in the sight of God … depending on your point of view.  Furthermore, a priest or a bishop cannot say "Because your group, over there at St. Cunigunda’s in Frostbite Falls, denies the 'legitimacy' of altar girls, you therefore do not quality as a stable group that can ask for the Extraordinary Form."
Readers have left 38 comments
Priest denied me Communion in the hand

http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/09/quaeritur-priest-denied-me-communion-in-the-hand/
Posted on September 9, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

I tend not to be legalistic but when visiting that church the priest pressed my hand quite rudely and hissed “We do not take it in the hand here”. I wonder if I should send him a note. God bless you.

Brief, but I think we get the idea.

I strongly doubt that the priest hissed.  What is this, Harry Potter?

However, the choice of the word "hissed" underscores how sensitive people are to liturgical moments.  Communion is… should be… a vulnerable moment.

I loathe Communion in the hand.  On the first full day of my pontificate as Pius the Tenth the Second, or maybe Clement XV, or perhaps John XXIII… I will abolish it by means of a Bull, which I shall also read from the central loggia of St. John Lateran… with full social media coverage and live internet streaming.

Priests should not deny people Holy Communion in the hand if they are in a place where the bishop has given permission for Communion in the hand.

It can happen that, in the course of distribution, the altar boy may be holding the paten in such a way that the priest doesn’t see the hands, the surprised tongue pops out, BAM, on we go.  That happened to me at least once this morning, but it was pretty clear that this was just a mechanical thing, and not Father-denied-Communion, etc.

However, from the better readings of Summorum Pontificum and Universae Ecclesiae it seems that during celebrations of Holy Mass with the Extraordinary Form, communicants are not to receive in the hand, even where it is permitted. That said, I think that even in EF celebrations, priests should be very careful not to bruise the sensibilities of newcomers, who, by the time of Communion, probably think they are on another planet.

They are right.  They are on another planet is some sense.

But let’s be careful and gentle with them.

And may we also review how PROPERLY to receive in the hand?

We do NOT receive one-handed.
We do NOT use pintcher fingers.
We do NOT cup hands next to each other.
We do NOT lick the Host up.
We do NOT swap the Host back and forth.
We do NOT rattle Jesus around in the hand before popping Him.

In the meantime… dear readers…

… Please please please just STOP receiving Communion in the hand.

Please?  You are making me sad.

Readers have left 58 comments
Did Jesus feed the Apostles on the tongue at the Last Supper? http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/09/quaeritur-did-jesus-feed-the-apostles-on-the-tongue-at-the-last-supper/ 
Posted on September 11, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

Father, do you think Jesus fed His apostles on the tongue when he instituted the Eucharist?

I think it is very likely.                                                                                                                                            163.
You may try to respond that He didn’t.  Gratis asseritur.

But, I’ll play along….

I respond saying, I hope He did give Himself to them, directly on the tongue, as they knelt, one by one.  And I hope it looked just like Tissot’s painting!  Or maybe like van Wassenhove’s version!

Better yet, I hope they even set up a communion rail, with cloths draped over it and used patens.   Yah, that’s right!  I hope the Last Supper looked just like a Traditional Latin Pontifical Mass of Ordination.  Yah!  I’ll bet they had bells too, and burses and maniples and, of course, birettas!  And when it was over, all the women got to do was scrape beeswax off the gold candlesticks.

"But Father! But Father!" some of you will by now be barking, flecks of saliva sullying your monitor, "You hate Vatican II!  You think the Last Supper was a 'Tridentine Mass'!  Did they ring bells?  Did they have 'fiddle-backs'? PAH!  Vatican II was the beginning of a new era of us being church together!  EVERYBODY SING NOW!

♫ Not in the dark of buildings confining, not in some heaven, light years away – ♪
Here in this place the new light is shining, now is the kingdom, and now is the day. Gather us in …. ♫"
SILENCE!

Okay, That’s enough.

We don’t know how the Last Supper unfolded.  However, it was common in ancient world all around the Mediterranean that people would recline to eat, and do so not so much facing each other as being angled out toward the open room, with the host of the meal in the chief place.

In any event, we are not biblical positivists.  We don’t have to, and should not, force Mass to be like a mid-1st century Jewish meal.  That would be an impossible task of inappropriate liturgical archaeology.  Holy Church’s understanding of what the Lord gave us in the Eucharist deepened over time brought us to a reverence that needed appropriate physical gestures of humility. Now that much of the reverence for the Eucharist has been undermined, over decades, people also don’t know why they should adopt positions of humility in the presence of the Eucharistic Lord. As the practice of standing and receiving in the hand spread, a vicious circle was created which further eroded reverence in congregations.

I hope people will on their own choose to receive Holy Communion only on the tongue.

We need more kneeling, more Holy Communions in the state of grace, received directly on the tongue, from the consecrated hands of priests. So there.

Readers have left 30 comments
How to contact Fr. John Zuhlsdorf

http://wdtprs.com/blog/contact-fr-z/ 

Communion-in-the-hand.org

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/
[image: image20.png]“It is the mission of the Congregation for Divine Worship and Sacraments
to work to promote Pope Benedict's emphasis on the traditional practices
of liturgy, such as reception of Communion on the tongue while kneeling.”

- Cardinal Llovers, Prefect for the Vatican's Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments, 2009




In 1969 Pope Paul VI, with serious misgivings, published Memoriale Domini and opened the fateful door to communion-in-the-hand. He stated that the traditional way of receiving on the tongue was preferable, and then spelled out the threat to Holy Communion with very specific warnings:

"A change in a matter of such moment, based on a most ancient and venerable tradition, does not merely affect discipline. It carries certain dangers with it which may arise from the new manner of administering Holy Communion: the danger of a loss of reverence for the august sacrament of the altar, of profanation, of adulterating the true doctrine."

All of the pope’s misgivings have come true. The Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of our Savior is frequently being treated with disdain and irreverence; communion-in-the-hand has opened the door to trivialization, sacrilege, abuse and indifference. The vast majority of Roman Catholics no longer kneel to receive Him, and a significant percentage of Catholics no longer recognize the Holy Eucharist as the Real Presence.

As Memoriale Domini dictates, Rome firmly respects your right to receive on the tongue and encourages you to do so. No priest in the world has the right to refuse communion in the traditional manner.

EXTRAORDINARY MINISTERS
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/extraordinary-ministers.html
[image: image21.png]the use of extraordinary ministers during the Mass has no historical precedent.
Not a shred of evidence can be brought forward to prove that Holy Communion

‘has ever been distributed during the liturgy by anyone but a bishap, priest or deacon.”
~Michael Daves,  Privilege of the Orined, 1990




Extraordinary Ministers "Extraordinary ministers" are to be employed only in extraordinary circumstances

For close to two thousand years a multitude of Church apologists believed that only those fortunate few who were ordained had the right to touch the Body of Christ. Roughly eleven centuries ago the practice of communion-in-the-hand was forbidden, and for a thousand years the Real Presence was received exclusively on the tongue.

In the 1960’s the Catholic Church in Belgium and Holland accepted the Protestant idea that anyone could touch communion. These early adopters of communion-in-the-hand failed to realize that Protestants had nothing to lose: only those ordained in the Catholic Church are capable of turning bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Our Savior – transubstantiation.

Protestants don’t believe in the Real Presence and have nothing to lose by touching "communion". It is merely bread and wine. On the other hand, Catholics have everything to lose by treating the Real Presence carelessly or irreverently. Roman Catholicism is the cradle of the Holy Eucharist, a gift from Jesus Christ Himself at the Last Supper – an incalculable treasure available to all those who believe in and adore the Real Presence, which is God Himself.

From Belgium and Holland the practice of laypeople receiving communion-in-the-hand soon spread to other countries. Desiring not to correct a bishop of the Church, Pope Paul VI concurred and – in 1969 – issued Memoriale Domini, allowing communion-in-the-hand under specific circumstances.

By 1977 the practice of communion-in-the-hand in the U.S. was successfully sponsored by then-Archbishop Joseph Bernardin, president of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops. By then Rome had introduced and allowed "extraordinary ministers," laypeople who could distribute Holy Communion under "extraordinary" limited circumstances. The document authorizing the introduction of extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist is an Instruction of the Sacred Congregation for Divine Worship, issued on January 29, 1973, entitled Immensae Caritatis. It authorizes the use of extraordinary ministers in "case of genuine necessity."
What are those circumstances of genuine necessity? They are listed as whenever…
1. there is no priest, deacon, or acolyte;

2. these are prevented from administering Holy Communion because of another pastoral ministry or because of ill health or advanced age;

3. the number of the faithful requesting Holy Communion is such that the celebration of Mass or the distribution of the Eucharist outside Mass would be unduly prolonged.

The Instruction stipulates that:

Since these faculties are granted only for the spiritual good of the faithful and for cases of genuine necessity priests are to remember that they are not thereby excused from the task of distributing the Eucharist to the faithful who legitimately request it, and especially from taking and giving it to the sick.

The problem is the wording in Immensae Caritatis – "unduly prolonged," which could be 5 minutes or 55 minutes, and is completely arbitrary. Latching onto this excuse, some clergy flooded churches worldwide with volunteer extraordinary ministers. To shield the error, "extraordinary minister" was eventually dropped in favor of the more acceptable term "eucharistic minister."
Yet even this euphemism cannot hide the simple fact that the practice is reserved for "extraordinary circumstances," and not for everyday usage. Thus the abuse of communion-in-the-hand was mirrored by laypeople who – in the vast majority of cases – should never be allowed to touch the Real Presence for the simple reason that circumstances seldom demand it.

QUOTATIONS
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/quotations.html
[image: image22.png]“All that has been elaborated on until now permits us to realize that the history of
the reintroduction of communion in the hand is nothing other than the triumph

of an act of disobedience.”
~MostRer. Juan RodoloLise, Bishop Emertus ofSan Lis, Argenting, 2011




See pages 7 through 11
NEWS
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/news.html
1. Bishop Schneider Says: Communion in the Hand is a Great Wound in the Church, Kreuz.net, May 31, 2012
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/news/012.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 
A reform of the Church is advanced by an end to Communion in the hand and supper tables. Proceedings and Old Liberal committees will play a completely subordinate role.
"The more committees, the more proceedings, the more fear of public opinion and the politically correct, the less there will be real reforms in the Church."

This is what Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider from Astana in Kazakhstan said on Pentecost Sunday at the Swabian pilgrimage Maria Vesperbild.                                                                                                                          165.
For Msgr Schneider it is "more than clear that the Church has experienced a great crisis."

Communion is Handed out like Bread 

The crisis shows itself in its most gripping in the declining Liturgy, for the prelate: "Today's manner of receiving Communion spread throughout the world is a great wound."

The body of Christ has been received "without recognizable sacred gestures of worship".

Hand communion leaves one with the impression as if one is taking a regular meal, which "one puts in ones' own mouth".

The Bible gives a different example of reverence 

Msgr Schneider recalled that the angel and prophets in Holy Scripture knelt before Jesus Christ:

"How great is the contrast between today's widely spread form of hand communion with the minimalistic signs of reverence on the one side and the glorious examples in Holy Scripture and the examples of Catholics for the past two thousand years, and also the edifying examples of our own associates, parents, and grandparents on the other side."

The example of the Pope 

Msgr Schneider recalled then that Pope Benedict XVI has been distributing Holy Communion in the mouth since Corpus Christi of 2008 to the faithful on their knees:

"A true Catholic, and even more a Catholic Bishop, can not ignore the Pope's gestures."

That would be a true renewal 

For the Auxiliary Bishop it would be a poignant sign of Faith if all the Masses world-wide "were brought back to clear signs of reverence, silence, the holiness of the music".

He criticized the supper table very carefully: priests and people should interiorly and exteriorly look together upon Christ, he said.

All faithful should "receive the body of Christ self-evidently in the state of sanctifying grace, having gone to confession, and to receive it directly in the mouth with the piety of a child."

In this Msgr Schneider sees "powerful sings of a true renewal in the Church".

In such Masses a God fearing man should fall on his knees and say: Verily, God is among you [1 Corinthians 14: 24-25]

2. Communion on the Tongue Should Be Mandatory – April 1, 2012 – Socon or Bust
http://www.socon.ca/communion-on-the-tongue-should-be-mandatory/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
The Manner of Receiving Holy Communion 

11. As with the issue of service at the altar by men and boys,[1] the question of the manner of receiving Communion at celebrations of the Extraordinary Form of the Roman Rite is settled by the Instruction Universae Ecclesiae (2011), which upholds the bindingness, in celebrations of the Extraordinary Form, of the liturgical law in force in 1962.[2] This specifies that Holy Communion is to be received by the Faithful kneeling and on the tongue.

22. Whereas service at the altar by females has been permitted in the Ordinary Form at the discretion of the local Ordinary, the prohibition on the reception of Holy Communion by the Faithful in the hand was expressly reiterated by Pope Paul VI,[3] who merely noted that applications for a derogation of the law would need to be made by an Episcopal Conference to the Holy See. To explain the value of this practice, as this paper seeks to do, is to explain the value of the Church’s own legislation.
Kneeling
33. As Pope Benedict XVI has observed. 'Kneeling does not come from any one culture — it comes from the Bible and its knowledge of God.'[4] As he goes on to elaborate, kneeling is found in numerous passages of Scripture as a proper attitude both of supplicatory prayer, and of adoration in the presence of God. In kneeling, we follow the example of Our Lord Himself,[5] fulfil Philippians’ Hymn of Christ,[6] and conform ourselves to the heavenly liturgy glimpsed in the Book of Revelations.[7] The Holy Father concludes:

It may well be that kneeling is alien to modern culture — insofar as it is a culture, for this culture has turned away from the faith and no longer knows the One before whom kneeling is the right, indeed the intrinsically necessary gesture. The man who learns to believe learns also to kneel, and a faith or a liturgy no longer familiar with kneeling would be sick at the core. Where it has been lost, kneeling must be rediscovered, so that, in our prayer, we remain in fellowship with the apostles and martyrs, in fellowship with the whole cosmos, indeed in union with Jesus Christ Himself.[8]

44. It remains to observe that the moment of one’s reception of the Body of Our Blessed Lord in the Blessed Sacrament is an appropriate moment to kneel, and doing so is a very longstanding tradition in the West.[9] Blessed Pope John Paul II reminds us that the proper attitude in receiving Holy Communion is 'the humility of the Centurion in the Gospel':[10] this attitude is both manifested and nurtured by the recognised posture of humility, of kneeling. The requirement, in the current discipline of the Church, that a 'gesture of reverence' be made before Holy Communion is received,[11] is fulfilled in a most natural and unforced manner by receiving while kneeling.
On the Tongue
55. The reception of Holy Communion on the tongue, as opposed to in the hand, while not the exclusive practice of the Early Church, does go back to the earliest times. It is attested by St Ephrem the Syriac,[12] the ancient Liturgy of St James,[13] Pope St Leo the Great,[14] and Pope St Gregory the Great.[15]                          166.
Our Lord seems to have placed bread directly in the mouth of Judas at the Last Supper,[16] and may have used the same method for the Consecrated Species. The spread of this method throughout the Church (with distinct variants for East and West) derived naturally from the great concern of the Fathers that no particle of the consecrated Host be lost. St Cyril of Jerusalem (invariably cited for his description of Communion in the hand)[17] cautions that fragments of the Host should be considered more precious than gold dust;[18] a similar concern is shown by Tertullian,[19] St Jerome,[20] Origen,[21] St Ephrem,[22] and others.[23] This concern is rooted in Scripture, in the command of Our Lord to the Disciples following the Feeding of the Multitude, a type of the Eucharist: 'Gather up the fragments that remain, lest they be lost.'[24]

66. This concern is reiterated, and linked to the value of reception on the tongue, by the Instruction Memoriale Domini (1969), which summarises a number of considerations in favour of the traditional manner of distributing Holy Communion:  In view of the state of the Church as a whole today, this manner of distributing Holy Communion must be observed, not only because it rests upon a tradition of many centuries but especially because it is a sign of the reverence of the faithful toward the Eucharist. The practice in no way detracts from the personal dignity of those who approach this great Sacrament and it is a part of the preparation needed for the most fruitful reception of the Lord’s body.[25]

This reverence is a sign of Holy Communion not in "common bread and drink"[26] but in the Body and Blood of the Lord. …

In addition, this manner of communicating, which is now to be considered as prescribed by custom, gives more effective assurance that Holy Communion will be distributed with the appropriate reverence, decorum, and dignity; that any danger of profaning the Eucharistic species, in which "the whole and entire Christ, God and man, is substantially contained and permanently present in a unique way,"[27] will be avoided; and finally that the diligent care which the Church has always commended for the very fragments of the consecrated bread will be maintained: "If you have allowed anything to be lost, consider this a lessening of your own members."[28]
77. The possibility that Holy Communion in the hand might lead to a 'deplorable lack of respect towards the eucharistic species' was confirmed by Bl. Pope John Paul II.[29] The danger of deliberate profanation of the Blessed Sacrament, also noted in Memoriale Domini, has also sadly become evident, in an age in which sacrilegious acts can be made public on the internet to the scandal of Catholics all over the world. This issue is raised again by the Instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum (2004), which again refers to the distribution of the Blessed Sacrament exclusively on the tongue as the effective remedy:
If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful.[30]

88. Bl. Pope John Paul II raised a related issue when he wrote 'To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained'.[31] He links this to the consecration of the hands of the priest.[32] This recalls a famous passage of St Thomas Aquinas, cited in this regard in an official statement of the Office for the Liturgical Celebrations of the Supreme Pontiff:[33]

…out of reverence towards this Sacrament, nothing touches it, but what is consecrated; hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest’s hands, for touching this Sacrament. Hence, it is not lawful for anyone else to touch it except from necessity, for instance, if it were to fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency.[34]

99. Insofar as we see this traditional method as having developed over time, this is not an argument against it but a testimony to the important considerations which consistently led to its adoption. As Pope Pius XII famously affirmed in Mediator Dei (1948), more ancient practices are not ipso facto to be preferred to practices which have evolved under the guidance of the Holy Spirit over many centuries.[35]
 

Conclusion
110. The importance of an inner attitude of humility, stressed both by Bl. Pope John Paul II, and by the requirement for a 'gesture of reverence',[36] is not only a matter of decorum before the Real Presence of Our Lord, important as that is. Rather, the grace received by the communicant is dependent upon his or her disposition, and the cultivation of the correct disposition, that of humility and child-like receptivity, is facilitated by reception both kneeling and on the tongue. As Pope Paul VI emphasised: it is 'part of the preparation needed for the most fruitful reception of the Lord’s body.'[37]

111. This value of the traditional method was reiterated by Pope Benedict XVI’s decision to distribute Holy Communion himself to kneeling communicants on the tongue. The official commentary on this decision cites both the concern about the loss of particles of the Consecrated Host, and a concern to increase among the faithful devotion to the Real Presence of Christ in the Sacrament of the Eucharist.[38] Further, the traditional method is called an ‘external sign’ to 'promote understanding of this great sacramental mystery'.[39]

112. In the specific context of the Extraordinary Form of the Roman Rite, the exclusive practice of receiving Holy Communion kneeling and on the tongue goes hand in hand with the great reverence shown to the Blessed Sacrament in that Form by the celebrating priest. Two examples would be the priest’s double genuflection at the Consecration, and the holding together of thumb and forefinger, from the Consecration to the Purification of the Chalice. Reception of Communion in the hand would create a harmful dissonance with other elements of the liturgy. The matter is well expressed in the Instruction Il Padre, incomprensibile (1996), addressed to the Oriental Churches, on the importance of maintaining the manner of receiving Holy Communion traditional to those Churches:                                           167.
Even if this excludes enhancing the value of other criteria, also legitimate, and implies renouncing some convenience, a change of the traditional usage risks incurring a non-organic intrusion with respect to the spiritual framework to which it refers.[40] (Source)

Remember what I said about profanation of the Eucharist? I guess we’re already at that point.

But wait…I can hear them now….we have a right! a right! an absolute right to receive on the hand!

No, you don’t.  The Modernists wrangled it out of Rome, but like divorce, as Jesus says, that’s not the way it was intended. 

In fact, that "right" is about to be abrogated in the Ordinary form very soon because of clowns like Dawkins.

Communion in the hand should no longer be an acceptable liturgical practice.  It needs to be strongly denounced and discouraged.
3. Is communion on the tongue unsanitary?

http://en.gloria.tv/?media=261255?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 

February 25, 2012
As a follow-up to the article published in the Brisbane diocesan paper against the reception of Holy Communion by the faithful kneeling and on the tongue (Rorate Caeli, Feb 14, 2012, Australian Archdiocesan paper: Communion in the tongue is "unhygienic", disruptive and based on "over-emphasis on Christ's divinity"), the American District of the Society of Saint Pius X published the following informative article, which provides useful points for when this matter comes up in your discussions...
...But with Communion in the hand, full hand-to-hand contact is made between the administrator (usually the ubiquitous Eucharistic Minister) and the communicants, who often have not washed (or sanitized) their hands prior to receiving. Hence with in-the-hand, there is a very real danger of spreading unwanted germs.
The fact is, before the progressivists’ clamor for Communion in the hand (something we might add episcopal conferences did without the Holy See’s approval), the issue of hygiene was never raised concerning the traditional manner of receiving Holy Communion and this during an era when the hygienic advocates were in full swing to make the world germ free.
The irony of this charge against Communion on the tongue is that those who promote in-the-hand for non-existent hygienic reasons simultaneously encourage the practice of "sharing the cup" (receiving the Precious Blood communally from a chalice) which the Roman Church ceased in ancient times precisely due to hygienic concerns (i.e., because of the backwash of saliva that inevitable occurs from a group of people drinking from the same vessel) which in turn could lead to disdain of this Sacred Mystery.
4. Lincoln Parish Rediscovers the Communion Rail 

http://www.examiner.com/article/lincoln-parish-rediscovers-the-communion-rail?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 
Examiner.com, August 4, 2011  
For the thousands of years of Catholic Church buildings, there are many aspects built in that give meaning. One of these is the communion rail (or altar rail). Today, most American churches are built without the communion rail. While it is perfectly valid to build a church without a communion rail, many people are beginning to revisit the meaning behind communion rails and work to introduce one into their parishes, such as Lincoln's own St. Peter's Church.

Communion Rails
The communion rail is a symbolic as well as practical detail in a Church. Symbolically, it can provide a defining line between the "ordinariness" of the carpeted aisles and pews and the sacredness of the sanctuary where the altar and tabernacle are most often set. It is, in some ways, showing the difference of heaven and earth in one building. The purpose is not to create a "shut out" feeling. In fact, the rail can give the faithful a feeling of how close heaven is. The very word "sacred" means "set apart" and the altar rail is designed to create the scene, to illustrate how the actions that occur in that sanctuary are not commonplace but set apart for higher things. The rail provides the faithful with a place to approach "heaven" and to kneel just outside of it while the Eucharist is brought down to the people.

On a practical level, the communion rail also assists the priest in guarding the Blessed Sacrament. Most rails include a cloth that people hold up close to then, in case a Host falls or is accidentally dropped. The Catholic Encyclopedia reports that "This cloth is to be of fine linen, as it is solely intended as a sort of corporal to receive the particles which may by chance fall from the hands of the priest."
St. Peter Church communion rail
An example of a church that has proudly rediscovered the meaning of the communion rail, is Lincoln’s St. Peter Church near 48thand Old Cheney. St. Peter’s is a newer parish in the Lincoln area. It originally began in 1990 and the church was dedicated in 1995. St. Peter’s is home to a thriving preK-8thgrade school and has about 1450 registered families.

According to the parish newsletter of September 2010, it was at the 20thanniversary of the founding of the parish that the parish council recommended a new idea for the redecorating of the church sanctuary. The idea was suggested that St. Peter’s add a communion rail, which was then approved and built by parish members Dan Rosenthal, Chuck Larsen, Phil Hovis, and Kurt Verkamp. It was installed and is now used at Masses throughout the year. Those receiving Communion may still choose to stand by approaching the front in a single, center line. Others may go forward to kneel at the Communion rail. The school children were also able to use the communion rail during the last school year.   168.
5. Survey: Many Americans know little about Religion
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/news/001.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 EXTRACT
September 28, 2010 - Associated Press
A new survey of Americans' knowledge of religion found that atheists, agnostics, Jews and Mormons outperformed Protestants and Roman Catholics in answering questions about major religions, while many respondents could not correctly give the most basic tenets of their own faiths. Forty-five percent of Roman Catholics who participated in the study didn't know that, according to church teaching, the bread and wine used in Holy Communion is not just a symbol, but becomes the body and blood of Christ […]

Atheists and agnostics scored highest, with an average of 21 correct answers, while Jews and Mormons followed with about 20 accurate responses. Protestants overall averaged 16 correct answers, while Catholics followed with a score of about 15.

6. Liturgical Abuses According to Cardinal Cipriani Thorne – Una Voce Carmel – April 18, 2008
http://uvcarmel.org/2008/04/18/liturgical-abuses-according-to-cardinal-cipriani-thorne-invoke-greater-rigor/?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 EXTRACT
Cardinal Juan Luis Cipriani Thorne, Archbishop of Lima and Primate of Peru, influential exponent of the Sacred College and of the Opus Dei, is one of the best experts of the Catholic Church in moral theology and liturgy. And specifically on the topic of the liturgy, so current these days, has gladly accepted to answer the questions from PETRUS 

Your Eminence, what is the true liturgy?
"I will be synthetic: it is the pure face of the Faith. Beyond the mere external aspect or the observance of formal rules, the liturgy is the Mystery of Christ, dead and Resurrected, celebrated with joy. Therefore, it is important to celebrate the Holy Mass with dignity and accuracy; with a liturgy faithful to the canons of the Church, out of respect for Jesus. I appreciate, in such sense, the continuous reminders of the Holy Father Benedict XVI to respect the decor of the liturgy."
In the last years, a concerning growing number of liturgical abuses were recorded. How can this negative trend be explained?
"The idea of sin became lost, so that the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass was ill-treated and vilified by thought currents, also within the Church. It justified and tolerated everything, thereby creating a questionable dimension of circular and assembly gathering around the ceremony of the Eucharist. Subsequently, and I believe this is part of the mistakes of the roman Curia after Vatican II, a loosening occurred, above all as an interpretation of the Council. This situation urgently needs to be remedied; I believe that the vertical dimension of the Eucharist is absolutely necessary for the faithful to comprehend the great gift of Christ. For sure, the faithful will only risk to scandalize and distance themselves with these so-called show-Masses in which are committed, in the name of freedom and creativity, all kind of nefariousness."
We come then to the manner of administering Communion…
"Even in this case, the 'loosening' of many priests has ridiculed, in the eyes of Catholics, the value of the Eucharist. Personally, I maintain that the best way to administer Communion is on the tongue, such that in my Diocese I have prohibited the Eucharist in the hand. In past Masses with huge attendance, we have found lost particles on the floor of the church."
7. Vatican official: Church should reconsider Communion in the hand

By Cindy Wooden, Catholic News Service, January 31, 2008

VATICAN CITY (CNS) The secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Sacraments said he thinks it is time for the Catholic Church to reconsider its decision to allow the faithful to receive Communion in the hand.

Archbishop Albert Malcolm Ranjith Patabendige Don, the Vatican official, made the suggestion in the preface to a book about the Eucharist by Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Karaganda, Kazakhstan.

Bishop Schneider's book, "Dominus Est: Reflections of a Bishop from Central Asia on Holy Communion," was published in Italian in late January by the Vatican Publishing House, though some of it had been released earlier in the Vatican newspaper.

In the newly released preface to the book, Archbishop Ranjith wrote, "The Eucharist, bread transubstantiated into the body of Christ and wine into the blood of Christ -- God in our midst -- must be received with awe and an attitude of humble adoration."

The archbishop said the Second Vatican Council never authorized the practice of Catholics receiving Communion in the hand, a practice that was "introduced abusively and hurriedly in some spheres" and only later authorized by the Vatican.

The liturgists, theologians and pastors who encouraged the change said it better reflected the ancient practice of the church and the Gospel accounts of the Last Supper, he said.

"It is true that if one can receive on the tongue, one also can receive in the hand because this organ of the body has equal dignity," he said.

However, Archbishop Ranjith said, the introduction of the practice of receiving Communion in the hand coincides with the beginning of "a gradual and growing weakening of the attitude of reverence toward the sacred eucharistic species."
"I think the time has come to evaluate these practices and to review them and, if necessary, to abandon the current practice," Archbishop Ranjith said.

"Now more than ever, it is necessary to help the faithful renew a lively faith in the real presence of Christ in the eucharistic species with the aim of reinforcing the very life of the church and defending it in the midst of dangerous distortions of the faith," the archbishop wrote.

The bulk of Bishop Schneider's book was published in early January in the Vatican newspaper; he said that if a Catholic truly believes in the real presence of Jesus in the Eucharist, he or she should kneel in adoration and reverence when receiving Communion.

The article in L'Osservatore Romano, the Vatican newspaper, appeared under the headline, "Like a nursing child in the arms of the one who nourishes him" and included the bishop's opinion that just as a baby opens his mouth to receive nourishment from his mother, so should Catholics open their mouths to receive nourishment from Jesus.

8. Pope Benedict Sets the Norm for Receiving Communion
http://catholicism.about.com/b/2008/06/26/pope-benedict-sets-the-norm-for-receiving-communion.htm?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 

By Scott P. Richert, About.com Guide, June 26, 2008
On the Feast of Corpus Christi 2008, a number of Catholic commentators took note that those who approached Pope Benedict XVI to receive Holy Communion knelt and received the Host on the tongue.

In fact, a kneeler had been set up at the point of distribution to make it clear that the faithful were to receive Communion kneeling. 

This posture, of course, is the traditional one for receiving Communion in the Western Church, which is why Catholic churches historically had altar rails at which the faithful would kneel for the reception of the Host. But since the promulgation of the Novus Ordo, the new Mass of Pope Paul VI, it has become increasingly common to receive Communion standing and, in the United States in particular, on the hand.

Some suggested that the Holy Father distributed Communion in the traditional manner only because it was the Feast of Corpus Christi -- of the Body and Blood of Jesus Christ -- and that he was making a point about the sacredness of the Eucharist. A new interview with the master of ceremonies for papal Masses, however, makes it clear that he was indeed making a point, but that this was not a one-time thing. In L'Osservatore Romano, the newspaper of Vatican City, Monsignor Guido Marini was asked whether the "practice [is] destined to become habitual in papal ceremonies."

Fr. John Zuhlsdorf at What Does the Prayer Really Say? provides a translation of Monsignor Marini's answer:

I really think so. . . . The method adopted by Benedict XVI tends to underscore the force of the norm valid for the whole Church. In addition, one could perhaps also note a preference for using this method of distribution which, without taking anything from the other, better sheds light on the truth of the Real Presence in the Eucharist, it helps the devotion of the faithful, introduces them more easily to a sense of mystery. Aspects which, in our time, speaking pastorally, it is urgent to highlight and recover.

For those who have followed Pope Benedict's pontificate, this should not come as a surprise. The traditional posture for receiving Communion is preserved in the Traditional Latin Mass, which the Holy Father, in July 2007 (in Summorum Pontificum), restored as one of the two approved forms of the Mass. And the Eucharist plays a central role in Pope Benedict's thought, including in his first encyclical, Deus caritas est (God Is Love), where he writes:

The Eucharist draws us into Jesus' act of self-oblation. More than just statically receiving the incarnate Logos, we enter into the very dynamic of his self-giving. The imagery of marriage between God and Israel is now realized in a way previously inconceivable: it had meant standing in God's presence, but now it becomes union with God through sharing in Jesus' self-gift, sharing in his body and blood. The sacramental "mysticism", grounded in God's condescension towards us, operates at a radically different level and lifts us to far greater heights than anything that any human mystical elevation could ever accomplish.

When we think of the Eucharist in those terms, Pope Benedict's desire to revive the older method of receiving Communion is not surprising at all. We owe all that we are to God; when given the opportunity to achieve union with Him in the Eucharist, kneeling in gratitude seems the least we can do.

Where does this leave Communion in the hand? As Monsignor Marini points out, it is necessary not to forget that the distribution of Communion in the hand remains, even now, from the juridical standpoint, an indult from the universal law, conceded by the Holy See to those bishops’ conferences which requested it. In other words, it is an exception to the norm, and Pope Benedict is making it clear what the norm has been and still is: Communion on the tongue while kneeling.

9. Bishop Calls for Reverence, Awe, Kneeling and Receiving on Tongue
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/news/003.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 

VATICAN CITY (CNS) Cindy Wooden, January 8, 2008

The reverence and awe of Catholics who truly believe they are receiving Jesus in the Eucharist should lead them to kneel and receive Communion on their tongues, said a bishop writing in the Vatican newspaper.

"If some nonbeliever arrived and observed such an act of adoration perhaps he, too, would 'fall down and worship God, declaring, God is really in your midst,'" wrote Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Karaganda, Kazakhstan, quoting from the First Letter to the Corinthians.                                                                                                               170.
In a Jan. 8 article labeled a "historical-liturgical note," Bishop Schneider reviewed the writings of early church theologians about eucharistic reception and said the practice of laypeople receiving Communion on the tongue was the predominant custom by the sixth century.

The article in L'Osservatore Romano, the Vatican newspaper, appeared under the headline, "Like a nursing child in the arms of the one who nourishes him."

Bishop Schneider said that just as a baby opens his mouth to receive nourishment from his mother, so should Catholics open their mouths to receive nourishment from Jesus. "Christ truly nourishes us with his body and blood in Holy Communion and, in the patristic era, it was compared to maternal breastfeeding," he said.

"The awareness of the greatness of the eucharistic mystery is demonstrated in a special way by the manner in which the body of the Lord is distributed and received," the bishop wrote.

In addition to demonstrating true adoration by kneeling, he said, receiving Communion on the tongue also avoids concerns about people receiving the body of Christ with dirty hands or of losing particles of the Eucharist, concerns that make sense if people truly believe in the sacrament.

"Wouldn't it correspond better to the deepest reality and truth about the consecrated bread if even today the faithful would kneel on the ground to receive it, opening their mouths like the prophet receiving the word of God and allowing themselves to be nourished like a child?" Bishop Schneider asked.

In 1969 the Vatican published an instruction allowing bishops to permit the distribution of Communion in the hand. While at papal liturgies most people who receive Communion from the pope receive Communion on the tongue, they also are permitted to reverently receive the Eucharist in the hand.

10. Cardinal Arinze Highlights Abuses Of Communion in the Hand

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/news/004.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500
The Catholic News Agency, October 4, 2005

The interventions of the Prelates present at the synod during the first general congregations of the Synod on the Eucharist, indicated their concern of the trivialization of the sacrament within ecclesial communities.

On Monday, during his talk, Cardinal Francis Arinze, Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Cult and the Discipline of Sacraments, approached this Tuesday the theme of receiving communion in the mouth or in the hand, reminding how receiving the communion in the hand has led to abuses, "that could happen, and that already happened, like the use for satanic rituals, the auction on the Internet and other wrongs."
The prelate didn’t propose an answer to this dilemma, but invited for “greater vigilance for celebrants, in order to ensure that it is consumed.

Msgr. Peter Kang, of Cheju (Korea), warned that the participation of children in the Eucharist is decreasing dramatically along with the age. The children that don’t come to Mass say that Mass is boring and not interesting. As well, adults say the same, and don’t feel motivated to participate.

Our priority is to justify and make grow the heart of the Catholics, their desire and aspiration to participate in the Eucharist. In order to transmit to the modern people the Eucharistic mystery, it is not sufficient to reinforce vigorously the rules and regulations of Eucharistic celebration.

11. Synod of Bishops Discusses Communion in the Hand
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/news/005.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 

CNS, October 6, 2005

It was not listed as a topic for discussion, but the question of Communion in the hand versus Communion on the tongue received attention at the Synod of Bishops on the Eucharist.

Cardinal Janis Pujats of Riga, Latvia, was the first to raise the issue, telling the synod Oct. 3 that he thought Catholics should receive Communion on the tongue -- while kneeling. When communicants stand, Cardinal Pujats said, he feels like a dentist looking into their mouths.

12. Pope 'does not object' to Communion in the hand, encourages "On the tongue, kneeling, out of respect..."
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/news/006.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 

Independent Catholic News ICN - Sunday, November 21, 2010

Pope Benedict has said in a new book that he is not opposed to the practice of receiving Communion in the hand. However he goes on to explain that he wants to encourage the reception of Communion on the tongue, kneeling, out of respect for the Real Presence in the Sacrament.

In a long interview with German journalist Peter Seewald, which is being published in a new book: 'Light of the World', out this Tuesday, the Holy Father says: "I am not opposed in principle to Communion in the hand; I have both administered and received Communion in this way myself."
But, he explains: "The idea behind my current practice of having people kneel to receive Communion on the tongue was to send a signal and to underscore the Real Presence with an exclamation point. One important reason is that there is a great danger of superficiality precisely in the kinds of Mass events we hold at Saint Peter’s, both in the Basilica and in the Square. I have heard of people who, after receiving Communion, stick the Host in their wallet to take home as a kind of souvenir.                                                                                                                                171.
"In this context, where people think that everyone is just automatically supposed to receive Communion — everyone else is going up, so I will, too — I wanted to send a clear signal. I wanted it to be clear: Something quite special is going on here! He is here, the One before whom we fall on our knees! Pay attention!

"This is not just some social ritual in which we can take part if we want to."
13. Bishops Vote to Ask Vatican to Permit Communion in Hand
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/news/007.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 

Washington, DC, June 2, 1977 (UPI) Roman Catholic bishops in the United States have voted to petition the Vatican to permit the practice of receiving communion in the hand in this country. The National Conference of Catholic Bishops said today that 190 bishops had voted in favor of seeking the permission from Rome.

A vote taken at the bishop's meeting in May did not make the two-thirds affirmation vote necessary to petition Rome, but it was close enough that members of the hierarchy not present at the Chicago meeting were polled by mail. Approval was widely forecast at that time.

Under terms of the petition, dioceses would be allowed to reinstitute, as a liturgical option, the ancient practice of allowing lay communicants to receive the bread of Holy Communion in the hand rather than on the tongue.

The issue generated emotional debate at the bishops' spring meeting.

Although the practice of receiving communion in the hand was part of church tradition for its first eight centuries, the Council of Rouen of 878 condemned the practice and communion on the tongue was instituted.

Opponents of the practice, including John Cardinal Carberry, Archbishop of St. Louis, and John Cardinal Krol, Archbishop of Philadelphia, believe it fosters disrespect for the eucharist.

At the May meeting, bishops argued that despite the lack of Vatican approval for use of the option in the United States, the practice was already widespread.

In 1969, Pope Paul VI permitted restoration of the practice on condition of approval by a conference of bishops of the country seeking permission.

Bishops conferences in some 50 countries, including Canada and Mexico, have petitioned and received such permission.

After permission is received by the conference, the decision on whether or not to implement the option is left to the individual diocesan bishop.

Two earlier attempts to have the United States bishops' conference petition for permission were defeated because they did not receive the necessary two-thirds affirmative vote.

ARTICLES
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles.html 
[image: image23.png]“.the introduction of practices which oblige the faithful to sit or stand at the

elevation of the Sacred Host, weakens the genuine significance of the Eucharist

and the Church’s profound sense of adoration for the Lord, the Only Son of God.”
- Alber Malcolm CardinalRaniith, Archbishop of Calombo, 5 Lanks, 2007




1. The altar rail and kneeling

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles.html 

By Paul Kokoski, September 23, 2012

A few years ago Pope Benedict XVI decreed that all his communicants should kneel and receive Holy Communion on their tongues. This practice was the universal norm before Vatican II but was widely rejected by most bishops after the Council. The present option or permission of receiving Holy Communion standing and in the hand has largely contributed to a crisis of faith and a loss of the sense of the sacred. The pope is now trying to reverse this trend by calling all Catholics back to a strong sense of their own identity.

Fr. Regis Scanlon, OFM, has said "the doctrine of the Real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist is one of those wonderful truths by which Christianity shines forth as a religion of mysteries far exceeding the capacity of the human mind. The Catholic Church has defined the dogma of the Real Presence by stating that Jesus Christ is present whole and entire under the appearances of bread and wine following the words of consecration at the Eucharist."1
The reception of Holy Communion at Mass has always been a moment of tremendous reverence and awe, traditionally preceded by the ringing of the bells, incense and silence. Sadly there are many Catholics who no longer believe in the Real Presence. No doubt this has been due to the toning down, and in some cases the deletion, of these and many other symbols and signs of adoration. One such symbol of adoration that has been removed is the architectural feature called the Communion rail.

The Communion rail or altar rail was introduced into Catholic churches in the ninth century to set off the sanctuary from the rest of the church and to separate those whose duty it was to perform the sacramental action from those who formed the celebrating congregation - a separation which was always taken for granted as essential to the Church's constitution. This was in keeping with the idea that the priest is the appointed intermediary between God and the people. The altar railing became better known as the Communion rail in the Middle Ages when the faithful more widely began to receive Communion kneeling.                                                                                                                 172.
This organic developed grew out of a pressing sense of reverence and humility toward the Eucharist.

For those unfamiliar with the communion rail - and there are no doubt many today that have not experienced it - the rail is an architectural feature that separates the sanctuary from the body of the church and is usually made of marble or some other precious metal. A clean white cloth of fine linen, which was usually fastened on the sanctuary side of the rail, would be extended over the length of the rail before those who receive Holy Communion to act as a sort of corporal to receive any particles which may by chance fall from the hands of the priest. The communicant would thus take the cloth in both hands and hold it under his chin. There is evidence to suggest that something in the nature of a corporal was used even in the earliest days of Christianity. In more modern times an altar boy held a paten under the chin of the communicant.

At the moment of Communion one can almost visualize the rail as a long table, existing alongside of and in front of the Altar of Sacrifice - a table where the people of God can come to share in the banquet of Our Lord as if present at His Last Supper - a table where one can, at the same time, feel present at Our Lord's Passion; as if one were actually kneeling before Our Lord on Calvary, ready to receive Him and share in His Sacrifice. How Awesome!

Compare this with the rubrics of today that permits standing for Communion. What do we notice? At the moment of Communion the communicant takes the host from the priest with his own hands - as if to negate the meaning behind the consecration of the priest's hands at his ordination. He then leaves the front of the church without so much as even acknowledging, in posture, that he or she has received something - or someone - sacred. No safety precautions are taken to ensure that particles of Our Lord's Body and Blood are not lost. Absolutely scandalous! Yet this is what many of our liturgical experts and bishops allow and even promote today. It is as if to them, the Mass was little more than a social gathering or place to meet new friends.

Sadly, the decision to remove Communion rails came shortly after the Second Vatican Council and seems to have been an initiative taken at the local level to introduce architectural changes that were believed by those involved to be necessary to implement the liturgical reforms of the Council. While some churches left the altar rail in place, they have fallen into disuse, and new church constructions generally do not include them.

Liturgical theorists argued, in conjunction with Vatican II's call for a "full and active participation by all the people" in the liturgy, that the altar rail separated the activity of the clergy from the passivity of the laity whom they incorrectly believed were all but excluded from the celebration. Hence its removal was deemed necessary in order to form a single integrated or unified space that would remove the focus from the priest and redistribute it equally upon each member of the assembly. This means, incidentally, that although the Church continues to feel that altar boys are conducive to producing priestly vocations, girls must now be included among their ranks since any form of discrimination could be seen as being divisive.

At this point, however, everything essential to Catholic faith in the Mass - begins to deteriorate. In such a scenario, for example, the priest is no longer seen as an intermediary but rather as the "presider" who must now "face" the people rather than, together with the whole congregation, face the cross of Christ2 - as was the case in the Latin Mass. Pope Benedict XVI, argues in his book, The Spirit of the Liturgy, that this "turning of the priest toward the people no longer opens out on what lies ahead and above [but] has turned the community into a self-enclosed circle."3
Without this "opening out and up" to God, the Sacrifice of the Mass becomes little more than a communal meal whereby it is also important for us to "self -communicate" when receiving the Body and Blood of Christ in Holy Communion, using our hands. This is especially true whenever- as is often the case - a member of the laity takes the Hosts from the tabernacle and gives it the priest and other members of the laity to distribute. This, we are told, helps "awaken in the Christian a sense of his personal dignity."4 As a further testament to this egalitarian "dignity" it also becomes necessary to stand when receiving Holy Communion which in turn eliminates any further reason for keeping the altar rail. Many will recall how the practice of standing for Holy Communion was rigorously and arbitrarily enforced after Vatican II until it became uniformly ingrained in the laity.

How often have we heard since Vatican II that "kneeling doesn't suit our culture... It's not right for a grown man to do this... he should face God on his feet". Or again: "It's not appropriate for redeemed man - he has been set free by Christ and doesn't need to kneel anymore." It is highly presumptuous, however, to assume and act as if we have already received our heavenly reward before we have actually earned it. Though many in the Church deny that pride is eminent I believe this is nonetheless the Catholic "sin of presumption" rearing its ugly head. St. Paul (Philippians 2: 12) tells us that we should work out our salvation in fear and trembling.

Pope Benedict has said that "the kneeling of Christians is not a form of inculturation into existing customs. It is quite the opposite, an expression of Christian culture which transforms the existing culture through a new and deeper knowledge and experience of God."5
Kneeling actually comes from the Bible and its knowledge of God. As the Pope reminds us, "the word proskynein alone occurs fifty-nine times in the New Testament, twenty four of which are in the Apocalypse, the book of the heavenly liturgy, which is presented to the Church as the standard for her own liturgy."6
Pope Benedict also relates a striking example of the importance of kneeling, the practice of which in recent years, like the Sign of the Cross, has eluded many within the Church. In his book The Spirit of the Liturgy the pope speaks of a "story that comes from the sayings of the Desert Fathers, according to which the devil was compelled by God to show himself to a certain Abba Apollo. He looked black and ugly, with frightening thin limbs, but, most strikingly, he had no knees. The inability to kneel is seen as the very essence of the diabolical."7                                                                                       173.
It is not a stretch of the imagination to conclude from what the pope has said about kneeling that those who have abandoned kneeling during the reception of Holy Communion have in fact abandoned the Bible - for if one does not kneel before the Lord, when does one kneel? The pope has also said of kneeling that "the man who learns to believe learns also to kneel, and a faith or a liturgy no longer familiar with kneeling would be sick at the core."8
Though modern liturgical theorists, designers, and consultants claim that their new theology reflects the mind of the Church, there has been no ecclesiastical document that has come out against the Communion rail or one that sanctions its removal from churches. What the Vatican has said is that "When the faithful communicate kneeling, no other sign of reverence towards the Blessed Sacrament is required, since kneeling itself is a sign of adoration. When they receive communion standing, it is strongly recommended that, coming up in procession, they should make a sign of reverence before receiving the Blessed Sacrament."9
Bishop John Keating of Arlington, Virginia, has stated in his pastoral letter on Eucharistic reverence: "No bodily posture so clearly expresses the soul's interior reverence before God as the act of kneeling. Reciprocally, the posture of kneeling reinforces and deepens the soul's attitude of reverence."10
Kneeling, therefore, is the ultimate posture of adoration, submission and surrender. In the Catholic Church we genuflect and kneel to indicate, by bodily attitude, a total submission of our minds and hearts to the true Presence of Christ. It is an exterior manifestation of the reverence inspired by His Presence. The Communion rail is the partition that separates the sanctuary from the assembly. Insofar as it thus allows one to visualize that distance that separates heaven and earth, Creator and creature, it is an architectural feature that helps one overcome one's human pride enabling one to approach and receive Christ in the Eucharist with the proper disposition and reverence. In an additional sense - to the extent that the bride and groom are consecrated in the sanctuary, the altar rail may also be seen as a powerful visual reinforcement of the sacrament of Matrimony.

The removal of communion rails caused great pain for many in the Church. It disoriented many people, who with real justification - especially in light of the recent and overwhelming loss of faith in the Eucharist as the Real Presence - feared that the very heart of Catholic belief had been compromised. Since the Mass culminates in the sharing of communion, the Communion rail should be seen again as it once was, as a place of the highest importance for the faithful. From an authentically Catholic standpoint the ancient architectural feature should return for the greater salvation of souls.
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2. Why I receive communion on the tongue? 
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/badcatholic/2012/09/why-i-receive-communion-on-the-tongue.html?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25 

By Marc, September 17, 2012

Works regarding the reception of Communion usually contain an unsettling air about them, if only because (a) Catholics tend to be dicks over these matters and (b) they point to a difference between Catholics at the precisely the moment when Catholics claim all accidental differences cease. It is the Church’s absurdly bold declaration that all become one in Christ. It follows that a notable difference in the reception of that very same Christ (in the Holy Eucharist) could be an opportunity for scandal.

How one in spirit are we, a man may be tempted to ask, if we are so diverse in expression and in body, some kneeling, some standing, some receiving on the tongue, and others on the hand? Do the actions of the body not arise from the spirit?

If a visitor entered a home and some stood to welcome him, others knelt when he crossed the doorframe, and still others approached him and firmly shook his hand, one thing would be certain: They all have different relationships to the visitor. They are not in communion in regards to him. Could the same not be said of Catholics’ diverse reactions to their Sunday Visitor, Jesus Christ?                                                                                                                  174.
The complaint is easily brushed away. Catholics are not told to respond to the innate calling of their hearts when they go to receive Communion. A man may believe his personal relationship with Jesus Christ mandates he receive Communion lying down — but he is not allowed to do so. Rather the Church, understanding the reality of the Eucharist (and the reality of the Christian in relation to the Eucharist) has set down three approved methods for the reception of Communion. They are — while standing — to receive on the hand or on the tongue, and — while kneeling — to receive on the tongue.

These three norms have been found by the Church to sufficiently express the proper reaction of man to the Eucharist. Thus we are united in our reception even if we differ in our posture, for we are united in the wisdom of the Church, and in obedience to Her. We follow her orders, which order us to the same end.

To apply what I’m saying to my previous example, it is as if the same visitor were coming to the house, and so the mother of the house took her children aside and said, "Children, we’re expecting a very distinguished guest. When he arrives you may embrace him, shake his hand, or bow politely. Nothing else, for he merits more than a wave, or a fist-bump, or whatever innate reaction you have to his presence. Understand?" The children, upon greeting the guest in these three ways, are united in spirit, as they are united in the authority of their mother who has determined their proper posture. The man who understands this cannot complain of a disunity among them.

However, as a child going to receive Communion, I choose to receive on the tongue. I would like to explain why. It is not because it is holy. It is not because it is traditional — Lord save me from ever placing value on a thing because it is old. It is because receiving the Eucharist on the tongue expresses in the body a fundamental truth about the Eucharist: That it comes from God.

Whereas the world is oppressed by all manner of nitpicking authorities without recognizing it, it is the defining characteristic of the Christian in this age that he is sweetly oppressed by one Authority, and that he damn well knows it. For it is no freedom to claim freedom from authority, it only means swearing fealty to the dogma of never swearing fealty, an insane task made all the more difficult by the fact that we will always swear fealty to authorities. The authority of Truth — for instance — is unavoidable, and the authority of Goodness is obeyed even by the liberated modern, for in saying "it is good to break away from authority", he assents to the authoritative dogma that man should do that which is Good.

The Catholic simply professes that all this inevitable authority comes from the sovereign authority of God (for Beauty, Truth and Goodness are but names for God) and that the many are therefore One. Thus he prays with Marcus Mumford for "a tethered mind freed from the lies," for that authority which — when obeyed — frees man from all false authority, that of sin, the passions, unjust law, fashions, fads, sociology, scientism, and all the rest.

Now if there is authority, it follows that some will have it and others will not. In a country of Kings, no one is King, and if everyone was endowed with parental authority, then the six-year old’s daydream would be realized, and there would be no Parents.

It is the Catholic belief that God became man and granted certain men supernatural authority. Certain men, because authority, by its nature, can only be contained by certain people, or it would cease to be authority.

“Truly I tell you, whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth will be loosed in heaven.” (Matthew 18:18)
Jesus says this to his apostles. If the authority to act on behalf of Heaven is not limited to certain men — the apostles and their descendants — then it is authority for every Christian. If it is for every Christian, why is it unacceptable for me, as a Christian, to inform you that what I loose on Earth is loosed in Heaven, and that we may now oppress the poor?

“If you forgive anyone his sins, they are forgiven; if you do not forgive them, they are not forgiven.” (John 20:23)    
Jesus says this to his apostles. If the authority to forgive sins is not limited to certain men — the apostles and their descendants — then it is authority for every Christian. If it is for every Christian, why is it unacceptable for me, as a Christian, to forgive the sins of my friends?

So certain men are given supernatural authority. These men are the apostles of Christ. And the greatest power they are given is to consecrate bread and wine and thereby change its substance into the body and blood of Christ. As Paul — a priest — testifies:

“For I received from the Lord what I also passed on to you: The Lord Jesus, on the night he was betrayed, took bread, and when he had given thanks, he broke it and said, “This is my body, which is for you; do this in remembrance of me.” In the same way, after supper he took the cup, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in my blood; do this, whenever you drink it, in remembrance of me.” For whenever you eat this bread and drink this cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes.” (Corinthians 11)
In that he is an apostle — “for this gospel I was appointed a preacher and apostle and teacher” – Paul is a priest and a bishop, a man with the authority Christ spoke of, a man who can forgive sins, bind and loose, and offer sacrifice. He passes down this holy priesthood by the laying on of hands (Acts 6:6; 13:3; 1 Timothy 4:14; 2 Timothy 1:6; Matthew 13) – “hence I remind you to rekindle the gift of God that is within you through the laying on of my hands,” he says to Timothy.

To summarize: Priests have supernatural authority, and this authority — by the unbroken tradition of the laying on of hands — is with our priests today.
                                                                                                                                                                             175.
Contrary to popular belief, to recognize this authority is not to bloat the ego of the priest, unless he is living unworthily of his vocation. To recognize this authority in the Priest is to give thanks and praise to Jesus Christ, who granted such marvelous power to such unmarvelous men.

Now when I unworthily receive the body of Christ, I should do so with the profound understanding that it is not by my power that I receive Him, but by the authority of God made manifest in his Church. It is by the power of Christ granted to the priest. The Eucharist is the gift of God to us, Love Himself made vulnerable to our ingestion. It is not a thing we can take or claim — it is a person we receive. Receiving on the tongue expresses this truth in the body.

As a baby bird lifts its head for food, or as an infant seeks its mother’s milk, so we open our mouths. There is no action between the administration of the Eucharist by the priest and my reception of the very same. In this posture of helpless receptivity we conform our bodies to the authority of God, and to the reality that we are dependent on his action — manifested in the Church — for our salvation. We recognize by our bodies that the Eucharist is gift, pure gift.

To receive on the hand in the modern fashion is not a bad thing, but I am affected by its sign value. The priest places the host in my hands, and I take it, lift it up to my mouth and ingest it. It’d be ridiculous to say that because of this I have received the body of Christ by my own power, and not by the power of God manifest in His Church. Nor would I ever argue that anyone believes this to be the case. But the difference in sign value is still a real difference. What we do with our bodies does influence the orientation of our intellect and spirit. Because the sign value of reception on the tongue effectively communicates to me the reality of God’s authority present in the Church, his abundant outpouring of power and dignity on sinful men, and my own unworthiness to receive him outside of his loving action, I receive Communion on the tongue.

Readers have left 132 comments

3. Communion in the Hand while Standing: What’s the problem? 
http://www.remnantnewspaper.com/Archives/2011-1115-toon-communion-in-hand.htm?iframe=true&width=80%25&height=80%25  

By Howard Toon, The Remnant (www.RemnantNewspaper.com), September 25, 2012
"It is not permitted that the faithful should themselves pick up the consecrated bread and the sacred chalice, still less that they should hand them from one to another." - Pope John Paul II, Inaestimabile Donum (April, 1980) –
[image: image24.png]



The Church teaches that Christ’s Body and Blood, Soul and Divinity are present in the Blessed Sacrament. There are many Martyrs who gave their lives rather than deny this teaching. Any self-respecting Catholic knows this. There really ought to be no question about how Holy Communion should be received, and that is: on the tongue whilst kneeling.

There can be no denying that Holy Communion is now almost universally received in the hand and that this has been the case since shortly after the conclusion of the Second Vatican Council. Note, however, that there is no mention whatever of Communion in the hand in the documents of Vatican II. In fact, Cardinal L Suenens first introduced the practice illicitly in Belgium in the mid 1960s from whence it spread quickly to Holland, Germany and France.

When the abuse came to the notice of Pope Paul VI in 1969, he issued Memoriale Domini ruling out universal change to the Church’s method of administering Holy Communion on the tongue to kneeling communicants. In this document the Pope expressed his sadness that Communion in the hand had been introduced in some places without either his knowledge or the Church’s consent.                                                                                                                176.
Subsequently, Pope John Paul II twice indicated the irregularity of this practice as a universal norm. In Dominicae Cenae (Feb. 1980), he stated: "To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained."
Then, in Inaestimabile Donum (April, 1980), Pope John Paul wrote: "It is not permitted that the faithful should themselves pick up the consecrated bread and the sacred chalice, still less that they should hand them from one to another."

Pope Benedict XVI now shows by his own example how the Apostolic See wishes Holy Communion to be administered. At his Papal Masses the faithful are obliged to kneel and receive on the tongue from HIS hand, not their own.

In fact, no post-conciliar Pope has approved, much less promoted, the novelty of Communion in the hand. Papal toleration is not the same as papal approval! That ought to be sufficient to make priests and the faithful reflect seriously on what they do. 

Sadly, though, an attitude has manifested itself since the Second Vatican Council whereby many now see the Church as a democratic rather than a divine autocratic institution, claiming that it is best served by acceding to the wishes of the majority rather than being led by the Pope with the infallible guidance of the Holy Ghost in matters pertaining to universal faith and morals. 

There are some in positions of authority within the Vatican itself who are also of this mindset, and who have set about their agenda for change by restricting the extent to which the Catholic Faith is taught.

For example, when religious instruction was on the curriculum in Catholic schools, children were taught about the faith – how and why Christ came to earth, His Revelations, His Passion and Death on the Cross, His Ascension into heaven and the provisions He made for the growth of Christianity.

Given the suffering that Our Lord went through in order to redeem our souls, and the greatness of our debt to Him, it is clear that no Catholic should come into His presence without genuflecting, and no Catholic should receive Him in Holy Communion without kneeling down in reverence. It ought to go without saying that no lay Catholic should ever consider touching the Blessed Sacrament with his hands. Such was the teaching throughout history up to 1960. 

Religious Instruction was then suddenly changed to Religious Education and a new programme imposed teaching children to explore the different religions as if they were all equally valid means for attaining eternal life. 

Did not Our Lady of Fatima speak of 1960 as the latest date by which the Third Secret was to be revealed, because then, as Sister Lucy said, the world would better understand what it meant? The year is significant.

At any rate, an indicator of the success of the new strategy is reflected in a U.S. gallop poll of a few years ago recording just 30% of U.S. Catholics now believing in Our Lord’s True Presence. The other 70% had either various shades of Protestant belief or no belief at all. This situation can only have come about through ignorance – through simply obscuring the facts.

How has this been allowed to happen? It wasn’t just allowed to happen – it was deliberately brought about. It is down to the drive for ecumenism and the agenda of some to create a global religion under the control of a single leader.

It was indeed Christ’s intention, when He instructed the Apostles to "Go and Teach all nations, and baptize them in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Ghost", for there to be one global religion – the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church – but certain power-brokers behind the scenes at the Vatican have a different model in mind.

Amongst the chief obstacles preventing the success of their plans, however, are the Mass of all Ages, and the Real Presence of Christ in the Blessed Sacrament. The only way for them to overcome these obstacles is to debase the ancient Catholic Liturgy, from which man gains the grace to resist temptation and evil, and to destroy belief in the Real Presence. 

The Novus Ordo Mass was specifically written to be inoffensive to Protestants by removing all mentions of it being a Sacrifice, and replacing that doctrine with one of it being a mere commemoration banquet or "celebration of the Lord’s supper," as it is now widely known. This part of the undermining is now very well entrenched, and few Catholics realise what has befallen them. 

As for belief in the Real Presence, that doctrine is no longer taught in Catholic schools, and respect for Our Lord is being undermined by discouraging genuflections and kneeling in His presence, and by encouraging Catholics to handle His body as if it were no more than "blessed bread." The longer this deception is allowed to go on, the more likely it is to become accepted as the truth.

Before long, only a very few Catholics will be left who have any true conception of the Catholic Faith as it was handed down unaltered through the centuries up to 1960.

If this tide of indifferentism is to be reversed, three important things have to happen. These are the restoration of the Mass of all Ages, with its emphasis on Sacrifice, restoring respect for Our Lord by fostering belief in the Real Presence, and the daily recitation of the rosary.

Pope Benedict XVI has already made a start by showing us that Holy Communion should only be received kneeling and on the tongue. When will the Catholic world begin following Peter’s lead?

4. Cardinal Ranjith's Reforms in His Archdiocese 
http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2011/06/cardinal-ranjths-reforms-in-his.html    

Rorate Caeli, June 25, 2011
Fr. Simon Henry of Offerimus Tibi was present at the Adoratio 2011 conference in Rome and wrote three posts on the conference as it unfolded:                                                                                                                             177.
Adoratio - Rome 2011
Pope Benedict's intention - BEYOND INDULTS AND PERMISSIONS - that kneeling for Communion remains universal (This post says of Mauro Cardinal Piacenza that at a concelebrated Mass during the conference at which he was the main celebrant, "at the canon of the Mass he dropped his voice considerably (even though microphones were used) and so the canon was not actually silent but sotto voce.")
Impressive forward thinking bishops
The final post reports, among other things, the statements of Cardinal Ranjith during the conference:

In his address to the Conference he spoke of the lack of faith in many parts of the Church itself, a lack of faith in the objective presence of the Lord in the Holy Eucharist.
He thought there was often a lack of wonder and reverence for the Blessed Sacrament, quoting St Augustine saying, "We would sin if we did not adore Him before receiving Him."

The Cardinal spoke of the meaningless and tasteless (in many senses) experience of the Eucharist in many parishes because of a noisy and frenetic atmosphere that was no longer devout, adoring and contemplative. These aspects are not of choice but essential to a celebration of the Mass - an experience much more usual in the "Tridentine" Mass.

Of the priest facing the people instead of the Lord, he said that it promoted an attitude of showmanship, a silent body language of entertainment inevitably enters into the Mass. It is an innovation never advocated by the Second Vatican Council and is not respectful of the awesome mystery of the Holy Eucharist. (There was here an extended interruption for as applause echoed around the auditorium.)

He re-iterated the view that active participation does not mean outward activity but interior adoration, which takes a great deal of effort and spiritual activity.

Later over dinner he was also telling us of some of the changes he has made in his own diocese:

Each and every church has altar rails once again for the reception of Holy Communion, which is to be received kneeling.
The allowance to deviate from the universal norm of Holy Communion on the tongue has been withdrawn. So Communion is always on the tongue.
Priests must dress in the proper vestments for Mass.
Priests are forbidden to bring elements or styles of worship from other religions into the sacred liturgy.
Readers have left 30 comments
5. Pope Condemns Use of Eucharistic Ministers and Laity acting as Clerics - Laments Confusion about Roles of Laity and Priests during the Liturgy http://www.catholicbook.com/catholicbook/fidelis_et_verus63.htm
CASTEL GANDOLFO, Italy, September 23, 2002 (Zenit.org) John Paul II warned against the tendency to clericalize the laity, which has resulted from erroneous interpretations of the Second Vatican Council.

When greeting a group of bishops from western Brazil in Rome for their once every five year visit, the Pope said in his address that today there is a confusion of functions, which originates in erroneous theological interpretations.

Among the objectives of the liturgical reform, established by Vatican II, was the need to have all the faithful participate in liturgical ceremonies, the Holy Father told the bishops.

However, in practice, in the years following the council, in order to fulfill this desire, the confusion of functions in regard to the priestly ministry and role of the laity was arbitrarily extended, he explained.

Symptoms of this confusion are the indiscriminate and common recitation of the Eucharistic prayer, homilies given by lay people and the distribution of Communion by the laity.

These grave abuses often originated in doctrinal errors, especially in regard to the nature of the liturgy, of the common priesthood of Christians, of the vocation and mission of the laity, but also in regard to the ordained ministry of priests, the Pope stressed.

The Holy Father said that one of the consequences of this phenomenon is the lack of observance of certain ecclesiastical laws and norms, the arbitrary interpretation of the concept of substitution, the tendency to clericalize the laity, etc.

Although the liturgy is the action of the whole Mystical body of Christ, of his body and his members, it is true that not everyone has the same function, because not everyone participates in the same way in the priesthood of Christ.

John Paul II confirmed that the faithful who are not ordained may carry out some tasks and functions of cooperation in pastoral service only when they are expressly appointed by their respective consecrated pastors, in keeping with prescriptions of the law.

He clarified that the members of the diocesan pastoral or parish council have only a consultative vote and, for this reason, may not be considered deliberative(decisive).

The Pope emphasized that the bishop must hear the faithful, clergy and laity, to form an opinion, but the latter may not formulate a definitive judgment on the Church, as it corresponds to the bishop to discern and pronounce himself, not on a mere question of conscience, but as a teacher of the faith.

In this context, the Holy Father also referred to the re-establishment of the permanent diaconate of married men, which constitutes an important enrichment for the mission of the Church.

This diaconate service must always be limited to the prescriptions of the law, given that the exercise of full ministerial authority corresponds to priests, avoiding ambiguities that might confuse the faithful, especially in liturgical celebrations.                                                                                                                                                178.
VIDEOS
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/videos.html [image: image25.png]“As we have just seen, the return to an ancient manner is not in itself a reason
Jfor tranquility. Even less so when that manner was first abandoned and finally

Jorbidden, due to its imperfection.”
Bishop Juan RodolfoLse,SanLus, Argentin, 1997




Click on the above link to watch 22 videos on the subject of Communion in the hand.
ROME
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/rome.html
[image: image26.png]“Itis the grave responsibility of the Church to direct and regulate the
celebration of the Eucharist and to protect this most precious gift from

abuse and faulty teaching.”
BishopJoseph A Firenza Archbisho of Gveston-Houston, 2001




MEMORIALE DOMINI - Instruction on the Manner of Distributing Holy Communion Sacred Congregation for Divine Worship, Issued on May 29, 1969.

IMMENSAE CARITATIS - On Facilitating Reception of Communion in Certain Circumstances, Sacred Congregation of the Sacraments, Given on January 29, 1973

DOMINICAE CENAE - On the Mystery and Worship of the Eucharist, His Holiness Pope John Paul II, Promulgated on February 24, 1980

MEDIATOR DEI - Encyclical of Pope Pius XII on the Sacred Liturgy - Issued on November 20, 1947

FAQs
http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/faq.html [image: image27.png]“Some have begun to ignore the Blessed Sacrament. They do not genuflect to the
Blessed Sacrament and do not kneel in adoration when they come into church.”

~John Joseph Cardinal Carbery, S. Louis 1977




Communion-in-the-hand promotes Protestantism through disrespect, and encourages subtle unbelief toward the Real Presence. As a direct result of legitimizing what was once a disobedient act, a very significant percentage of Roman Catholics no longer believe in the Real Presence. Millions more have walked out of the Church, many of them never to return.

Here are the false, questionable and misleading statements, arguments and questions that are routinely utilized to promote and legitimize communion-in-the-hand, and trivialize communion-on-the-tongue.
1. Rome allows it, therefore it must be okay.

Rome does allow it, unfortunately, but Rome also specifically discourages it and has from the beginning. In Memoriale Domini , the document allowing communion-in-the-hand, Pope Paul VI strongly encouraged kneeling and receiving communion-on-the-tongue as the “traditional practice”. He also wrote: "This method of distributing Holy Communion must be retained, taking the present situation of the Church in the entire world into account, not merely because it has many centuries of-tradition behind it, but especially because it expresses the faithful's reverence for the Eucharist. The custom does not detract in any way from the personal dignity of those who approach this great sacrament: it is part of that preparation that is needed for the most fruitful reception of the Body of the Lord."

Read the last sentence again. For reasons that are beyond comprehension, Paul VI’s very clear and concise directives are completely ignored in the Church today. In fact, many religious leaders encourage the exact opposite of what Pope Paul VI instructed.

Pope Benedict XVI certainly understands. His Holiness routinely distribute communion-on-the-tongue. His example is well worth emulating, but generally ignored.                                                                                        179.
2. As long as you receive Holy Communion worthily in your heart, it doesn't matter if you receive Him in your hand.

This is a trendy new excuse that popped up in the last couple of years, but will never withstand the test of time. Over and over again the Bible and Catholic tradition teach us that no one is capable of standing before God Himself. Even worse, handling or mishandling Him with familiarity doesn't really seem like a logical concept, unless of course one doesn't believe that Holy Communion is God Himself (Protestantism) in which case it doesn't appear to matter to the offending party.
3. "When thou goest to receive communion go not with thy wrists extended, nor with thy fingers separated, but placing thy left hand as a throne for thy right, which is to receive so great a King, and in the hollow of the palm receive the body of Christ, saying, Amen." (Catechesis mystagogica V, xxi-xxii, Migne Patrologia Graeca 33)

This quotation is frequently presented as proof-positive that communion-in-the-hand is a throwback to happier ancient times. The quote is, however, questionable at best. It comes from the Five Follow-Up Lectures for Newly Baptized Christians ascribed to Saint Cyril of Jerusalem in about the year AD 350. These five follow-up lectures are highly debated and may not be authentic. In other words, they may have been added by someone other than Saint Cyril. In fact, there exist manuscripts that do not attribute these five lectures to Saint Cyril. (Read Did the Church Fathers Practice Communion in the Hand, Not Exactly, by Dr. Taylor Marshall, January 7, 2011, under “Articles” on this site)

Other than times of persecution, there is no evidence that communion-in-the-hand was ever a legitimate and common practice at any prior time in Church history. Did it happen? Apparently, yes, and so did the abuses. Thus the Synod of Rouen, France, in about 878 AD, directed, “Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywoman, but only in their mouths.” The standard was and is communion-on-the-tongue.

4. But didn’t the Apostles receive communion-in-the-hand at the Last Supper?

We’ve all seen hundreds of paintings, sketches and lithographs that portray the Last Supper, with the Bread of Life held or distributed by Christ in myriad ways. But every image is a creation from the mind of the artist. No-one really knows how Christ distributed the Bread of Life. Never forget, however, that the Apostles were themselves priests, or even Bishops; most of us are not.

We also shouldn’t forget a traditional custom of middle-eastern hospitality which was in practice in Jesus’ time and which is still the case; that is, one feeds his guests with one’s own hand, placing a symbolic morsel in the mouth of the guest. And we have this text of St. John’s Gospel (13:26-30): “Jesus answered, ‘It is he to whom I shall give this Morsel when I have dipped It.’ So when He had dipped the Morsel, He gave It to Judas… So, after receiving the Morsel, he [Judas] immediately went out…”

Did Our Lord place this wet Morsel into Judas’ hand? That would be rather messy. Did He not perhaps extend to the one whom He addressed later in the garden as “friend” the gesture of hospitality spoken of above? And if so, why not with Holy Communion, “giving Himself by His own Hand”? (Extracted in part from Holy Communion in the Hand: The True Story by Rev. Paul J. McDonald reprinted from Mary’s Anawin, July, 2008, under “Articles” on this site)

5. If everyone knelt and received on their tongue, wouldn’t Mass be too long?

This one has been around since the sixties, but traditional Catholic Masses all over the world prove the statement to be false. When communicants kneel at an alter rail the priest can move at his own pace and is not limited by the rate at which communicants step before him.
6. It's more hygienic to receive in the hand than on the tongue.

This is another canard that has been around for quite some time. The priest can easily place the host on the tongue without touching the communicant's tongue, mouth, lips or teeth. The Host adheres to the tongue quite easily if there is even the slightest moisture present. There is no physical contact between the priest and the communicant. With communion-in-the-hand, full hand to hand contact is made and there is a very real danger of spreading unwanted germs. Ironically, those who advocate communion-in-the-hand have no problem with dozens of people drinking His Blood from the chalice where saliva from each communicant can mix with His Blood.

Communion-in-the-hand has been nothing less than disastrous. Yet the directives allowing it couldn’t be any clearer. Communion-on-the-tongue is the preferred, traditional manner from Rome, yesterday, today and forever. And it has been from the beginning. There is little doubt that Rome will ultimately correct this error; the continuing fallout and unbelief is far too serious for Rome to ignore. The good news is that each of us can correct this for ourselves, today, by receiving reverently in the traditional manner. 
No priest, Bishop or Cardinal anywhere in the world can legitimately deny communion-on-the-tongue.                   180.
DISCLAIMER
Many of the items on the preceding pages have been retrieved from sites that are not easily identifiable as Traditionalist. Some of them have in turn cited authors from other sites. A few regular Catholic sites may have included information that is from Traditionalist sources. The reader is requested to take the necessary precautions to ensure that the information provided in this compilation is reliable for use.

The bottom line is that communion in the hand is -- for now -- permitted by Rome. 
One can neither criticize nor condemn the practice, nor can a priest or extraordinary minister of Holy Communion deny the preference of a Catholic to receive Holy Communion on the tongue.

I thank God that a vindictive priest in my parish [where I played a prominent role, in Delhi, in the 1980s] invented a reason to deny me the role of extraordinary minister of Holy Communion when it was introduced there for the first time. I remember being saddened, but not perturbed. 

After years of receiving Holy Communion in the hand, my family and I have switched to receiving the Body and Blood of the Lord solely on the tongue. Let us pray that Rome will soon rescind its permission for the distribution of Holy Communion in the hand.

Receiving Communion on the tongue

http://forums.catholic.com/showthread.php?t=532501 

Click on the above Catholic Answers link to read some reported abuses of the Holy Eucharist when receiving Holy Communion in the hand- Michael
Communion in the Hand – When Did It Start? 
http://www.cuf.org/faithfacts/details_view.asp?ffID=228 
Catholics United for the Faith, July 1, 2005

Issue: When was Communion in the hand first permitted? 
Response: In 1969 Memoriale Domini provided for the reception of Communion in the hand in limited areas and under special circumstances. Then, in the 1973 instruction Immensae Caritatis, the Church granted wider permission because many episcopal conferences had asked for permission to allow Communion in the hand. 
Discussion: The first document on receiving Communion in the hand, Memoriale Domini (Instruction on the Manner of Distributing Holy Communion), was issued in 1969. Memoriale Domini for the most part reported the votes of Latin Rite bishops worldwide who mostly favored retaining the traditional practice of reception of Communion on the tongue. The Holy See agreed, though at the end of the document some guidelines were given for those limited areas in which Communion in the hand was permitted:
Where a contrary usage, that of placing holy communion on the hand, prevails, the Holy See — wishing to help them fulfill their task, often difficult as it is nowadays — lays on those conferences the task of weighing carefully whatever special circumstances may exist there, taking care to avoid any risk of lack of respect or of false opinions with regard to the Blessed Eucharist, and to avoid any other ill effects that may follow.
In 1973, the Church granted wider permission for Communion in the hand in the instruction Immensae Caritatis (On Facilitating Reception of Communion in Certain Circumstances). A few directives are given that essentially reflect the directives in Memoriale Domini. In addition, the Holy See acknowledged the increase in episcopal conferences seeking permission to allow Communion in the hand. 
Currently, the practice in the United States is that one receives either on the tongue or on the hand at the discretion of the communicant. The General Instruction on the Roman Missal states:
If Communion is given only under the species of bread, the priest raises the host slightly and shows it to each, saying, Corpus Christi (The Body of Christ). The communicant replies, Amen, and receives the Sacrament either on the tongue or, where this is allowed and if the communicant so chooses, in the hand. As soon as the communicant receives the host, he or she consumes it entirely (GIRM no. 161).

Self-Communication 
http://www.cuf.org/faithfacts/details_view.asp?ffID=130 
Catholics United for the Faith, April 22, 2004

ISSUE: May a member of the lay faithful self-communicate?

RESPONSE: "Self-communication" refers to the reception of Holy Communion without the assistance of a minister.

A lay person may not self-communicate. Rather, a lay person should receive Holy Communion from an ordinary minister (bishop, priest, or deacon) or an extraordinary minister (duly authorized lay person). The minister says "Body of Christ" (host) or "Blood of Christ" (chalice), to which the person receiving Communion says "Amen" and then receives the sacred species from the minister.

DISCUSSION: According to Inaestimabile Donum (ID), a 1980 document of the Vatican Congregation for the Sacraments and Divine Worship, the lay faithful are not to self-communicate:                                                     181.
"Communion is a gift of the Lord, given to the faithful through the minister appointed for this purpose.  It is not permitted that the faithful should themselves pick up the consecrated bread and the sacred chalice; still less that they should hand them from one to another" (ID, no. 9).

In Holy Communion, we really receive the body, blood, soul, and divinity of Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ as our spiritual food. For this reason, the Church has always required that the faithful show reverence and respect for the Eucharist at the moment of receiving it. The minister of the Eucharist represents the bishop, who in turn is responsible for fulfilling Jesus’ command to His apostles at the Last Supper. "Do this in remembrance of me" (Luke 22:19). Receiving Communion from a minister is not only a rule of the Church, but a practice that vividly symbolizes the fact that we receive Jesus through the ministry of the Church.

It should be noted that receiving Communion in the hand does not constitute "self-communication," because a minister is placing the host on the recipient’s hand. Receiving Communion in the hand is a legitimate way of receiving Communion, as is receiving on the tongue.

Self-communication is most frequently an issue in the case of self-communication by intinction. This means that the person receives Holy Communion on the hand, and then takes the host and dips it himself or herself in the chalice. In a document entitled This Holy and Living Sacrifice, the U.S. Bishops have clearly taught that such practice is improper. Communion by intinction is not customary in the United States, but it may be done when the intinction (i.e., dipping) is performed by the minister.

SOME NEWS ITEMS

Second batch of hosts 
http://www.zenit.org/article-13168?l=english EXTRACT
ROME, May 31, 2005 (Zenit.org) Priests from India and Indonesia suggested that a possible solution to a shortage of consecrated hosts would be to dip unconsecrated hosts in the chalice as a means of distributing Communion only under the species of Blood.
While this suggestion was made in obvious good faith, it is not viable as this practice has been explicitly rejected in No. 104 of the instruction "Redemptionis Sacramentum": 

"The communicant must not be permitted to intinct the host himself in the chalice, nor to receive the intincted host in the hand. As for the host to be used for the intinction, it should be made of valid matter, also consecrated; it is altogether forbidden to use non-consecrated bread or other matter."
Bishops Discussing Communion in the Hand
Also Concerned About How the Mass Is Celebrated
http://www.zenit.org/article-14165?l=english 
VATICAN CITY, October 4, 2005 (Zenit.org) The art of celebrating the Eucharist, as well as the reception of Communion in the hand, are topics facing scrutiny by participants in the Synod of Bishops. The question of Communion in the hand was posed by an Eastern European bishop who said he opposed the practice, and asked that the consecrated host always be administered in the mouth. Later, the question was addressed by Cardinal Francis Arinze, prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Sacraments, who explained the arguments for and against this practice. One argument against was that it allows a person to depart with the consecrated host without consuming it. 
Isidro Catela, Spanish reporter of the Synod of Bishops, told journalists of a case where someone kept a host consecrated by Pope John Paul II and offered to sell it through the Internet. On occasions, hosts have also been used in Satanic rites. Therefore, Cardinal Arinze asked priests to be attentive when administering Communion in the hand. 
Finally, the cardinal explained that it is a decision that depends on the bishops' conferences of each country. 
Catela reported that the synodal fathers wish to emphasize the need to celebrate the Mass in a dignified way. Some asked if the seminaries are giving adequate formation in liturgy. Two synodal fathers, as well as Archbishop John Foley, president of the Pontifical Council for Social Communications, said it is desirable that televised Masses be well celebrated, in such a way as to not scandalize the faithful.

No new communion kneeling norms 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=7318
May 26, 2007 Key Vatican officials have dismissed suggestions of an impending change to the practice of receiving Communion while standing despite four dozen people receiving the Eucharist on the tongue while kneeling from Pope Benedict on the feast of the Body and Blood of Christ. 
Catholic News Service reports Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Sacraments Archbishop Albert Malcolm Ranjith Patabendige Don says "there are no new norms coming" that would change the Vatican's 1969 decision that local bishops could allow their faithful to receive the Eucharist in their hands while standing. 

He also says "there is no discussion" about insisting those who receive Communion from the Pope do so kneeling or that they receive it on the tongue rather than in their hands. 

"But the gesture of the Holy Father is to be appreciated. It brings out in a better way the fact we adore the Lord whom we receive" in the Eucharist, Archbishop Ranjith said. "It was a special occasion and I hope this practice spreads." 
                                                                                                                                                                             182.
As the Pope prepared to distribute Communion, two ushers placed a kneeler in front of the altar on the St John Lateran basilica steps and the chosen communicants, lay people, nuns, seminarians, priests and children, all knelt and received on the tongue. Generally at papal Masses those receiving Communion from the Pope stand and the majority choose to receive on the tongue. 

In a preface to a January book about the beauty of receiving the Eucharist on the tongue while kneeling, Archbishop Ranjith had said he thought it was time for the Catholic Church to reconsider its decision to allow the faithful to receive Communion in the hand. Master of Papal Liturgical Ceremonies Monsignor Guido Marini says the decision "was a solution adopted for the feast of Corpus Domini", but as for the future, "we'll see." 

SOURCE Vatican: Receiving Eucharist kneeling may not be permanent change (Catholic News Service, 25/5/08) 

Bishop says Catholics should kneel, receive communion on tongue
http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/0800122.htm 
By Cindy Wooden Catholic News Service January 8, 2008
VATICAN CITY (CNS) -- The reverence and awe of Catholics who truly believe they are receiving Jesus in the Eucharist should lead them to kneel and receive Communion on their tongues, said a bishop writing in the Vatican newspaper.
"If some nonbeliever arrived and observed such an act of adoration perhaps he, too, would 'fall down and worship God, declaring, God is really in your midst,'" wrote Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Karaganda, Kazakhstan, quoting from the First Letter to the Corinthians.
In a Jan. 8 article labeled a "historical-liturgical note," Bishop Schneider reviewed the writings of early church theologians about eucharistic reception and said the practice of laypeople receiving Communion on the tongue was the predominant custom by the sixth century.
The article in L'Osservatore Romano, the Vatican newspaper, appeared under the headline, "Like a nursing child in the arms of the one who nourishes him."
Bishop Schneider said that just as a baby opens his mouth to receive nourishment from his mother, so should Catholics open their mouths to receive nourishment from Jesus.
"Christ truly nourishes us with his body and blood in Holy Communion and, in the patristic era, it was compared to maternal breastfeeding," he said.
"The awareness of the greatness of the eucharistic mystery is demonstrated in a special way by the manner in which the body of the Lord is distributed and received," the bishop wrote.
In addition to demonstrating true adoration by kneeling, he said, receiving Communion on the tongue also avoids concerns about people receiving the body of Christ with dirty hands or of losing particles of the Eucharist, concerns that make sense if people truly believe in the sacrament.
"Wouldn't it correspond better to the deepest reality and truth about the consecrated bread if even today the faithful would kneel on the ground to receive it, opening their mouths like the prophet receiving the word of God and allowing themselves to be nourished like a child?" Bishop Schneider asked.
In 1969 the Vatican published an instruction allowing bishops to permit the distribution of Communion in the hand. While at papal liturgies most people who receive Communion from the pope receive Communion on the tongue, they also are permitted to reverently receive the Eucharist in the hand.

Vatican official suggests reconsidering Communion in the hand

http://www.ewtn.com/vnews/getstory.asp?number=85723 
Vatican, February 1, 2008 (CWNews.com) - The secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship has called for reconsideration of the practice of Communion in the hand. In the preface to a new Italian-language book on the Eucharist, written by a bishop from Kazakhstan and released in January by the Vatican's official publishing house, Archbishop Albert Malcolm Ranjith Patabendige Don suggests that the reception of Communion in the hand has contributed to a general sense of "carelessness" about the Eucharist, as well as some flagrant abuses. The archbishop makes his remarks in the preface to Dominus Est, by Bishop Athanasius Schneider. 
The practice of receiving Communion in the hand was not mandated by Vatican II, nor was it introduced in response to calls from the laity, Archbishop Ranjith writes. Instead, he argues, an established practice of piety -- receiving the Eucharist kneeling, on the tongue -- was changed "improperly and hurriedly," and became widespread even before it was formally approved by the Vatican. 
In light of a widespread lack of reverence for the Eucharist, the archbishop suggests that it is "high time to review" the policy. While he does not condemn the practice of Communion in the hand, the Vatican official praises Bishop Schneider for arguing in favor of the older practice, saying that it helps to foster a proper sense of reverence and piety.

Vatican official calls for communion practice review 
http://www.cathnews.com/news/802/14.php 
February 4, 2008 A senior Vatican official believes the Church should reconsider allowing faithful to receive communion in the hand. Catholic News Service reports the Congregation of Divine Worship secretary Archbishop Albert Malcolm Ranjith Patabendige Don made the suggestion in the preface to a book about the Eucharist by Auxiliary Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Kazakhstan.                                                                                                             183.

Archbishop Ranjith said Vatican II never authorised the practice or receiving the Eucharist by hand, but was "introduced abusively and hurriedly in some spheres" and only later allowed by the Vatican. 
He says receiving communion by hand coincides with a “gradual and growing weakening of the attitude of reverence toward the sacred eucharistic species."
In the newly released preface to the book, Archbishop Ranjith wrote that the "Eucharist, bread transubstantiated into the body of Christ and wine into the blood of Christ - God in our midst - must be received with awe and an attitude of humble adoration." The liturgists, theologians and pastors who encouraged the change said it better reflected the ancient practice of the Church and the Gospel accounts of the Last Supper.
SOURCE Vatican official: Church should reconsider Communion in the hand (Catholic News Service 01/02/08)

Confusion surrounds stricter rules for Mass 

http://www.cathnews.com//article.aspx?aeid=5790 

February 26, 2008 Stricter rules for Mass including disallowing taking Communion in the hand and time limits on homilies may soon be initiated by the Vatican. 

DPA reports that Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship Archbishop Albert Malcolm Ranjith Patabendige Don was quoted in Italian newspaper La Stampa saying that the moves were necessary to eliminate "extravagancies".
Provisions include restricting to 10 minutes homilies and ensuring they be exclusively based on the Gospel readings.
Archbishop Ranjith was also quoted as saying the practice of allowing the faithful to receive Communion in their hands would be "urgently reviewed". "The Vatican wants the host placed directly into the mouths of the faithful so they don't touch it (with their hands) because many don't even realize they are receiving Christ and do this with scant concentration and respect," Archbishop Ranjith said.
The distribution of communion on the hands has been widespread since Vatican II.
However, Ranjith said the practice was "illegally and hastily introduced by certain elements of the Church immediately after the Council". "Some people keep hosts with them as a sort of souvenir, others sell them while in some cases the hosts have been taken away to be used in blasphemous Satanic rituals," he said. Ranjith said the measures to bring back "dignity and decorum" to Mass celebrations were in line with Pope Benedict's wishes. 

Since the release of the article on Monday, Archbishop Ranjith denied the report by La Stampa saying on Vatican Radio that no new Mass regulations were envisaged. "The article published on Monday by Turin daily La Stampa contained a collage of phrases citing him (Ranjith) that led to conclusions which were out of place," a Vatican Radio broadcaster said. Archbishop Ranjith has now denied any plans are afoot, saying instead on Vatican Radio "the hope is that the existing norms will be regularly applied and that the Eucharist be celebrated with devotion, seriousness and nobility."
SOURCE Vatican to 'review' taking of Communion in the hand (Earth Times 25/02/08) 

Vatican official denies report on communion in the hand (Earth Times 25/02/08)


Again, a Traditionalist report [included only for academic reasons]
Vatican to outlaw Communion in the hand? 

www.cfnews.org/Ranjith.htm
By John Vennari, February 25, 2008

A controversy has arisen even since I first posted this story this morning.
The Turin-based La Stampa reported that the Vatican is poised to introduce stricter norms on Roman Catholic Masses, including halting the abuse of Communion in the hand and setting a time limit for homilies. The February 25 La Stampa quoted Archbishop Albert Malcolm Ranjith, Secretary for the Congregation for Divine Worship, saying the move was necessary to eliminate "extravagancies" that have crept into Mass celebrations. 
Two points mentioned by La Stampa were norms that Sunday sermons should be no more than 10-minutes in length, and a ruling that outlaws Communion in the hand.
But according to Father John Zulhsdorf's webpage "What Does the Prayer Really Say", Archbishop Ranjith denies the story, saying there will be no new pronouncements on the matter of the celebration of the Mass
Fr. Zulhsdorf quotes Vatican Radio:

"The secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, Abp. Malcolm Ranjith, has denied today what is contained in an article published with today’s date on the daily La Stampa.
"The article mentions a supposed 'turning point in the Vatican against – it is written – the ‘extravagances’ in Mass and to review some recent practices such as communion in the hand."
"Abp. Ranjith notices that there is in the article a collage of sentences pronounced by him in different contexts which have given rise to out-of-place construction."
The distribution of Communion on the hand has been widespread since Vatican II. The practice came about by ecumenically-minded priests distributing Communion according to the Protestant method.
Yet Protestants introduced Communion in the hand in the 16th Century to manifest their rejection of belief in the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist; to emphasize the fact that the bread used in their services is simply ordinary bread that can be handled by anyone; and to manifest their rejection of the sacramental priesthood. 
                                                                                                                                                                             184.

Recently, Archbishop Ranjith wrote an Introduction to a book entitled Dominus Est in which the author, Bishop Athanasius Schneider, analyses the question of kneeling and receiving Communion on the tongue. 
Archbishop Ranjith opens his introduction noting that all throughout Scripture, both in the Old Testament and the New, kneeling is the proper attitude of those in the presence of Divinity. He gives examples of Solomon, St. Peter and St. John the Evangelist in the Apocalypse.
Ranjith then makes the direct application: "Even in the Church, the deep conviction that in the Eucharistic species the Lord is truly and really present, along with the growing practice of preserving the Holy Sacrament in tabernacles, contributed to practice of kneeling in an attitude of humble adoration of the Lord in the Eucharist."
He then addresses the modern abuse of Communion in the hand. He writes, "…speaking of Communion in the hand, it must be recognized that the practice was improperly and quickly introduced in some quarters of the Church shortly after the Council, changing the age-old practice and becoming regular practice for the whole Church."
"Whatever the reasons for this practice," he says, "we cannot ignore what is happening worldwide where this practice has been implemented. This gesture has contributed to a gradual weakening of the attitude of reverence towards the sacred Eucharistic species whereas the previous practice had better safeguarded that sense of reverence. There instead arose an alarming lack of recollection and a general spirit of carelessness. We see communicants who often return to their seats as if nothing extraordinary has happened... In many cases, one cannot discern that sense of seriousness and inner silence that must signal the presence of God in the soul."
Archbishop Ranjith commends Bishop Schneider for focusing on a historical-theological consideration "clarifying how the practice of receiving Holy Communion on the tongue and kneeling has been accepted and practiced in the Church for a long period of time."
Ranjith concludes: "Now I think it is high time to review and re-evaluate such good practices and, if necessary, to abandon the current practice [of Communion in the hand] that was not called for by Sacrosanctum Concilium, nor by Fathers [of Vatican II], but was only accepted after its illegitimate introduction in some countries. Now, more than ever, we must help the faithful to renew a deep faith in the Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharistic species in order to strengthen the life of the Church and defend it in the midst of dangerous distortions of the faith that this situation continues to cause."

Whatever the truth of the matter regarding any possible upcoming Vatican instruction, we should continue to pray to the Immaculate Heart of Mary for the elimination of this abuse. 
Let us further pray that the Vatican soon eliminate the most widespread abuse of all – the Novus Ordo Mass itself; an ecumenical liturgy written with the help of six Protestant ministers that Cardinal Ottaviani warned "represents in its whole and in its details a striking departure from the Catholic theology of the Mass as codified by Session XXII of the Council of Trent". 

Pope prefers Communion on the tongue, Msgr. Marini says
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/pope_prefers_communion_on_the_tongue_msgr._marini_says/ 
Vatican City, June 25, 2008 (CNA) In interview published in the Wednesday edition of L'Osservatore Romano, Pope Benedict’s new Master of Pontifical Liturgical Celebrations, Monsignor Guido Marini, says he believes that people receiving Communion kneeling and on the tongue will become common practice at the Vatican. Msgr. Marini’s comments were made during an interview with Gianluca Biccini on some of Pope Benedict XVI’s recent liturgical decisions and their meaning. Biccini noted in the exchange that Pope Benedict distributed Holy Communion to people who knelt and received the host on their tongues during his visit to Brindisi (Southern Italy) last week. 
When he was asked if this would become a common practice at the Vatican, Marini responded, "I believe so." 
"In this regard it is necessary not to forget the fact that the distribution of Communion on the hand remains, up to now, from the juridical standpoint, an exception (indult) to the universal law, conceded by the Holy See to those bishops' conferences who requested it," the liturgical master of ceremonies reminded. 
Canada, Mexico, the Philippines and the United States are all countries that have been granted an exception from the universal practice of receiving Communion on the tongue. 
It seems though that the Pope wants to provide an example for the Church, according to Msgr. Marini, "The form adopted by Benedict XVI is meant to highlight the force of this valid norm for the whole Church." "It could also be noted that the (Pope's) preference for such form of distribution which, without taking anything away from the other one, better highlights the truth of the real presence in the Eucharist, helps the devotion of the faithful, and introduces more easily to the sense of mystery. Aspects which, in our times, pastorally speaking, it is urgent to highlight and recover."

Communion kneeling, on the tongue: New Vatican norm?
http://www.catholicculture.org/news/features/index.cfm?recnum=59335 
Vatican, June 26, 2008 (CWNews.com) The new director of the Vatican liturgical office has strongly encouraged kneeling to receive Communion, indicating that Pope Benedict XVI (bio - news) prefers the practice. 
In an interview with L'Osservatore Romano, Msgr. Guido Marini said that kneeling and receiving the Eucharist on the tongue are practices that express and reinforce reverence for the Blessed Sacrament. He added that it is "urgent to highlight and recover" that sense of reverence.                                                                                               185.


Since Msgr. Marini assumed his current task as director of papal liturgies, Vatican-watchers have noticed that Pope Benedict has distributed the Eucharist to worshippers who kneel and receive Communion on the tongue. Asked whether these practices would become the norm for papal liturgies, the Vatican's top liturgist said that he thought they would. The Holy Father strongly supports that initiative, he indicated. 
Msgr. Marini reminded L'Osservatore Romano that reception of Communion on the tongue remains the norm for the universal Church. Allowing the faithful to receive the Eucharist in their hands is a concession, or indult, "allowed by the Holy See to those bishops' conferences who requested it," he said. 

Aide: Pope prefers Communion on the tongue - Monsignor Marini Comments on Papal Preference
http://www.zenit.org/article-23028?l=english 
VATICAN CITY, June 26, 2008 (Zenit.org) Benedict XVI would prefer to distribute communion on the tongue and to people who are kneeling, according to the master of papal liturgical ceremonies.
L'Osservatore Romano noted in an interview with Monsignor Guido Marini, published Wednesday, that the Pope distributed Communion to individuals who knelt and received the host on their tongues during his apostolic trip last week to Brindisi in Southern Italy. When asked if this could become common practice, the monsignor replied, "I believe so." "It is necessary not to forget," he added, "that the distribution of Communion on the hand continues to remain, from the juridical standpoint, an exception (indult) to the universal law, conceded by the Holy See to those bishops' conferences who have requested it."
"The form used by Benedict XVI tends to underline the force of the valid norm for the entire Church," clarified Monsignor Marini. The master of papal liturgical ceremonies said receiving Communion on the tongue, "without taking anything away from the other [form], better highlights the truth of the real presence in the Eucharist, helps the devotion of the faithful, and introduces more easily the sense of mystery. Aspects which, in our times, pastorally speaking, it is urgent to highlight and recover."
To those who accuse Benedict XVI of wanting to return the Church to the way it was before the Second Vatican Council, the master of papal liturgical ceremonies explained that "terms such as 'preconciliar' and 'postconciliar' seem to me to belong to a manner of speaking that is outdated, and if they are used with the objective of indicating a discontinuity in the path of the Church, I consider them to be wrong and typical of very reductive ideological viewpoints."
"There are 'old things' and 'new things' that belong to the treasure of the Church of all times, and as such they should be considered," added Monsignor Marini. "Not all that is new is true, and neither is all that is old," he added. "The truth is in both the old and the new, and it is to the truth that we should tend without prejudice.
"The Church lives according to this law of continuity, in virtue of which it acknowledges a development rooted in Tradition."
The monsignor continued: "What is important is that everything be pointed toward a liturgical celebration that is truly the celebration of the sacred mystery, of the Lord crucified and resurrected, which makes itself present in the Church -- re-presenting the mystery of salvation -- and calling us, according to the logic of an authentic and active participation, to share to the end in [Christ's] life, which is a life of donation, of love for the Father and for his brothers and sisters, a life of holiness."

People Now Kneel to Receive Communion on the Tongue at Papal, Public Masses

http://www.adoremus.org/0908PapalMass.html 
By Helen Hull Hitchcock, Adoremus Bulletin Online Edition: September 2008 Vol. XIV, No. 6

Pope Benedict has introduced a liturgical change in Masses he has celebrated this summer. The usual practice of those who receive Holy Communion directly from the pope has been to receive on the tongue while standing. 
But beginning at a May 22 Mass held outside the Basilica of St. John Lateran, people who receive Holy Communion from Pope Benedict are kneeling, and receive directly on the tongue. At all public Masses since then — including World Youth Day celebrations in Australia in July — those who receive the sacrament from the Holy Father have knelt on kneelers specially placed in front of the altar by ushers for the occasion. 

The papal master of ceremonies, Monsignor Guido Marini, commented that kneeling and receiving Communion on the tongue helps to emphasize "the truth of the Real Presence [of Christ] in the Eucharist, helps the devotion of the faithful, and introduces the sense of mystery more easily". In the same June 26 interview with the Vatican newspaper, L’Osservatore Romano, Monsignor Marini said that he believes that this practice will become the norm at all future papal celebrations.

Indeed, at large public Masses, kneeling to receive Communion from the principal celebrant is likely to become the norm. At a recent Mass celebrated by Archbishop Malcolm Ranjith, Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments (CDW), people knelt on kneelers to receive. 

Last February, in an interview by Bruno Volpe for Petrus, Archbishop Ranjith said that he believes receiving Communion on the tongue would help people to recover a greater sense of the sacred, "reinforcing thereby that in the Eucharist there is really Jesus and that everyone must receive Him with devotion, love and respect".
                                                                                                                                                                             186.

"Why be ashamed of God?" the archbishop asked. "Kneeling at the moment of Communion would be an act of humility and recognition of our nature as children of God". (Italian text of the interview available online at: http://www.papanews.it/dettaglio_interviste.asp?IdNews=5907#a.)

Also, in a July 31 interview with La Repubblica, Archbishop Ranjith again emphasized the importance of a recovery of the sacred and a sense of transcendence to which the gesture of kneeling to receive Communion contributes. 

Archbishop Ranjith also wrote the preface to Dominus Est, a book on the Real Presence in the Eucharist by Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Karaganda, Kazakhstan, that reportedly analyzes receiving Communion on the tongue while kneeling. The book was published in January by the Vatican’s Libreria Editrice Vaticana. Here Archbishop Ranjith wrote, "The best way to express our sense of reverence to the Lord in Mass is to follow the example of Peter, who as the Gospel tells us, threw himself on his knees before the Lord and said, 'Lord, depart from me, for I am a sinner'". (Luke 5:8)

New Vatican prefect raises traditional manner of receiving Holy Communion
http://scbpeoria.wordpress.com/2008/12/16/important-liturgical-news-from-rome/ 

December 16, 2008 

[Cardinal Antonio Canizares Llovera, whom Pope Benedict appointed last Tuesday as prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, has praised the traditional manner of receiving Holy Communion. The comments, which were made during a telephone interview, were published Sunday in a Madrid newspaper.] 

In an interview this Sunday to Spanish daily La Razón, the new Prefect of Divine Worship, Cardinal Cañizares Llovera, had this to say on an important liturgical matter:

[La Razón:] Nevertheless, Benedict XVI has reiterated in some instances the propriety of receiving communion kneeling and in the mouth. Is it something important, or is it a mere matter of form?

[Cañizares:] – No, it is not just a matter of form. What does it mean to receive communion in the mouth? What does it mean to kneel before the Most Holy Sacrament? What dies it mean to kneel during the consecration at Mass? It means adoration, it means recognizing the real presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist; it means respect and an attitude of faith of a man who prostrates before God because he knows that everything comes from Him, and we feel speechless, dumbfounded, before the wondrousness, his goodness, and his mercy. That is why it is not the same to place the hand, and to receive communion in any fashion, than doing it in a respectful way; it is not the same to receive communion kneeling or standing up, because all these signs indicate a profound meaning. What we have to grasp is that profound attitude of the man who prostrates himself before God, and that is what the Pope wants.

Vatican liturgical official makes new plea for 'Reform of the reform'

http://www.catholicculture.org/news/features/index.cfm?recnum=60291 
February 23, 2009 (CWNews.com) A key Vatican official has called for "bold and courageous" decisions to address liturgical abuses that have arisen since the reforms of Vatican II. 
Archbishop Malcolm Ranjith, the secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship, cites a flawed understanding of Vatican II teachings and the influence of secular ideologies are reasons to conclude that -- as then-Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger said in 1985 -- "the true time of Vatican II has not yet come." Particularly in the realm of the liturgy, Archbishop Ranjith says, "The reform has to go on." 
Archbishop Ranjith, who was called to the Vatican personally by Pope Benedict to serve as a papal ally in the quest to restore a sense of reverence in the liturgy, makes his comments in the Foreword to a new book based on the diaries and notes of Cardinal Fernando Antonelli, who was a key figure in the liturgical-reform movement both before and after Vatican II. 
The writings of Cardinal Antonelli, Archbishop Ranjith says, help the reader "to understand the complex inner workings of the liturgical reform prior to an immediately following the Council." The Vatican official concludes that implementation of the Council's suggested reforms often veered away from the actual intent of the Council fathers. As a result, Archbishop Ranjith concludes, the liturgy today is not a true realization of the vision put forward in the key liturgical document of Vatican II, Sacrosanctum Concilium. 
Specifically, Archbishop Ranjith writes: 
Some practices which Sacrosanctum Concilium had never even contemplated were allowed into the Liturgy, like Mass versus populum, Holy Communion in the hand, altogether giving up on the Latin and Gregorian Chant in favor of the vernacular and songs and hymns without much space for God, and extension beyond any reasonable limits of the faculty to concelebrate at Holy Mass. There was also the gross misinterpretation of the principle of "active participation."
The Sri Lankan prelate argues that it in order to carry out a "reform of the reform," it is essential to recognize how the liturgical vision of Vatican II became distorted. He praises the book on Cardinal Antonelli for allowing the reader to gain a better understanding of "which figures or attitudes caused the present situation." This, the archbishop says, is an inquiry "which, in the name of truth, we cannot abandon." 
While acknowledging "the turbulent mood of the years that immediately followed the Council," Archbishop Ranjith reminds readers that in summoning the world's bishops to an ecumenical council, Blessed John XXIII intended "a fortification of the faith." The Council, in the eyes of Pope John, was "certainly not a call to go along with the spirit of the times."                                                                                                                                                  187.

However, he continues, the Council took place at a time of great worldwide intellectual turmoil, and in its aftermath especially, many would-be interpreters saw the event as a break from the prior traditions of the Church. As Archbishop Ranjith puts it:  Basic concepts and themes like Sacrifice and Redemption, Mission, Proclamation and Conversion, Adoration as an integral element of Communion, and the need of the Church for salvation--all were sidelined, while Dialogue, Inculturation, Ecumenism, Eucharist-as-Banquet, Evangelization-as-Witness, etc., became more important. Absolute values were disdained.
Even in the work of the Consilium, the Vatican agency assigned to implement liturgical changes, these influences were clearly felt, the archbishop notes:  An exaggerated sense of antiquarianism, anthopologism, confusion of roles between the ordained and the non-ordained, a limitless provision of space for experimentation-- and indeed, the tendency to look down upon some aspects of the development of the Liturgy in the second millennium-- were increasingly visible among certain liturgical schools.
Today, Archbishop Ranjith writes, the Church can look back and recognize the influences that distorted the original intent of the Council. That recognition, he says, should "help us to be courageous in improving or changing that which was erroneously introduced and which appears to be incompatible with the true dignity of the Liturgy." A much-needed "reform of the reform," he argues, should be inspired by "not merely a desire to correct past mistakes but much more the need to be true to what the Liturgy in fact is and means to us and what the Council itself defined it to be." 
Archbishop Ranjith's 10-page Foreword appears in the English-language edition of a book entitled True Development of the Liturgy is written by Msgr. Nicola Giampietro, who serves on the staff of the Congregation for Divine Worship. It will be available in September from Roman Catholic Books.

Italian archbishop suspends Communion in the hand to avoid abuses of the Eucharist 

http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/italian_archbishop_suspends_communion_in_the_hand_to_avoid_abuses_ofthe_eucharist/ 
Rome, Italy, May 11, 2009 (CNA) The Archbishop of Bologna, Cardinal Carlo Caffarra, has prohibited the reception of communion in the hand in three parishes of his archdiocese and has asked priests to be on the watch for those who may be abusing the Eucharist. The archdiocesan press office released a statement with the new guidelines established by the cardinal. It pointed out that in 1989, "The resolution of the Italian Bishops’ Conference came into effect, authorizing, with the approval of the Holy See, the distribution of Holy Communion in the hand."
However, the statement noted, recently there have been reports that this privilege has been gravely abused. Consequently, Cardinal Caffarra has decided that at the Cathedral of St. Peter, at the Basilica of St. Petronius and at the Shrine of the Virgin of St. Luke, "communion shall be distributed to the faithful only on the tongue." 
According to a letter by the vicar general of Bologna, Msgr. Gabriele Cavina, "grave abuses" have taken place, as "some have taken the Sacred Species as 'souvenirs'," "put it up for sale," or worse, "have taken it to be profaned in satanic rites." 
The priest explained that numerous cases of profanation of the Eucharist has been by individuals who have taken advantage of the option to receive communion in the hand, especially during large celebrations or at churches attended by large numbers of the faithful. "For this reason, it is best to control the moment of the reception of Holy Communion by following the common norms which are well-known." 
Cardinal Caffarra said that during Mass, ushers should ensure that each person who approaches the altar to receive communion "consumes the host immediately and that no one be allowed to walk away with the Eucharist in their hands or to place it in their pockets."
Pope Benedict to Catholics: Kneel For Communion

http://newsblaze.com/story/20090801065749zzzz.nb/topstory.html 

August 1, 2009
"Whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the Body and of the Blood of the Lord... For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, not discerning the Body of the Lord" - 1 Corinthians 11:27,28
Pope Benedict to Catholics: Kneel and Receive on the Tongue Only
Pope Benedict XVI does not want the faithful receiving Communion in their hand nor does he want them standing to receive Christ in the Blessed Sacrament. According to Vatican liturgist, Monsignor Guido Marini, the pope is trying to set the stage for the whole church as to the proper norm for receiving Communion for which reason communicants at his papal Masses are now asked to kneel and receive on the tongue.
The Holy Father's reasoning is simple: "We Christians kneel before the Blessed Sacrament because, therein, we know and believe to be the presence of the One True God." (May 22, 2008)
According to the pope the entire Church should kneel in adoration before God in the Eucharist. "Kneeling in adoration before the Eucharist is the most valid and radical remedy against the idolatries of yesterday and today" (May 22, 2008) 
The pope's action is in accord with the Church's 2000 year tradition and is being done in order to foster a renewed love and respect for the Eucharist which presently is being mocked and treated with contempt. The various trends and innovations of our time (guitar liturgy, altar girls, lay ministers, Communion in the hand) have worked together to destroy our regard for the Eucharist, thus advancing the spiritual death of the church. After all, the Eucharist is the very life and heartbeat of the Mystical Body around which the entire Church must revolve.                                          188.


Kneeling also coincides with the Church's centuries old ordinance that only the consecrated hands of a priest touch the Body of Christ in Holy Communion. "To priests alone has been given power to consecrate and administer to the faithful, the Holy Eucharist." (Council of Trent) This teaching is beautifully expressed by St. Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologica: "Because out of reverence towards this sacrament, nothing touches it, but what is consecrated; hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest's hands, for touching this sacrament."
It is for reason that Pope Paul VI in his May 1969 pastoral letter to the world's bishops reaffirmed the Church's teaching on the reception of Communion, stating that: "This method on the tongue must be retained." (Memoriale Domini) This came in response to the bishops of Holland who started Communion in the hand in defiance of the centuries old decree from the Council of Rouen (650 A.D.) where this practice was condemned as sacrilegious. "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layperson, but only in their mouths." To date this prohibition has never been overturned legally.
Today Communion in the hand is carried on illegally and has become a major tool of the enemy to destroy the Faith throughout the world. For this practice serves no other purpose than to warp our conception of Jesus Christ and nourish a contempt for the sacred mysteries. It's no wonder St. Basil referred to Communion in the hand as "a grave fault." 
That is to say, Communion in the hand is not tied with Catholic tradition. This practice was first introduced to the Church by the heretical Arians of the 4th century as a means of expressing their belief that Christ was not divine. Unfortunately, it has served to express the same in our time and has been at the very heart of the present heresy and desecration that is rampant throughout the universal Church. If we have 'abuse' problems today it is because we're abusing the Sacrament - it's backfiring on us!
Thanks to Communion in the hand, members of satanic cults are now given easy access to come into the Church and take the Host so that they bring it back to their covens where it is abused and brutalized in the ritualistic Black Mass to Satan. They crush the Host under their shoes as a mockery to the living God, and we assist it with our casual practice? Amongst themselves the satanists declare that Communion in the hand is the greatest thing that ever happened to them, and we do nothing to stop it?
Hence, the Holy Father is doing his part to try to purge the Church of abuse and we as members of Christ are called upon to assist him. For your encouragement we include the following quotation from Cardinal Llovera, the
new prefect for the Vatican's Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments speaking to Life Site News on July 22, 2009: "It is the mission of the Congregation for Divine Worship and Sacraments to work to promote Pope Benedict's emphasis on the traditional practices of liturgy, such as reception of Communion on the tongue while kneeling." Also worth considering is the recent decree from Cardinal Caffarra, the Archbishop of Bologna Italy, forbidding the practice of Communion in the hand: "Many cases of profanation of the Eucharist have occurred, profiting by the possibility to receive the consecrated Bread on one's palm of the hand... Considering the frequency in which cases of irreverent behavior in the act of receiving the Eucharist have been reported, we dispose that starting from today in the Metropolitan Church of St. Peter, in the Basilica of St. Petronius and in the Shrine of the Holy Virgin of St. Luke in Bologna the faithful are to receive the consecrated Bread only from the hands of the Minister directly on the tongue." (from his decree on the reception of the Eucharist, issued April 27, 2009)

Technically all bishops and clergy are bound to follow the Holy Father's directive on this issue, but in the meantime the faithful are not obliged to wait for the approval of their bishop in order to kneel for God. The directives of the Holy Father are not subject to the veto or scrutiny of the bishops and therefore all pastors and laity have a right and duty to put these directives into practice for the edification of their communities.
Our Lady's Workers of Southern California" David Martin jmj4today@att.net
Comment on this story by email comment@newsblaze.com
Benedict XVI's "Novel" Traditions - Interview With Consultor for Pontifical Liturgies
http://www.zenit.org/article-27989?l=english EXTRACT
ROME, January 8, 2010 (Zenit.org) Attentive viewers have seen a series of subtle changes in papal liturgies during the five years of Benedict XVI's pontificate.
Father Mauro Gagliardi, consultor to the Office for the Liturgical Celebrations of the Supreme Pontiff, says these changes are inspired by a mix of factors -- oftentimes practicality, sometimes a renewal of ancient traditions.
ZENIT spoke with Father Gagliardi about some of the "new" elements introduced by the current Bishop of Rome.
ZENIT: In a recent article by Luigi Accattoli, "Il rito del silenzio secondo papa Ratzinger" (The Rite of Silence According to Pope Ratzinger) (Liberal, Dec. 1, 2009, p. 10), there emerges the idea of a certain effort, solicited by the Holy Father himself, to bring the papal liturgy more in line with tradition…
Father Gagliardi: Accattoli's article presents a nice overview of some of the more visible changes in recent decisions regarding the pontifical liturgy, even if [he leaves out] others, which were probably not mentioned for the sake of brevity or because they are more difficult for the general public to grasp. This well known and esteemed Vaticanista often repeats that these changes are more or less inspired by the Holy Father himself, who, as everyone knows, is an expert in the liturgy.
ZENIT: Accattoli cites other changes, which we could say have more to do with substance: A concern for the moments of silence, celebrations facing the crucifix and with the back to the people, and Communion distributed to the faithful on their tongues as they are kneeling.                                                               189.

Father Gagliardi: These are elements of great significance, which, obviously, I cannot analyze here in a detailed way but only touch on briefly. The "Institutio Generalis" of the Roman Missal published by Paul VI prescribes that sacred silence be observed in different moments [of the liturgy]. The papal liturgy's attention to this aspect, then, does nothing more than put the established norms into practice.
In regard to celebrations facing the crucifix, we see that normally the Holy Father is maintaining the so-called "versus popolum" position both in St. Peter's and elsewhere. He has celebrated facing the crucifix only a few times, in particular, in the Sistine Chapel and in the Pauline Chapel, which has been recently renovated. Since the celebration of every Mass, whatever the celebrant's physical position, is a celebration toward the Father through Christ in the Holy Spirit and never "versus populum" or the assembly, save for the few moments of dialogue, it is not strange that the celebrant of the Eucharist can also physically position himself "toward the Lord." Especially in the Sistine Chapel, where the altar is against the wall, it is natural and faithful to the norms to celebrate on the fixed and dedicated altar, thus turned toward the crucifix, rather than adding a free-standing altar for the occasion.

Finally, in regard to the way of distributing Holy Communion to the faithful, one needs to distinguish the aspect of receiving it kneeling from that of receiving it on the tongue. In the actual ordinary form of the Roman Rite -- or the Mass of Paul VI -- the faithful have a right to receive Communion standing or kneeling. If the Holy Father has decided to have communicants kneel, I think -- obviously this is only my personal opinion -- that he holds this to be the more appropriate posture to express the sense of adoration that we must always cultivate before the gift of the Eucharist. It is an aid that the Pope gives to those who receive Communion from him, which helps them to consider attentively who He is who is received in the most holy Eucharist.
On the other hand, in "Sacramentum Caritatis," citing St. Augustine, the Holy Father recalled that in receiving the Eucharistic Bread we must adore it, because we would sin if we received it without adoring it. Before receiving Communion, the priest himself genuflects before the Host – why not help the faithful cultivate the sense of proper adoration through a similar gesture?
In regard to Communion in the hand, it must be remembered that this is possible in many places today -- possible but not obligatory -- but that it is, and remains, a concession, a dispensation from the ordinary norm that affirms that Communion is received on the tongue. This concession was made to individual bishops' conferences that asked for it and it is not the Holy See that suggests it or promotes it. And, in any case, no bishop, as a member of a bishops' conference that has asked for and obtained the indult, is obliged to accept it and apply it in his diocese: Every bishop can always decide to apply the universal norm -- which is still in force – in his diocese. According to this norm, the faithful must receive Holy Communion on the tongue. If no bishop in the world is obliged to take advantage of the indult, how can the Pope be obliged? In fact, it is important that the Holy Father maintain the traditional rule, confirmed by Paul VI, who prohibited the faithful from receiving Communion in the hand (for further details, see Mauro Gagliardi, "La Liturgia: Fonte di Vita" [Verona: Fede & Cultura, 2009, p. 170-181])…

When the Faithful Take the Host Directly 
http://www.zenit.org/article-28024?l=english 
ROME, January 12, 2010 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara, professor of liturgy at the Regina Apostolorum university.
Q: Recently I asked one of my priests to prepare the faithful to discontinue the practice in their parish whereby the people dip the sacred host into the chalice. This has been a long-standing practice in the parish, and it was started by a certain missionary from India who said to me that this was a custom in wide usage in that country. In response to my
didactic approach emphasizing the role of the minister in giving Communion, and the recipient receiving the gift, the parish priest quoted "Memoriale Domini" of 1969, which, in Paragraph 4 states as follows: "With regard to the manner of administering the sacrament, one may follow the traditional method, which emphasized the ministerial function of the priest or deacon, in having them place the host in the hand of the communicant. One may also adopt a simpler method, allowing the communicant himself to take the host from the ciborium. In either case, the communicant ought to consume the host before returning to his place [...]." I cannot for the life of me trace the progression from "Memoriale Domini" to Paragraph 92 of "Redemptionis Sacramentum," which states: "'Although each of the faithful always has the right to receive Holy Communion on the tongue, at his choice, if any communicant should wish to receive the Sacrament in the hand, in areas where the Bishops' Conference with the recognitio of the Apostolic See has given permission, the sacred host is to be administered to him or her. However, special care should be taken to ensure that the host is consumed by the communicant in the presence of the minister, so that no one goes away carrying the Eucharistic species in his hand. If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful.'" I have indicated the key issues by italics. I am sure you will be able to throw more light on this issue. -- A bishop in South Africa
A: First of all, it is necessary to point out that, strictly speaking, the parish priest was not quoting from the instruction "Memoriale Domini" but from a letter, published in French, which was annexed to the original instruction. It was a sample of the letter on practical applications sent to bishops' conferences that had received permission to allow Communion in the hand.
Therefore, the suggestion regarding the people's taking hosts directly from the ciborium has almost no value as a legal norm. Likewise, since it is intimately united to the question of Communion in the hand, it falls under the aegis of the bishop as the authority permitting this practice.                                                                                               190.

I would also mention that this question would not justify the practice in this parish since the very same letter quoted by the priest says two paragraphs later: "When the communion is distributed under both kinds, it is never permitted to place in the hands of the communicants hosts which have first been placed in the Blood of the Lord." This at least implies that the option of the faithful dipping a host into the chalice was not contemplated.
Thus, rather than a magisterial document we are before an initial attempt to regulate a nascent practice. The suggestion that the faithful take the hosts themselves never made the cut and was not incorporated into any formal documents. Indeed, very soon the opposite practice became normative.
In January 1973 the Congregation for the Sacraments published the instruction "Immensae Caritatis." When dealing with Communion in the hand this document makes no mention of the option of the faithful taking the host from the ciborium but simply says:
"Ever since the Instruction Memoriale Domini three years ago, some of the conferences of bishops have been requesting the Apostolic See for the faculty to allow ministers distributing communion to place the Eucharistic bread in the hand of the faithful. The same Instruction contained a reminder that 'the laws of the Church and the writings of the Fathers give ample witness of a supreme reverence and utmost caution toward the eucharist' and that this must continue. Particularly in regard to this way of receiving communion, experience suggests certain matters requiring careful attention. On the part of both the minister and the recipient, whenever the host is placed in the hand of a communicant there must be careful concern and caution, especially about particles that might fall from the hosts."
Later in 1973 "Eucharistiae Sacramentum" published the new Rite for Eucharistic Worship and Communion Outside of Mass. The introductory norms (No. 21) quote the "Memoriale Domini" letter almost literally but excise the clause regarding the faithful's taking the host from the ciborium.
Indeed, the document insists very clearly that whether the Eucharist is received on the tongue or in the hand, "Holy Communion must be distributed by the proper competent minister, who presents and gives the consecrated host to the communicant saying the formula 'The Body of Christ '" [my translation].
Finally, in 1985 the Congregation for Divine Worship sent a letter to the president of the U.S. bishops' conference. This letter approved the practice and offered an example of the present letter that replaced the one annexed to "Memoriale Domini": "The Holy See, since 1969, while maintaining the traditional manner of distributing communion, has granted to those Episcopal Conferences that have requested it, the faculty of distributing communion by placing the host in the hands of the faithful .... It would seem opportune to draw attention to the following points:
"1. Communion in the hand should show, as much as communion on the tongue, due respect towards the Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist. For this reason emphasis should be laid, as was done by the Fathers of the Church,
upon the dignity of the gesture of the communicant. Thus, the newly baptized at the end of the fourth century were directed to stretch out both hands making 'the left hand a throne for the right hand, which receives the King' (Fifth mystagogical catechesis of Cyril of Jerusalem, n. 21: PG 33. col 1125, or Sources chretiennes, 126, p 171; Saint John Chrysostom, Homily 47: PG 63, col. 898. etc.).*
"* In practice the opposite direction has to be given to the faithful: the left hand is to be placed upon the right hand, so that the sacred host can be conveyed to the mouth with the right hand.
"2. Again following the teaching of the Fathers, insistence is to be laid upon the importance of the Amen said in response to the formula of the minister, 'the Body of Christ'; this Amen is an affirmation of faith: "Cum ergo petieris, dicit tibi sacerdos 'Corpus Christi' et tu dicis 'Amen', hoc est 'verum'; quod confitetur lingua, teneat afectus" (Saint Ambrose, De Sacramentis 4, 25: SC 25 bis, p 116).
"3. The communicant who has received the Eucharist in the hand is to consume it before returning to his place, moving aside yet remaining facing the altar in order to allow the person following to approach the minister.
"4. It is from the Church that the faithful receive the Holy Eucharist, which is communion in the Body of the Lord and in the Church; for this reason the communicant should not take from the paten or container, as would be done for ordinary bread, but the hands must be stretched out to receive from the minister of communion.
"5. Out of respect for the Eucharist, cleanliness of hands is expected. Children need to be reminded of this.
"6. It is necessary that the faithful receive sound catechesis in this matter, and that insistence be laid upon the sentiments of adoration and respect that are required towards this most holy sacrament. (cf. Dominicae cenae, n. 11). Care must be taken that fragments of the consecrated host are not lost (cf. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, May 2, 1972: Prot: no. 89/71, in Notitiae 1972, p. 227).
"7. The faithful are not to be obliged to adopt the practice of communion in the hand. Each one is free to communicate in one way or the other.
"These norms and those indicated in the documents cited above are designed to recall the duty of respect for the Eucharist and apply independently of the way in which communion is received. Those who have the care of souls should insist not only upon the necessary dispositions for the fruitful reception of communion, which in certain instances demands recourse to the sacrament of Reconciliation, but also upon an external attitude which conveys a sense of respect in general and expresses in particular the belief of the faithful in the Eucharist.
"From the Congregation for Divine Worship, April 3, 1985.
+ Augustin Mayer, OSB -- Prefect"
While this is not an exhaustive study of the theme, I believe I have provided His Excellency with enough material to demonstrate to his hesitant parish priest that "Redemptionis Sacramentum" is in continuity with the most relevant teachings and practice of the Church and so discontinue this erroneous practice in the parish.                              191.
The Red Herring of Communion in the Hand 

By I. Shawn McElhinney ismac@lycos.com and 'Matt1618' matt16182@yahoo.com 

http://matt1618.freeyellow.com/communion.html 
Introduction: 

For some reason, the topic of communion in the hand is a popular red herring among self-styled 'traditionalists'. It is not unusual in fact for a multi-topical discussion to end up with the focus of the 'traditionalist' on this subject as if it somehow defines their resistance to Church policies or provisions. Since this is a topic that comes up again and again, it seems proper to refute once and for all the noxious half-truths that are put forth by not only 'traditionalists' but also liberals. The crux of the problem on both sides is resistance to authority. 

It is not uncommon for 'traditionalists' to pass off earlier Church disciplines as uniform when they were not, and use this mythical "uniformity" coupled with their profound misunderstanding about what constitutes Tradition and what does not to complain about current practices in the Church that they do not like. This small paper will hopefully let the air out of their so-often insolent little balloons; however, not without pointing out a key point that indirectly benefits the 'traditionalist' case on this issue. 

The controversy on communion in the hand started in Europe in the 1960’s and was actually practiced by dissidents before the practice was made licit by the Holy See. From this standpoint the 'traditionalist' has a point as far as objecting to the way in which this practice came about in recent times but of course they do not wish to proceed along that track which would indeed be a credible approach for them to take. No, the 'traditionalist’ chooses instead to construct a fictitious past with regards to communion in the hand as their means of fighting what they see as a great evil of our time. It stems again from the common ignorance of Church history and the 'traditionalist' feeling that the uniformity of worship, policy, devotions, etc. that prevailed after the Council of Trent was somehow the norm for Church history. In reality, the history of the Church in almost all of the realms where the 'traditionalist' gripes about was not as neat and tidy as they would like it to be. A few examples are the subjects of clerical celibacy, plural prayer forms, vernacular liturgies, active laity participation in the liturgy, sacramental norms of administration, and (of course) different procedures of communion reception. Among many other elements of note these to some extent varied from locale to locale without the strict uniformity that the 'traditionalist' insists is mandatory or "traditional". 

Communion by Hand — Early Patristic Evidences: 

Self-styled 'traditionalists' are almost superstitious in their notions about what does and does not constitute reverence and what is and is not sacrilegious. They even go as far as to circulate misleading pamphlets claiming that communion in the hand was not an apostolic custom. This is probably because many groups favouring communion in the hand circulate misleading pamphlets claiming that it was universal in the early church to receive by hand. In short both the 'traditionalist' (who argues communion on the tongue) and the liberal (who argues for communion by hand) are both wrong in trying to retroject their views as some kind of "uniform norm" in the first millennium as in neither case was this so. Since the 'traditionalist' generally has their heart in the right place (being muddled in the mind), they need to focus instead on where the problem really lies: poor catechizing from predominantly 1960-1990 (though the problems with catechesis started some time before 1960.) Unless of course the 'traditionalist' wishes to denigrate the early Fathers, councils, and Our Lord Himself for contributing to a "lessening of reverence" for the Holy Eucharist. To quote the Catholic Encyclopedia from 1913 on the matter: 

In the early days of the Church the faithful frequently carried the Blessed Eucharist with them to their homes (cf. Tertullian, "Ad uxor.", II, v; Cyprian, "De lapsis", xxvi) or upon long journeys (Ambrose, De excessu fratris, I, 43, 46), while the deacons were accustomed to take the Blessed Sacrament to those who did not attend Divine service (cf. Justin, Apol., I, n. 67), as well as to the martyrs, the incarcerated, and the infirm (cf. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl., VI, xliv). The deacons were also obliged to transfer the particles that remained to specially prepared repositories called Pastophoria (cf. Apostolic Constitutions, VIII, xiii). [1]
So according to the late second- early third century Church writer Tertullian and St. Cyprian, the faithful took the Blessed Sacrament home with them. According to St. Ambrose (from the late fourth century) and St. Justin Martyr (early to mid second century) the faithful took the Eucharist with them on long journeys and the deacons made sick calls to those who did not attend Mass. The latter was also witnessed to by the late fourth century Apostolic Constitutions, one of the earliest compilations we have of ancient church worship and practice. There is also of course the well-known citation from St. Cyril of Jerusalem that 'traditionalists' often try to pass off as a forgery. They make comments such as "well there are no other examples in the early Church of this practice so this citation is almost certainly not genuine". Of course the reason they say this is because they are ignorant of Church history. One of the most common 'traditionalist' quotes against communion in the hand is one that circulates on a pamphlet where they claim that St. Basil the Great said that outside of persecution it was never proper to receive by hand. They cite from his Epistle 93 and obviously have not read the Epistle except to prooftext a single line from the work (unless they are blatantly deceptive in citing the source of course.) The reason it is doubtful that they bothered to read it is because the great Cappadocian Doctor of the Church says the exact opposite of what 'traditionalists' claim he said. Further still, this is outside of the times of persecution (approximately 378 AD) when the Arian crisis was winding down: 

It is good and beneficial to communicate every day, and to partake of the holy Body and Blood of Christ. 
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For He distinctly says, "He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath eternal life." And who doubts that to share frequently in life, is the same thing as to have manifold life. I, indeed, communicate four times a week, on the Lord's day, on Wednesday, on Friday, and on the Sabbath, and on the other days if there is a commemoration of any Saint. It is needless to point out that for anyone in times of persecution to be compelled to take the communion in his own hand without the presence of a priest or minister is not a serious offence, as long custom sanctions this practice from the facts themselves. All the solitaries in the desert, where there is no priest, take the communion themselves, keeping communion at home. And at Alexandria and in Egypt, each one of the laity, for the most part, keeps the communion, at his own house, and participates in it when he likes. For when once the priest has completed the offering, and given it, the recipient, participating in it each time as entire, is bound to believe that he properly takes and receives it from the giver. And even in the church, when the priest gives the portion, the recipient takes it with complete power over it, and so lifts it to his lips with his own hand. It has the same validity whether one portion or several portions are received from the priest at the same time. [2]
Since St. Basil says the exact opposite of what 'traditionalists' try to make him say, he cannot be cited as a witness for their arguments against hand reception. It is also popular for 'traditionalists' to quote the directives of local councils which restricted communion by hand to claim "see the early Church discouraged it". Again, they fail to realize that there was no uniformity of practice throughout the Church in the first millennium in this regard or many others. Usually the Synod of Rouen from 650 AD is cited by the 'traditionalists' who for some reason overlook the 692 Synod of Trullo. This is a significant omission because the Synod of Trullo was a far more authoritative synod then Rouen. In fact, the Synod of Trullo was intended by the Emperor to be an Ecumenical Council. The Pope did not accept it as Ecumenical, but the synod is still recognized as authoritative by the East and is very influential on the Code of Canon Law for the Eastern Catholic Churches today. Here is what Trullo stated about communion reception by hand: 

ANCIENT EPITOME OF CANON C
CANON CI
The great and divine Apostle Paul with loud voice calls man created in the image of God, the body and temple of Christ. Excelling, therefore, every sensible creature, he who by the saving Passion has attained to the celestial dignity, eating and drinking Christ, is fitted in all respects for eternal life, sanctifying his soul and body by the participation of divine grace. Wherefore, if any one wishes to be a participator of the immaculate Body in the time of the Synaxis, and to offer himself for the communion, let him draw near, ARRANGING HIS HANDS IN THE FORM OF A CROSS, AND SO LET HIM RECEIVE THE COMMUNION OF GRACE. But such as, instead of their hands, make vessels of gold or other materials for the reception of the divine gift, and by these receive the immaculate communion, we by no means allow to come, as preferring inanimate and inferior matter to the image of God. But if any one shall be found imparting the immaculate Communion to those who bring vessels of this kind, let him be cut off as well as the one who brings them.

ANCIENT EPITOME OF CANON CI
Whoever comes to receive the Eucharist holds his hands in the form of a cross, and takes it with his mouth; whoever shall prepare a receptacle of gold or of any other material instead of his hand, shall be cut off.

BALSAMON
At first, perchance, this was invented from pious feelings, because the hand which came in contact with base and unworthy things was not worthy to receive the Lord's body, but, as time went on, piety was turned to the injury of the soul, so that those who did this when they came to receive with an arrogant and insolent bearing, were preferred to the poor. [3] 

As we can see, the synod was claiming that those who did not receive by hand or who sought to receive onto a receptacle of some other kind was to be cut off!!! Not only that but the synod admonished people for perhaps initially having good intentions but "as time went on piety was turned to the injury of the soul, so that those who did this when they came to receive with an arrogant and insolent bearing". Is this not the way many 'traditionalists' often act today towards those who do not receive as they think all people should??? Now it should be pointed out that this was around the time when the West and East were starting to have relationship problems so this passage is perhaps reflecting of an Eastern polemic against the West. But it is still interesting to note that according to the Easterners, the custom of by mouth reception in many places of the West had given the Westerners an uppity attitude whereby they looked down on their Eastern brethren for receiving in the ancient manner outlined in Canon 101. It would seem strange for this to be an issue if it was some uniform practice of receiving by mouth as the 'traditionalists' often seeks to claim. Oh and for those who question the authenticity of St. Cyril of Jerusalem’s citation from his Fifth Mystagogical Catechesis circa 350 AD, the Synod of Trullo cites it in Canon 101:
ST. CYRIL OF JERUSALEM (Cateches. Mystagog. v. (1)) 

When thou goest to receive communion go not with thy wrists extended, nor with thy fingers separated, but placing thy left hand as a throne for thy right, which is to receive so great a King, and in the hollow of the palm receive the body of Christ, saying, Amen. [4]                                                                                             193.                                                                                                                         
As the Synod of Trullo in its one hundred and first Canon cited St. Cyril, the 'traditionalist' accusation that the citation is a possible forgery is effectively falsified. Nevertheless, the reader must understand that this method of reception as outlined by St. Basil, St. Cyril, and other early Fathers is not how people today receive by hand. In ancient times, the hands would be shaped as a cross and the host would be placed in the palm of the top hand. From there the communicant would lift both hands to the mouth and take it that way. Nevertheless, the host does touch the palm with either method of reception which presents an interesting problem for the 'traditionalists' who denigrate this means of reception. After all, unless our early Christian brethren were committing sacrilege or being disrespectful to God, there is nothing intrinsically wrong with the faithful touching the Body and Blood of Our Lord with their hands. Disrespect for the Eucharist cannot logically come from holding Our Lord in one’s hands or the early Christians were profoundly disrespectful since they not only held Our Lord in their hands but they took Him home also. Since it is certain that there was not a priest on hand in every home to administer the sacrament, will self-styled 'traditionalists' now call the early Christians "sacrilegious" for their actions??? Was St. John Damascus "sacrilegious" or promoting "irreverence" when he wrote: 

The bread and the wine are not merely figures of the body and blood of Christ (God forbid!) but the deified body of the Lord itself: for the Lord has said, "This is My body," not, this is a figure of My body: and "My blood," not, a figure of My blood. And on a previous occasion He had said to the Jews, Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, ye have no life in you. For My flesh is meat indeed and My blood is drink indeed. And again, He that eateth Me, shall live. 

Wherefore with all fear and a pure conscience and certain faith let us draw near and it will assuredly be to us as we believe, doubting nothing. Let us pay homage to it in all purity both of soul and body: for it is twofold. Let us draw near to it with an ardent desire, and with our hands held in the form of the cross let us receive the body of the Crucified One: and let us apply our eyes and lips and brows and partake of the divine coal, in order that the fire of the longing, that is in us, with the additional heat derived from the coal may utterly consume our sins and illumine our hearts, and that we may be inflamed and deified by the participation in the divine fire. Isaiah saw the coal. But coal is not plain wood but wood united with fire: in like manner also the bread of the communion is not plain bread but bread united with divinity. But a body which is united with divinity is not one nature, but has one nature belonging to the body and another belonging to the divinity that is united to it, so that the compound is not one nature but two. [5]

And lest anyone think this practice was only Eastern in orientation, the following is from the generally very reliable Catholic Encyclopedia and its article on communion patens: 

The word paten comes from a Latin form patina or patena, evidently imitated from the Greek patane. It seems from the beginning to have been used to denote a flat open vessel of the nature of a plate or dish. Such vessels in the first centuries were used in the service of the altar, and probably served to collect the offerings of bread made by the faithful and also to distribute the consecrated fragments which, after the loaf had been broken by the celebrant, were brought down to the communicants, WHO IN THEIR OWN HANDS RECEIVED EACH A PORTION FROM THE PATINA… When towards the ninth century the zeal of the faithful regarding the frequent reception of Holy Communion very much declined, the system of consecrating the bread offered by the faithful and of distributing Communion from the patinæ seems gradually to have changed, and the use of the large and proportionately deep patinæ ministeriales fell into abeyance. It was probably about the same time that the custom grew up for the priest himself to use a paten at the altar to contain the sacred Host, and obviate the danger of scattered particles after the Fraction. This paten, however, was of much smaller size and resembled those with which we are now familiar. [6]

So according to St. Justin Martyr, Tertullian, St. Cyprian of Carthage, St. Cyril of Jerusalem, St. Ambrose of Milan, St. Basil the Great, the Synod of Trullo, St. John Damascus, and the Catholic Encyclopedia, communion by hand was not at all uncommon in the early Church. In fact, it was a recommended manner of reception in many places. Unless these Fathers and Doctors (and all but Tertullian are saints) were thus "sacrilegious" or promoting a "lessening of respect for the Eucharist", the self-styled 'traditionalist' who denigrates this practice in and of itself has some serious explaining to do. Communion by hand was accepted in the first millennium. Nor for the most part was it considered irregular. However, it was not a uniform practice or universal so the liberals who claim it was are lying about this. However the 'traditionalist' who tries to make communion by mouth into an Apostolic Tradition is just as guilty of blatant lying as the liberal who revises history to suit their personal agendas. This is the problem that 'traditionalists' put themselves in when they make these kinds of ill-informed arguments. 

The problem that 'traditionalists' have in these areas is that they can at times commit the sin of partiality (James 2:1, 2:9, 4:11-13) by elevating to the status of what is and is not "proper" their personal likes and dislikes. Because of this, even though their intentions are much more noble then the liberal, they end up being two peas in the same pod because the same disobedience is prevalent in both cases. And as the synod of Trullo noted, they feel that they are somehow more respectful or better people because of the way they receive communion. Some of the real crusaders have even gone so far as to put condemnations of communion by hand in the mouths of Mother Theresa and Our Lady which goes to show just what lengths of deception they will go to promote their agenda as neither Mother Theresa nor Our Lady would council disobedience to the Magisterium of the Church. (Mother Theresa in fact denounced the use of her name by those crusading against communion by hand.) 
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As for the claims of apparitions concerning this practice, this is in fact one of the first thing the Church looks at when verifying apparitions and it make perfect sense. After all, if the apparition encourages disobedience to the Church then it is obviously not genuine. Finally, before looking into the current disciplines permitted by the Church, as the 'traditionalists' love to cite from the Summa Theologiae of St. Thomas Aquinas, let us consider the viewpoint of St. Thomas. In this case, the 'traditionalist' appeals to St. Thomas Aquinas over and above the Living Magisterium of the Church much the way Anglicans appeal to the first five centuries of Church history in their disputes with Rome (or as the Jansenists appealed to the works of Augustine over and against the Magisterium in their time.) The 'traditionalists' who do this simultaneously claim that they do not act like Protestants or act like Jansenists or Montanists or Donatists, etc. Actions of course speak much louder then their words and he who acts like a schismatic is schismatic. So the 'traditionalists' cite St. Thomas against the Living Magisterium of the Church all the while ignoring the famous last words of the Angelic Doctor. It is a pity that they do this because these are the very words of faith that any faithful son of the Church should take to heart and profess: 

If in this world there be any knowledge of this sacrament stronger than that of faith, I wish now to use it in affirming that I firmly believe and know as certain that Jesus Christ, True God and True Man, Son of God and Son of the Virgin Mary, is in this Sacrament . . . I receive Thee, the price of my redemption, for Whose love I have watched, studied, and laboured. Thee have I preached; Thee have I taught. Never have I said anything against Thee: if anything was not well said, that is to be attributed to my ignorance. Neither do I wish to be obstinate in my opinions, but if I have written anything erroneous concerning this sacrament or other matters, I SUBMIT ALL TO THE JUDGMENT AND CORRECTION OF THE HOLY ROMAN CHURCH, in whose obedience I now pass from this life. [7]
Notice the Angelic Doctor does not say "I submit all to the judgment of the Holy Roman Church unless I think she contradicts Tradition". Such a notion would have struck the Angelic Doctor as schismatic, arguably heretical, and indicative of someone who has no faith at all. It is not possible for the Church to promulgate error in doctrine or to sanction practices that are in any way disrespectful or demeaning of the Lord in and of themselves. To claim that this is even possible is to assert blasphemy as it is a claim that the Lord in giving complete power of governance to the Church actually authorized His own dishonour. As God cannot contradict Himself, His Church cannot officially bind anyone to error or sacrilege. However, the words of the Lord were "whatsoever you bind/loose" not "whatsoever you bind/loose unless you bind error". It is taken as a given that the Church is protected in such matters. And if communion in the hand is a sacrilege or is promoting of irreverence in and of itself, then think of the accusations the 'traditionalist' casts upon Saints, Doctors, and Councils of the Church for not only permitting sacrilege or irreverence but actually encouraging it!!! 

Further still, think of how hollow the decrees from Florence and Vatican I are about the authority of the Roman Pontiff in the areas of primacy, discipline, and government of the Church if the assertions of the 'traditionalists' are valid. Finally, it should be pointed out that the 'traditionalist' by their very actions repudiate the teaching of these Councils making the very concept of Magisterial authority in discipline and government a dead letter. After all, authority is a dead letter if one is only obedient when they want to be. However noble the intentions, the road to hell is also paved with good intentions - and this is a path that those who challenge the supreme authority will inexorably travel if they die in willful separation from the Church of the Living God. 

The Current Allowance: 

Pope Paul VI made an allowance for the restoration of the ancient tradition of communion in the hand. Now whether that was a prudent choice can indeed be debatable. However, any way you look at it, as this was a practice recognized as acceptable to saints of the Church, one who condemns the current practice as 'vulgar' (as some 'traditionalists' do) must condemn past Saints and Councils as 'vulgar' who recognized it as an acceptable practice. In 1969 in Memoriale Domini, Pope Paul VI did not grant an absolute acceptance of the policy of accepting communion on the hand, but did start a process where it would be possible for the bishops to make a request for a change to the policy of restoring the tradition of communion in the hand. In the Instruction, after not allowing a general acceptance, the Sacred Congregation for Divine Worship, with the approval of Pope Paul VI, wrote: 

Where a contrary usage, that of placing holy communion on the hand, prevails, the Holy See — wishing to help them fulfill their task, often difficult as it is nowadays — lays on those conferences the task of weighing carefully whatever special circumstances may exist there, taking care to avoid any risk of lack of respect or of false opinions with regard to the Blessed Eucharist, and to avoid any other ill effects that may follow.

In such cases, episcopal conferences should examine matters carefully and should make whatever decisions, by a secret vote and with a two-thirds majority, are needed to regulate matters. Their decisions should be sent to Rome to receive the necessary confirmation, accompanied with a detailed account of the reasons which led them to take those decisions. The Holy See will examine each case carefully, taking into account the links between the different local churches and between each of them and the Universal Church, in order to promote the common good and the edification of all, and that mutual good example may increase faith and piety. [8]

Pope Paul VI then wrote that whenever permission was to be given, the tradition of receiving it on the tongue must remain an option and thus retained for those who choose to receive it that way, and he gave guidance to prevent abuse. Thus, in 1973 the conference of Catholic Bishops in the United States made a request for this option. Pope Paul VI then did give approval to this request in 1977. The Vatican’s Sacred Congregation for Divine Worship issued in 1977 the following in response to the request for permission for communion in the hand: 
In reply to the request of your conference of bishops regarding permission to give communion by placing the host on the hand of the faithful, I wish to communicate the following. Pope Paul VI calls attention to the purpose of the Instruction Memoriale Domini of 29 May 1969, on retaining the traditional practice in use. At the same time he has taken into account the reasons given to support your request and the outcome of the vote taken on this matter. The Pope grants that throughout the territory of your conference, each bishop may, according to his prudent judgment and conscience, authorize in his diocese the introduction of the new rite for giving communion. The condition is the complete avoidance of any cause for the faithful to be shocked and any danger of irreverence toward the Eucharist. [9]

Then the Sacred Congregation for Divine worship gave norms on the matter, among other things insisting that this change be done in a respectful manner and that while allowing it as an option, the option of receiving on the tongue must be retained. The "Summary of Decrees" on confirmation of the decisions of conferences of bishops in "Notitiae" lists the granting of this faculty to the United States (among other English speaking countries granted this faculty at other times). Then, Pope Paul VI confirmed this instruction with his authority effective that date, June 17, 1977. What is noted along with this permission of receiving Our Lord in our hand is the following: 

a. Proper catechesis must be provided to assure the proper and reverent reception of Communion without any suggestion of wavering on the part of the Church in its faith in the Eucharistic presence.

b. The practice must remain the option of the communicant. The priest or minister of Communion does not make the decision as to the manner of reception of Communion. It is the communicant’s personal choice. [10]

Thus, it is clear that Catholics have the option of receiving communion in the hand. Some "traditionalists" have taken some of Pope John Paul II’s instructions on reception of the Eucharist and have tried to say that he actually disallows communion in the hand. Actually, nowhere has Pope John Paul II ever rescinded Memoriale Domini, nor the permission for those in the United States that we have seen. In addition, the option of communion on the tongue has also been retained. Anybody who wants to receive communion on the tongue (like we do and many, many people who choose to do so) still can do so. 

Here is a quotation from Pope John Paul in Inaestimabile Donum, section 9 that some "traditionalists" have used to actually say that there is no such permission for communion in the hand. I will italicize the part that some "traditionalists" have argued that this supposedly forbade a lay person from touching the Eucharist with his hand. However, one must read the quote in full to understand the context, and note section 10 which I bold which shows that this particular interpretation is impossible. I also note the following sections which give a further context. 

9. Eucharistic Communion. Communion is a gift of the Lord, given to the faithful through the minister appointed for this purpose. It is not permitted that the faithful should themselves pick up the consecrated bread and the sacred chalice, still less that they should hand them from one to another.

10. The faithful, whether religious or lay, who are authorized as extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist can distribute Communion only when there is no priest, deacon or acolyte, when the priest is impeded by illness or advanced age, or when the number of the faithful going to Communion is so large as to make the celebration of Mass excessively long.[20] Accordingly, a reprehensible attitude is shown by those priests who, though present at the celebration, refrain from distributing Communion and leave this task to the laity.

11. The Church has always required from the faithful respect and reverence for the Eucharist at the moment of receiving it. With regard to the manner of going to Communion, the faithful can receive it either kneeling or standing, in accordance with the norms laid down by the episcopal conference: "When the faithful communicate kneeling, no other sign of reverence towards the Blessed Sacrament is required, since kneeling is itself a sign of adoration. When they receive Communion standing, it is strongly recommended that, coming up in procession, they should make a sign of reverence before receiving the Sacrament. This should be done at the right time and place, so that the order of people going to and from Communion is not disrupted." [11]

In fact section 9 does say that the lay person is not to touch the consecrated host. Some "traditionalists" have argued that this means that one is supposedly disobeying the Holy Father when a non-ordained person does touch it. However, the important point to note is ‘At which point are we talking about?’ He is not speaking of a lay person never touching the consecrated host. Otherwise, the Pope would have rescinded the permission to grant communion in the hand. Why would the Pope mean that the lay people can never touch it, if in the very next sentence he says that there can be extraordinary ministers who can touch it? It is obvious. It is because what he is talking about in section 9 is that they can not pick up the chalice from the altar. It does not say that they can not receive the chalice. It means that a Lay Minister can not go pick up the chalice from the altar. Only the priest is allowed to touch the Eucharist at the altar to give the cup or chalice to the Extraordinary Minister. 
Then the Lay Ministers are given the responsibility as Extraordinary Ministers to distribute. How do they distribute except holding the Body and Blood in their hand? Now yes, in too many places there has been a laxity in enforcing the fact that Extraordinary Ministers are extraordinary, and are not to be the ordinary distributors of the Eucharist. In too many places Extraordinary Ministers are used when they are not necessary. However, in my (Matt’s) Church for example, the Priest does not use Extraordinary Ministers at all, and the priests that we have, come out during Mass to distribute communion.                                                                                                                                  196.
Some "Traditionalists" will selectively quote Pope John Paul II, in Dominicae Cenae, 11, to say that only the ordained can distribute the Eucharist with their own hands (and thus contradict the instructions just cited in Inaestimabile Donum and Pope Paul's permission granted in 1977). I will italicize the part that "traditionalists" sometimes cite, but also give the rest of the citation to again give a fuller context. 

To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained, one which indicates an active participation in the ministry of the Eucharist. It is obvious that the Church can grant this faculty to those who are neither priests nor deacons, as is the case with acolytes in the exercise of their ministry, especially if they are destined for future ordination, or with other lay people who are chosen for this to meet a just need, but always after an adequate preparation.
Some have even used the italicized citation to say that "universal liturgical law" forbids communion in the hand." Yes the Pope says that it is a privilege of the ordained to touch the host. Yes, this is a privilege where only the Priest holds up the bread and wine and it becomes the Body and Blood of Our Lord through the power of Our Lord. Nevertheless the encyclical did not end at the selected part that "traditionalists" wanted to cite. Included above is the full paragraph. In the very next sentence, it says that it is obvious that this faculty of the Church can be granted to lay people!!!! Thus, any person who selectively cites one sentence disregards this obvious fact. 

In fact, in the very same section, of the same encyclical, Pope John Paul II does deplore that there have been some abuses. He insists that those who want to receive on the tongue be allowed to do so. However, he does write just a few sentences before in the same section we have just read: 

In some countries the practice of receiving Communion in the hand has been introduced. This practice has been requested by individual episcopal conferences and has received approval from the Apostolic See. However, cases of a deplorable lack of respect towards the Eucharistic species have been reported, cases which are imputable not only to the individuals guilty of such behavior but also to the pastors of the church who have not been vigilant enough regarding the attitude of the faithful towards the Eucharist. It also happens, on occasion, that the free choice of those who prefer to continue the practice of receiving the Eucharist on the tongue is not taken into account in those places where the distribution of Communion in the hand has been authorized. It is therefore difficult in the context of this present letter not to mention the sad phenomena previously referred to. This is in no way meant to refer to those who, receiving the Lord Jesus in the hand, do so with profound reverence and devotion, in those countries where this practice has been authorized. [12]
How in the world can it be "universal liturgical law forbidding communion in the hand", as some "traditionalists" argue, when the Holy Father writes that in those countries where it has been authorized, it can be done with profound reverence and devotion? This argument that the Holy Father is allowing "universal liturgical law" to be broken is ridiculous as in the very same encyclical he accepts the practice as long as it is done in a reverential fashion. Any "Traditionalist" who tries to cite the Holy Father against a lay person being able to touch the Eucharist with their hand, totally ignores the fact that he says one indeed can receive the Lord on their hand with reverence and devotion. Thus, it has been granted to not only Extraordinary Ministers to touch the host, who then can distribute the host, but also the people who can receive it in either fashion of on the tongue or in the hand. 

Conclusion: 

We have seen "Traditionalists" often misread history and misunderstand current practices. Some "Traditionalists" are more ignorant than others. Some real traditionalists will admit that yes, communion in the hand was a common occurrence traditionally and will also admit that liturgical law does allow the practice of receiving Our Lord by communion in the hand, but they just don’t like it being practiced the way that it is. This piece is not really aimed at those who make such admissions. However, in a too prevalent fashion some so-called "traditionalists" refuse to see the forest from the trees and ignore both history and real liturgical law. History shows that the practice of receiving communion in the hand was common. In both pre and even post-Nicene history people were allowed to carry it into their homes. There is no record of any Saint who forbade that or even hinted that it was an abuse to do such. We have records of Saints and Councils after the time of persecutions reporting on this without at the same time having any critiques of Our Lord being carried about in the hand by lay people who distribute Our Lord. Thus, in some sense there is more rigorousness now in the handling of Our Lord in the host now, than in the times of ancient Christian history. Where were the self-styled "Traditionalists" then? We have Saints and Councils permitting this, as we have seen. Those who call practice of receiving communion in the hand 'vulgar' call these Saints and Councils "vulgar" 

Do we think that this practice is great in the way that it is practiced now? Not necessarily so, in light of some sense of the loss of the Sacred in our day. But the Church has undoubtedly granted this permission. Jesus said to both Peter and later of the apostles this: Truly, I say to you, whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. (Mt. 16:18, 18:18). We have seen that Pope Paul VI granted this permission and Pope John Paul II has given further instructions which allows it. Liturgical law does allow this practice despite what some say. It is in not in our authority to forbid that which is permitted. Now of course both popes who have given this allowance have emphasized that this is to be done in a reverential fashion, and the practice of receiving on the tongue is and still must be an option for all who partake. We ourselves receive on the tongue. 
                                                                                                                                                                             197.
However, it is Pharisaical, and untraditional, to lambaste others who receive communion in the hand just because they receive Our Lord in that fashion. Any abuse that happens, we likewise condemn with the Holy Father. Nevertheless, it is a traditional practice, and one is permitted to do so, according to the explicit instructions of the Holy Father. In the United States it remains the option of the Communicant, per the instructions of the Holy Father, not the option of self-styled "Traditionalists" who tell us otherwise. 
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The Church Fathers & Councils Speak: Hand Communion?
http://www.catholicapologetics.info/modernproblems/newmass/Fathersoncom.htm
COMMUNION IN THE HAND -BREAD IN THE HAND?
THE CATHOLIC COUNCILS AND SAINTS SAY NO TO COMMUNION IN THE HAND
http://holyrosarychapel.vpweb.com/COMMUNION-IN-THE-HAND-.html
Quotes regarding touching the Sacred Host

http://www.ewtn.com/vexperts/showmessage_print.asp?number=398899&language=en 
Pope St. Leo the Great (440-461), already in the fifth century, is an early witness of the traditional practice. In his comments on the sixth chapter of the Gospel of John, he speaks of Communion in the mouth as the current usage: "One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith." (Serm. 91.3) Furthermore, in the ninth century the Roman Ordo clearly shows that Communion on the tongue was the manner of reception. The oft-quoted reference of St. Cyril of Jerusalem is quite suspect, because what follows his famous quote is odd, superstitious, and even irreverent to Catholic thought. This has led scholars to question the authenticity of the text, that perhaps the saint's successor was really responsible for this odd statement, the Patriarch John, who succeeded St. Cyril. But this John was of suspect orthodoxy, which we know from the correspondence of St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome, and St. Augustine. So if the quote is genuine, it most likely is attributed to the Nestorian Patriarch John, which would explain the oddity of the text. The fact that St. Cyril is quoted to the exclusion of Pope St. Leo the Great, Pope St. Sixtus I, the Council of Trent, and centuries of Church tradition, is a prime example of the historical revisionism and dumbing-down of the modernists. Just a sampling of reliable historical evidence is enough to demonstrate the consistent position of the Church regarding Communion in the hand: 
POPE ST. SIXTUS I (115-125) prohibited the faithful from even touching the Sacred Vessels: "Statutum est ut sacra vasa non ab aliis quam a sacratis Dominoque dicatis contrectentur hominibus..." 
[It has been decreed that the Sacred Vessels are not to be handled by others than by those consecrated and dedicated to the Lord.]

POPE ST. EUTYCHIAN (275-283) forbade the faithful from taking the Sacred Host in their hand.

ST. BASIL THE GREAT, DOCTOR OF THE CHURCH (330-379)
"The right to receive Holy Communion in the hand is permitted only in time of persecution." 
St. Basil considered Communion in the hand so irregular that he did not hesitate to consider it a grave fault.          198.
COUNCIL OF SARAGOSSA (380)
It was decided to punish with EXCOMMUNICATION anyone who dared to continue the practice of Holy Communion in the hand. The Synod of Toledo confirmed this decree.
POPE ST. LEO I THE GREAT (440-461) energetically defended and required faithful obedience to the practice of administering Holy Communion on the tongue of the faithful.

SYNOD OF ROUEN (650) condemned Communion in the hand to halt widespread abuses that occurred from this practice, and as a safeguard against sacrilege.

SIXTH ECUMENICAL COUNCIL, AT CONSTANTINOPLE (680-681) forbade the faithful to take the Sacred Host in their hand, threatening the transgressors with excommunication.

ST. THOMAS AQUINAS (1225-1274)
"Out of reverence towards this sacrament [the Holy Eucharist], nothing touches it, but what is consecrated; hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest's hands, for touching this sacrament." (Summa Theologica, Pars III, Q. 82, Art. 3, Rep. Obj. 8)
COUNCIL OF TRENT (1545-1565)
"The fact that only the priest gives Holy Communion with his consecrated hands is an Apostolic Tradition."

POPE PAUL VI (1963-1978)
"This method [on the tongue] must be retained." (Apostolic Epistle "Memoriale Domini")
POPE JOHN PAUL II (1978-)
"To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained. (Dominicae Cenae, sec. 11)
"It is not permitted that the faithful should themselves pick up the consecrated bread and the sacred chalice, still less that they should hand them from one to another." (Inaestimabile Donum, April 17, 1980, sec. 9)
Let us note the words of John the Baptist in his speaking of Christ, as he has said that of Christ, "He is the one who comes after me, the thongs of whose sandals I am not worth to untie.” John 1:27

If St. John the Baptist said that of himself how much more are were indeed unworthy to touch the Sacred Host, this is why St. Thomas has rightly said, "It is only a privilege of the ordained".
Council of Trent (Council of Trent, Session 13, Chapter 8): 
"To omit nothing doctrinal on so important a subject, we now come to speak of the minister of the Sacrament, a point, however, on which scarcely anyone is ignorant. The pastor then will teach, that to priests alone has been given power to consecrate and administer the Holy Eucharist. That the unvarying practice of the Church has also been, that the faithful receive the Sacrament from the hand of the priest, and that the priest communicate himself, has been explained by the Council of Trent; and the same holy Council has shown that this practice is always to be scrupulously adhered to, stamped, as it is, with the authoritative impress of Apostolic tradition, and sanctioned by the illustrious example of our Lord himself, who, with His own hands, consecrated and gave to His disciples, His most sacred body. To consult as much as possible, for the dignity of this so August a Sacrament, not only is its administration confided exclusively to the priestly order; but the Church has also, by an express law, prohibited any but those who are consecrated to religion, unless in case of necessity, to touch the sacred vessels, the linen or other immediate necessaries for consecration. Priest and people may hence learn, what piety and holiness they should possess who consecrate, administer, or receive the Holy of Holies." 
The same Church authorities which forbade a layman's hand touching the Eucharist has now permitted it. These former Popes and bishops enjoyed no more authority or less than the present Holy Father and Vatican Council 2. - Fr Robert J. Levis, EWTN
There is this forward [the link does not open now] that I received:
Stop Communion in the Hand

http://www.petitionspot.com/petitions/stophandcommunion February 18, 2010

Let us petition our Holy Father Benedict XVI to stop the sacrilegious practice of receiving the Eucharistic Lord in the Hand because:
1. The most noble and respectful way to receive the Lord is by kneeling and on the mouth.
2. The practice was not fully extended to the Universal Church and thus is a liturgical abuse.
3. The risk of profaning the Blessed Lord (by not consuming the Host, by fragments breaking off and getting trampled) is greater.
4. The practice of Communion in the Hand a "false archaeologism": an idolization of (supposed) practices of the ancient Church which involves an organic development of Catholic Eucharistic doctrine and adoration.

As Occult, New Age Practices Increase, so Does Need for Exorcists

http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/as-occult-new-age-practices-increase-so-does-need-for-exorcists/ 

By Elisabeth Deffner, September 24, 2012
Father Gary Thomas, upon whom the book and film The Rite was based, and other exorcists discuss their unique ministry.

Evil has not fallen out of fashion. Exorcism is a rite developed — and promulgated — to meet a need that still exists, due to more people delving into New Age and occult practices.                                                                          199.
And, yes, satanic worshippers are a reality.

"They come in the church and steal the Blessed Sacrament to use in a 'black mass'," explained Father Gary Thomas, pastor of Sacred Heart Church in Saratoga, Calif., and the exorcist for the Diocese of San Jose.

He has alerted his fellow priests to this danger — and trained his extraordinary ministers of holy Communion so that they note whether people receiving Communion are actually consuming it, not simply transporting it elsewhere for obscene purposes.

Father Thomas, a priest for 28 years, has even addressed people who appear not to be consuming the Eucharist.

"If I don’t know them, I’ll say, 'Excuse me, will you please finish consuming the body of Christ in my presence?'" he said.

Father Thomas — the subject of the book The Rite and the 2012 movie of the same name — was one of a half dozen exorcism experts to speak at the Southern California Renewal Communities’ Catholic Renewal Convention held Labor Day weekend in Anaheim, Calif.

In addition to the workshops on healing, the Holy Spirit and prayer, the convention offered two tracks called "Christ Triumphant," which focused on exorcism and deliverance ministry — a general track and a pastoral track for clergy and lay ministers.

The day preceding the convention, organizers also hosted a "mini-conference" for 175 registered priests and three bishops featuring the expert speakers (among them four active exorcists and one retired exorcist).

Which begs the question: Is exorcism simply a hot topic — or has the need for the rite grown?

It’s certainly a popular subject. The Rite was one of a handful of movies about exorcism released in the last two years, and a short-lived television series on the subject also launched. But that’s far from the point, says Father Thomas.

"There is a greater need for exorcism because there is a greater frequency of the practices of the occult, New Age and Satanism, both on the part of Catholics and other people alike," he said. 
Conference speakers explained that people begin experimenting with other traditions and rituals, often simply out of curiosity. They don’t realize that they are, at the same time, losing their spiritual center and turning away from God. 

That being said, exorcists are quick to state that most of the people who come to see them are not possessed.

Father Jeffrey Grob, exorcist for the Archdiocese of Chicago, declines to give numbers of people who come to see him — or people he has exorcized — but says simply, "I see far more people than I need to see."
Like Father Thomas — who says the vast majority of people who come to see him are dealing with mental-health issues, not issues of possession — Father Grob says that most people who hope to call upon his exorcism expertise are actually dealing with psychological issues, or even with a faith life that has gotten off track.

"Spiritually speaking, they don’t need an exorcist. They need their parish priest; they need a spiritual director," he said. "They need someone who will get them back in the practice of their faith — bring them back to reality."
After all, he points out, even if a person is not actually possessed, a focus on darkness and evil can draw him into horrifying actions, even including satanic worship and ritualistic murder.

One example comes quickly to Father Grob’s mind: the 1980 murder of Sister Margaret Ann Pahl, a high-profile crime in Toledo, Ohio. The nun had been strangled and stabbed multiple times in the chapel of a hospital, which she was preparing for the Easter vigil Mass. When the case was reopened in 2003, the hospital chaplain — Father Gerald Robinson — was charged with her murder, and evidence of a cult of ritualistic satanic abuse was uncovered. Father Grob was called as an expert witness to answer questions about cult activity and satanic worship.

"It’s proof positive how far afoul things can go," he says. "It’s so unbelievable — people don’t want to think about it.

But things like this happen."
Those attending the "Christ Triumphant" tracks of the recent convention were not hoping for sensational "Amityville Horror"-style stories. On the contrary, many said they have already experienced the presence of evil and have no need of corroborating stories from others. They simply want to learn how they can help in this important work. (Exorcists can only be priests, but laypeople can take part in the ministry by joining a prayer team or supporting the diocesan exorcist in other ways. Father Thomas, for instance, works with a medical doctor, a clinical psychiatrist and a psychologist as he discerns whether a "client" is suffering from a demonic possession or from a mental or physical disorder.)

"I want the tools to be able to pray for people I feel are being afflicted," said Jean Cordero, a parishioner at American Martyrs Church in Manhattan Beach, Calif., who listened raptly to Father Thomas’ opening-day presentation.   

Similarly, Father Art Najera — currently working in the Diocese of Sacramento, Calif. — attended the convention to gain knowledge he expects to find useful as he ministers in his parish. People sometimes call to request their houses be blessed because they are experiencing strange phenomena there, he explained.

"The reality is the devil is more active now," he said simply.

Despite the need for exorcism and recent media attention to the rite and the priests who administer it, the number of exorcists is small. There are more than 180 dioceses in the United States, for instance, but only about 60 known exorcists, says Father Thomas.

Speakers at the recent conference noted that not all Catholics properly understand the rite, and many tend to dismiss it as unnecessary.

But one need only read the Bible to see that Jesus himself was an exorcist, casting out demons from those possessed by them.

"It is the Church’s responsibility to provide the rite of exorcism when it is needed," said Father Grob. "Our work is to return an afflicted soul back to the body of Christ."                                                                                           200.
EXTRAORDINARY MINISTERS OF HOLY COMMUNION [EMHCs]
See pages 26, 36-37, 56, 106-107, 158-159 and 164-165. 

Also see pages 3, 10, 43, 57, 95, 124, 126, 127, 137, 196, 197, and 200 for shorter references.
Cardinal Pell: Dropping Priestly Requirement Might Stir Confusion 
http://www.zenit.org/article-14240?l=english EXTRACT
VATICAN CITY, October 12, 2005 (Zenit.org) 
Unnecessary substitutions 
Regarding the proliferation of extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist, the cardinal asked the synod "to draw up a further list of suggestions and criteria to regulate the celebration of Communion services, especially on Sundays." "'Liturgies awaiting a priest' is a better title than 'priestless liturgies,'" he said. "There is no such thing as 'lay-led liturgy,' because lay people can only lead devotional prayers and para-liturgies."

Blessings without a Stole
http://www.zenit.org/article-19770?l=english 
ROME, May 29, 2007 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara, professor of liturgy at the Regina Apostolorum university.
In line with our column on blessings without a stole (May 15), several readers have asked a similar question: "Is it proper for lay extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion to give a 'blessing' to young children or people who cannot (or choose not to) receive the Eucharist?" There are many ways of distinguishing kinds of blessings and sacramentals. One such distinction is between constituent and invocative sacramental.
The effect of a constituent sacramental is to transform the person or object being blessed in such a way that it is separated from profane use. Examples would include the blessing of an abbot and the blessing of holy water. Practically all of these blessings are reserved to an ordained minister and sometimes are the exclusive preserve of the bishop. Invocative blessings call down God's blessing and protection upon a person or thing without sacralizing them in any way. Some of these blessings are reserved to the ordained, such as the blessing of the assembly at the end of a liturgical celebration.
Some blessings may also be imparted by lay people by delegation or by reason of some special liturgical ministry, above all when an ordained minister is absent or impeded (see general introduction to the Shorter Book of Blessings, No. 18). In these cases lay people use the appropriate formulas designated for lay ministers. This latter situation is probably the case of the extraordinary ministers of holy Communion who ask that God's blessing may come upon those who for some good reason approach the altar but do not receive Communion. Finally, some simple blessings may be given by lay people in virtue of their office, for example, parents on behalf of their children.

More on laymen
http://www.zenit.org/article-21430?l=english EXTRACT
ROME, January 8, 2008 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara

Q: With regards to several of the changes implemented with and after the promulgation of the Novus Ordo of Paul VI, are the following "optional" for the celebrant? These are all practiced at my very traditional parish, but I'm wondering if they are OK. -- J.D., Detroit, Michigan

A: As our reader gives a list, we shall attempt to answer one by one. By necessity the replies will be somewhat telegraphic without indicating all the sources and leaving aside some pastoral considerations that would nuance the responses. […]
-- "No female altar servers. ... No extraordinary ministers of holy Communion."

As indicated by various documents of the Holy See, the bishop may permit, but not oblige, a pastor to use female altar servers. If the pastor does not wish to take this option, then he is within his rights. Likewise, if the pastor considers that the parish has no need of "extraordinary ministers" because there are sufficient priests, then he need not have any.

Extraordinary Ministers and Both Species of Communion
http://www.zenit.org/article-24694?l=english  
ROME, January 6, 2009 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara
In the wake of our comments on Communion under both species (see Dec. 16), a Drogheda, Ireland, reader asked for a clarification on the role of the instituted acolyte with respect to purification. After summarizing the relevant documents, he asked: "Am I right in thinking that if acolyte, deacon and priest are present, then the deacon should purify; if priest and deacon are present, then the deacon should purify; and if priest and acolyte are present, then the acolyte should purify?"
In a nutshell, yes! This is the proper procedure in the cases described.
Other readers had asked specific questions about the distribution of Communion under both species. A Calgary, Alberta, reader asked: "Is it appropriate to have Communion under both species at weekday Masses and Sunday Masses in Ordinary Time, or should this be reserved for feast days and other celebrations? If there is more than one Mass on a Sunday, can just one of the Masses be in both species or should all Masses be the same?"
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There is no universal answer to this question. The decision as to when to offer Communion under both species now falls primarily on the local ordinary who, in some cases, may delegate the decision to the local pastor.
Distributing the Precious Blood in parishes on weekdays is rare, but the bishop could permit this practice if circumstances warrant it. It is quite common in seminaries and religious houses and during spiritual retreats.
Similarly there could be good practical reasons why a parish would offer the Precious Blood at only some Masses on a Sunday, for example, if one particular Mass was so packed that there was real danger of spillage or of overly extending the time of communion. In such cases the reasons should be explained to the faithful so that they may choose at what Mass to assist.
Finally, a Colorado reader asked: "If the body, blood, soul and divinity of Christ are present in both the consecrated bread and wine, does not one receive Communion twice if one receives under both species? If not, why?"
The answer is no! The reason is a tad more complex. Receiving Communion should always be related to participation at Mass and the context of completing the holy sacrifice, and not be seen exclusively from the point of view of the doctrine of the real presence. This is one reason why the priest celebrant must, with rare exceptions, communicate under both kinds at every Mass.
Even if one occasionally may receive Communion outside of Mass, it is always related in some way to the sacrifice in which this host was consecrated.
In this light, for the faithful, receiving Communion at Mass is the high point and completion of each person's personal participation in the holy sacrifice. From the point of view of the sign this completion is fuller when Communion is received under both species but are, so to speak, two moments of a single act of communion.
Nor is there any difference, from the point of view of communion, in receiving the Precious Blood directly from the chalice or by intinction of the sacred hosts.
At the same time, while Communion under both species is a fuller sign of participation at Mass, the fact that Christ is fully present in both species means that reception under just one species is sufficient for holy Communion.
On Paraliturgies 
http://www.zenit.org/article-24441?l=english   
ROME, December 2, 2008 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara
Q: I recently participated in what was called a "paraliturgy" in which there was no priest or deacon but Eucharistic ministers. This paraliturgy consisted of the Confiteor, an Epistle reading and the reading of the Gospel. I was asked to read the Epistle and the Gospel; and the Pater Noster. Afterward there was distribution of consecrated hosts from the tabernacle. Is there such a thing as a paraliturgy? What are the norms of the liturgy when a priest and deacon are not present? Is it permissible for a layperson, who is not ordained a priest or deacon, to publicly read the Gospel? -- F.B., Coral Gables, Florida
A: The term paraliturgy is of relatively recent coinage and is used inappropriately to describe the Celebration of the Word with distribution of Communion (at which you assisted). As far as I know the term paraliturgy is not used in universal Church documents.
The term was first used in the context of the liturgical movement before the reforms of the Second Vatican Council. The term described celebrations and forms of worship inspired by the liturgy but which do not form part of official liturgical texts.
Before Vatican II many groups developed paraliturgical services. These usually involved some form of celebration of the Word along with litanies, prayers and rites inspired by the liturgy but in the vernacular.
In some cases rites born in a paraliturgical context were eventually incorporated into the liturgy. Perhaps the most significant example is the renewal of baptismal promises. This practice began among groups of young Catholics around the year 1900 and became very popular in retreats and similar gatherings as an expression of commitment to the faith. Half a century after its inception Pope Pius XII decided to include the renewal of baptismal promises among the rites of the restored Easter Vigil.
In other cases a new theological perspective led to a changed category. For example, before Vatican II the possibility of realizing a liturgical act depended on having a canonical delegation. For this reason a layperson who prayed the Divine Office technically performed a pious act but not a liturgical one. A nun, who prayed the same text in virtue of a canonical deputation, was deemed as participating in the liturgy.
After Vatican II the capacity to act liturgically was no longer grounded canonically but rather on the basis of having received the sacraments of baptism and confirmation. Thus, any Catholic who prays the Liturgy of the Hours as the prayer of the Church acts liturgically.
In the context of the present liturgy, a community celebration of the Word, with or without the distribution of Holy Communion, should not be called a paraliturgy, because it is in fact a liturgical act ordered and determined by Church authority.
Extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion may lead these celebrations when no ordained minister can be present. In such cases the liturgical norms recommend that the extraordinary ministers avoid the impression that they substitute the presiding role of the priest. They should not, for example, use the presidential chair. And tasks such as reading the Gospel and distributing Communion should be divided among various ministers.
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Some bishops' conferences have developed special books for these celebrations, especially when carried out on a Sunday, so as to clearly distinguish them from the celebration of Mass.
Although the term paraliturgy should not be used for the above celebrations, the term may still be applied to a host of other rites and celebrations that use a quasi-liturgical format. Among these could be numbered the rites used by some religious communities and ecclesial movements to induct new members. The elements of these ceremonies are often inspired by the rituals of the sacraments, blessings and religious profession, without corresponding to any officially approved text.
Other possible applications of this term could describe penitential and other services during retreats, parish missions and the like that rely heavily on liturgical models but which also include other elements such as readings and prayers from other spiritual writers.
Some authors class as paraliturgies the texts of litanies, novenas and pious exercises that might have received episcopal approval for private devotion but which are frequently recited publicly in churches without ever being considered as the Church's official prayer. This is a possible use of the term, although it makes it difficult to distinguish between paraliturgies and what official documents refer to as community pious practices. 

Blessings at Holy Communion 
http://www.zenit.org/article-25463?l=english 
ROME, March 24, 2009 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara
Q: In America, the custom of giving blessings to people who are unable to receive Communion is growing rapidly. In my parish, in Texas, it appears that the practice of extraordinary ministers of holy Communion tracing a cross onto the head of small children and visitors has become more important than the Eucharist itself. Many have commented to me that it is so "unwelcoming" not to do this. I have pointed out in liturgy meetings that neither the Rite of Blessings nor the Roman Missal envisions this practice. As a deacon I am greatly bothered by this trend, but my "parish administrator" is hesitant to change the habit of the previous pastor. In fact, at weddings and funerals this behavior is encouraged for non-Catholics by our presiding priests. I would greatly appreciate reading or hearing your opinion/suggestions on what appears to be an insert into the Eucharistic rite and perhaps a disservice to our ability to create a true desire and understanding for receiving Christ at Mass in holy Communion. -- D.I., Texas
A: We have addressed this topic on a couple of occasions (May 10 and 24, 2005) in which we expressed misgivings regarding this practice. At the same time, we pointed out that the legal situation of the usage is murky with bishops making statements falling on both sides of the argument.
Recently, however, a document has appeared in several Internet sources which indicate that the Holy See is tending toward a negative view of the practice. The document is a letter (Protocol No. 930/08/L) dated Nov. 22, 2008, sent in response to a private query and signed by Father Anthony Ward, SM, undersecretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship.
As a private reply the letter is not yet a norm with legal force and, as it makes clear, is not a definitive reply. However, it provides some valuable pointers on the legitimacy of this practice and the mind of the Holy See regarding it.
The letter said that "this matter is presently under the attentive study of the Congregation," so "for the present, this dicastery wishes to limit itself to the following observations":
"1. The liturgical blessing of the Holy Mass is properly given to each and to all at the conclusion of the Mass, just a few moments subsequent to the distribution of Holy Communion.
"2. Lay people, within the context of Holy Mass, are unable to confer blessings. These blessings, rather, are the competence of the priest (cf. Ecclesia de Mysterio, Notitiae 34 (15 Aug. 1997), art. 6, § 2; Canon 1169, § 2; and Roman Ritual De Benedictionibus (1985), n. 18).
"3. Furthermore, the laying on of a hand or hands -- which has its own sacramental significance, inappropriate here -- by those distributing Holy Communion, in substitution for its reception, is to be explicitly discouraged.
"4. The Apostolic Exhortation Familiaris Consortio n. 84, 'forbids any pastor, for whatever reason or pretext even of a pastoral nature, to perform ceremonies of any kind for divorced people who remarry'. To be feared is that any form of blessing in substitution for communion would give the impression that the divorced and remarried have been returned, in some sense, to the status of Catholics in good standing.
"5. In a similar way, for others who are not to be admitted to Holy Communion in accord with the norm of law, the Church's discipline has already made clear that they should not approach Holy Communion nor receive a blessing. This would include non-Catholics and those envisaged in can. 915 (i.e., those under the penalty of excommunication or interdict, and others who obstinately persist in manifest grave sin)."
Although the letter as such is not legally binding, some of its points, such as No. 2 on the prohibition of lay ministers giving liturgical blessings, are merely restatements of existing law and as such are already obligatory.
Nor did the letter deal with all possible circumstances, such as the case of small children mentioned by our reader. Because of this, some dioceses have taken a prudent wait-and-see attitude regarding these blessings. For example, the liturgy office of the Archdiocese of Atlanta, while reiterating that "the Archdiocese has no policy prohibiting the use of blessings at the time of Holy Communion," prudently suggested to pastors that it "may be appropriate to avoid promoting the practice until a more definitive judgment regarding its value in the liturgical celebration can be obtained."
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Follow-up: Blessings at Holy Communion
http://www.zenit.org/article-25671?l=english 
ROME, April 21, 2009 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara

Several readers commented on the question of blessings at Communion (see March 24) after we presented a letter from the Holy See expressing a fairly negative assessment of this practice.
Our readers expressed opinions both in favor and against, often outlining situations that the practice would promote or hinder.
One reader, for example, commented on the value of Mass in itself: "I have read St. Leonard's [of Port Maurice, 1676-1751] 'The Hidden Treasure' and was deeply moved at his writing about the miracle and the power of the Mass. Everyone in this world should be invited to attend Holy Mass no matter what religion or in what state of grace they find themselves. Especially fallen away Catholics who might be divorced and remarried (but they really are not married in the eyes of the Catholic Church) or Catholics who are in the state of mortal sin due to addictions of one sort or another. They try to amend their lives but fall too often, and they must sit in their pews while 'everyone' else gets up into the procession line. This is an embarrassing situation to one who is guilty of mortal sin ... [but being unable to go to confession] would not dare to compound their sins by sins by the sacrilege of receiving the holy Eucharist.
"So, if they were allowed to join the procession to receive a blessing 'by the priest or deacon' they would not stand out as one who is in a state of mortal sin. For that is the only reason they would not receive, being that the fasting rule of one hour is almost impossible to break.
"I have come to the conclusion that many Catholics just stop going to Mass for this reason.
"Many people need a reason for not receiving the Eucharist on a Sunday morning and at least a three-hour fast would allow some excuse. The good Catholics would have a deeper respect for just what they are doing and the sacrifice of fasting is a good way to inspire respect."
I agree with our reader that even those who are unable to receive Communion should attend Mass; indeed, they retain the same obligation to do so as all Catholics.
However, I would point out that St. Leonard's work was written at a time when the practice of frequent and daily Communion was quite rare, even among vowed religious and pious Catholics. Therefore it cannot be supposed that the object of his work was particularly aimed at those unable to receive Communion.
Indeed, for those in such a situation the principal grace of the Mass would be that of conversion: that is, finding the strength to remove the obstacles to their being able to approach the altar and receive the bread of life. This is true both of those who are afflicted by sin as well as those, such as a non-Catholic attending Mass with a spouse, who cannot receive Communion for other reasons.
In some cases a blessing might help such people attend Mass by avoiding an embarrassing moment. But it could also have exactly the opposite effect by singling them out for a blessing when others receive Communion. Likewise, this situation is more often that not provoked by the bad habit in many parishes of insisting on an orderly pew-by-pew communion procession when a bit of confusion would be enough to help such people pass unnoticed.
In other cases, human frailty being what it is, the possibility of receiving a blessing in lieu of Communion might actually satisfy some people so that they never actually take the plunge of regularizing their situation before God and the Church.
All in all, anecdotal evidence could probably be presented for all sides, and the question should eventually be decided by Church authorities on the basis of solid theological arguments.
There are good arguments for restoring the three-hour fast, and our reader gives some of them. Some bishops proposed this a few years ago while others objected that it would make some successful pastoral initiatives, such as lunch-hour Masses in urban centers, almost impossible.
Another reader, a priest, asked, "What if a person coming for a blessing during Communion time is living in sin and a person who knows that person and sees that person thinks that the person is about to receive Communion? Since the communicant's back is to the people in the pews, could not this situation be a source of scandal?"
I would say that if the possibility of receiving a blessing is a known option, then a person who is unable to see whether or not someone has communicated should in all charity grant them the benefit of the doubt and not cede to the temptations of rash judgment.
Even if such a person believed that the other had received Communion, then, once more in charity, they should rejoice that the sinner has found a way to make his peace with God and is now able to approach the altar rail.
Except in cases of notorious public sins, the nature of which require some form of public reconciliation, we should respect the other's conscience and refrain from making judgments as to the state of their souls. It is true that pastoral practice usually advises some people who have been reconciled to attend Mass where they are unknown so as to avoid rash judgments. But even if this advice is not followed, then our tendency should always be toward charitable thoughts.
Follow-up: Liturgical Garb for Habit-Wearers
http://www.zenit.org/article-26991?l=english
ROME, September 15, 2009 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara
In the wake of our piece on the proper liturgical garb for ministers and servers (Sept. 15, http://www.zenit.org/article-26868?l=english), a reader asked for further clarifications.                                                                                     204.

He wrote: "You quote from GIRM: '336. The sacred garment common to ordained and instituted ministers of any rank is the alb, to be tied at the waist with a cincture unless it is made so as to fit even without such.' Would you be kind enough to clarify who are considered 'instituted ministers of any rank'?"
The expression "instituted ministers of any rank" basically refers to all ordained ministers (bishop, priest and deacon) and the instituted lay ministries of lector and acolyte.
The concept of the alb as a common sacred garment means that all these ministers may use the alb at any liturgical action.
Depending on the norms of each bishops' conference, the alb may also be used by other occasional lay ministers who fulfill liturgical functions without a specific institution, such as altar servers, readers and even extraordinary ministers of holy Communion.
The concept of common garment also means that an alb may always be used for liturgical services of any kind even when the norms allow the use of other sacred vestments instead. Thus it is necessary to distinguish between "may use" and "must use," as this can vary from celebration to celebration.
For example, ordained ministers "must use" the alb for Mass. For other sacraments and sacramentals they "may use" the alb or the cassock and surplice. Instituted lay ministers "may use" alb, cassock and surplice, or another approved garb at Mass and other occasions.
Another reader referred to religious habits: "I am wondering if some ancient protocols continue to apply. I am thinking particularly about special garb used by servers in the oldest orders, some of which use a cowl for the purpose. I am also thinking about the custom in the older orders of not using the stole for certain rites, most notably for hearing confessions when dressed in the habit."
Since the customs of some ancient religious orders predate even the Council of Trent, they usually have the force of particular law and, unless specifically abrogated or reprobated, can usually be considered as legitimate variations within the Church. This could also be applied to the custom regarding the stole for confession if it is truly an immemorial practice and not a recent invention.
All the same, even a venerable custom should be evaluated with respect to its pastoral efficacy. Wearing a stole while hearing confessions reminds both minister and penitent of the specifically sacramental and priestly nature of the encounter.
Personally I would favor that such religious leave aside such a custom, at least when exercising the ministry outside of the community, if the wearing of the stole is the better pastoral practice.
Follow-up: Purifying Vessels Away From the Altar 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/liturgy/zlitur66.htm
ROME, February 8, 2005 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara 
A surprising number of messages arrived requesting clarifications about the purification of sacred vessels (see Jan. 25). Since many of the missives contained similar questions, I will divide the answer into several subpoints. 
A frequent request concerned the possibility of using the sacristy, instead of the credence table, to purify the vessels. Although the liturgical books do not mention the sacristy, I believe that this possibility may be adopted in cases of necessity -- for example, if space within the sanctuary is too small to cater for a credence table of sufficient dimensions, or if the vessels must be purified after Mass and there is little time between scheduled Masses. When this is done, great care must be taken so as not to convert the sacristy into a washing room. A proper credence table, or one of the vesting cabinets, must be prepared to receive the vessels. 
This table should be covered with a white linen cloth and supplied with corporal, purificators and water. 
The ablutions should also be carried out in a climate of silence out of respect for the sacred species as well as to maintain the traditional silence observed in Catholic sacristies. Another frequently asked question regarded who may purify. As mentioned in our former reply, this task falls to the deacon or, in his absence, the instituted acolyte, or, lacking both, the priest. In normal circumstances, extraordinary ministers of Communion may not purify the sacred vessels at Mass. However, the United States -- and I believe, so far, only the United States -- has received a temporary indult derogating from the general norms. 
The text of the indult (Prot. 1382/01/L) states: "In response to the request of His Excellency, the Most Reverend Joseph Fiorenza, Bishop of Galveston-Houston, President of the Conference of Bishops of the United States of America, made in a letter dated June 21, 2001, and in virtue of the faculties granted to this Congregation by the Supreme Pontiff, John Paul II, we grant that in the dioceses of this same Conference, for grave pastoral reasons, the faculty may be given by the diocesan Bishop to the priest celebrant to use the assistance, when necessary, even of extraordinary ministers in the cleansing of sacred vessels after the distribution of Communion has been completed in the celebration of Mass. This faculty is conceded for a period of three years as a dispensation from the norm of the 'Institutio Generalis,' 'edito typica tertia' of the Roman Missal." 
The indult was effective from Holy Thursday of 2002 and, unless renewed or made permanent, will expire this March 28. Thus, for the moment, within the confines of the United States or any other country that may have requested and obtained a similar indult, an extraordinary minister of Holy Communion may assist in the purification for "grave pastoral reasons." The expression "grave reasons" is not boilerplate, and the bishop and priest should weigh the circumstances heavily in deciding if this assistance is objectively necessary. If it is not, they should not call upon extraordinary ministers. In most cases, an experienced minister can carry out this task combining dignity with alacrity.               205.
And most other countries seem to be getting by without any special indults, even those that also frequently distribute Communion under both species. 
However, if the assistance of extraordinary ministers is deemed necessary, I think that this task should be assigned to no more than one or two at a time, to avoid the danger of sparking conversations around the credence table. Also repeatedly requested was a description of the purification process, whether during or after Mass. 
Before purification proper begins, it is necessary to gather any remaining fragments and consume any remaining Precious Blood. As the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, No. 163, indicates: "When the distribution of Communion is finished, the priest himself immediately and completely consumes at the altar any consecrated wine that happens to remain; as for any consecrated hosts that are left, he either consumes them at the altar or carries them to the place designated for the reservation of the Eucharist." This task belongs to the deacon or priest although in the United States. "When more of the Precious Blood remains than was necessary for Communion, and if not consumed by the bishop or priest celebrant, 'the deacon immediately and reverently consumes at the altar all of the Blood of Christ which remains; he may be assisted, if needs dictate, by other deacons and priests.' When there are extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion, they may consume what remains of the Precious Blood from their chalice of distribution with permission of the diocesan bishop." 
With regard to this latter point it is necessary to recall the admonition of "Redemptionis Sacramentum," No. 102. 
To wit: "The chalice should not be ministered to lay members of Christ's faithful where there is such a large number of communicants that it is difficult to gauge the amount of wine for the Eucharist and there is a danger that 'more than a reasonable quantity of the Blood of Christ remain to be consumed at the end of the celebration.' The same is true wherever access to the chalice would be difficult to arrange, or where such a large amount of wine would be required that its certain provenance and quality could only be known with difficulty, or wherever there is not an adequate number of sacred ministers or extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion with proper formation, or where a notable part of the people continues to prefer not to approach the chalice for various reasons, so that the sign of unity would in some sense be negated." Either way, it is clear that all of the sacred species should be consumed before purification begins. Continuing with GIRM, No. 163: "Upon returning to the altar, the priest collects (and consumes) any fragments that may remain." The term "fragment" would seem to refer to larger parts easily taken up by the fingers and not to the tiny particles that remain upon the paten and in the ciborium. "Then, standing at the altar or at the credence table, he purifies the paten or ciborium over the chalice then purifies the chalice…" This is usually done by placing the paten over the chalice at an angle so that the tiny fragments fall into it. If necessary, this process may be helped by moving the particles with the corner of a folded purificator or with the thumb, which in turn is rubbed over the chalice to loosen any particles that may have adhered. If necessary, especially in hot and humid climes, the fingers may also be purified with water. The ciborium may be purified by hand in the same manner. But because of the large number of small particles in this vessel, it is often necessary to purify it directly with water. In this case, water is placed in the ciborium, gently swished to absorb all the particles and this water is then poured directly into the chalice. Extra chalices are likewise purified with water. The minister then consumes the water containing the particles and should not pour it into the sacrarium. 
The minister then dries the ciboria and the chalice or chalices with a purificator. When this process is completed, and only then, may the sacred vessels be washed with other elements such as soap. This is usually unnecessary and should not be done on a daily basis except, perhaps, when many people partake of the same chalice. Excess washing can cause expensive damage to the metal parts of the chalice. 

Limit role of extraordinary ministers, Vatican tells US
http://www.ewtn.com/vnews/getstory.asp?number=72631  
October 25, 2006 (CWNews.com) The Vatican has instructed the Catholic bishops of the US to discontinue the practice of allowing extraordinary Eucharistic ministers to assist with the purification of chalices after Communion.
In an October 12 letter to Bishop William Skylstad, the president of the US bishops' conference, the prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship reported that Pope Benedict XVI (bio - news) ordered an end to the American practice. Cardinal Francis Arinze (bio - news) was responding to a request from the US bishops' conference, asking for approval to continue the policy. Bishop Skylstad, in turn, wrote to all American bishops on October 23, informing them that "it will be necessary to inform all pastors that extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion may no longer assist with the purification of sacred vessels at Mass." 
Although the General Instruction of the Roman Missal specifies that sacred vessels may be purified only by a priest or deacon, the American bishops had obtained an indult, or permission, to allow extraordinary ministers to assist in that role. This indult was intended to encourage more people to receive Communion under both kinds. 
In his letter to Bishop Skylstad, Cardinal Arinze noted, "Sometimes, however, the high number of communicants may render it inadvisable for everyone to drink from the chalice." He recommended that the American bishops remind their people of the teaching from the Council of Trent, "that Christ is fully present under each of the species. Communion under the species of bread alone, as a consequence, makes it possible to receive all the fruit of Eucharistic grace." 
Bishop Skylstad, in conveying news of the Vatican decision to the American hierarchy, attached a list of questions and answers about the distribution of Communion, prepared by Bishop Donald Trautman, the chairman of the US bishops' liturgy committee. Bp. Trautman reminded his fellow bishops that the use of extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist is intended "exclusively for those instances where there are not enough ordinary ministers to distribute Holy Communion."

Pope tells US priests to clean up own chalices 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/610/139.php 

October 26, 2006 Lay extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist in the US will no longer be permitted to assist priests in the purification of sacred vessels at Mass following a new ruling from the Holy See. Catholic News Service reports that the new measure approved by Pope Benedict was announced in a 23 October letter from Bishop William Skylstad, President of the US Conference of Catholic Bishops. Bishop Skylstad asked his fellow bishops to inform all pastors of the change, which came in response to a letter from Cardinal Francis Arinze, prefect of the Vatican Congregation for Divine Worship and the Sacraments. The US bishops had earlier asked the Vatican to extend an indult - or church permission - in effect since 2002 allowing extraordinary ministers of holy Communion to help cleanse the Communion cups and plates when there were not enough priests or deacons to do so.
Bishop Skylstad, who heads the Diocese of Spokane, Washington state, said Cardinal Arinze consulted Pope Benedict on the issue at a 9 June audience, "and received a response in the negative." Noting that the General Instruction of the Roman Missal "directs that the sacred vessels are to be purified by the priest, the deacon or an instituted acolyte," Cardinal Arinze said that "it does not seem feasible, therefore, for the congregation to grant the requested indult from this directive in the general law of the Latin Church." Although receiving Communion under both kinds is a "more complete" sign of the sacrament's meaning, Cardinal Arinze said, "Christ is fully present under each of the species." "Communion under the species of the bread alone, as a consequence, makes it possible to receive all the fruit of eucharistic grace," he added.
Another "legitimate option" when "the high number of communicants may render it inadvisable for everyone to drink from the chalice" is intinction - the practice of dipping the consecrated host into the consecrated wine - "with reception on the tongue always and everywhere," the Cardinal's letter said.
Along with the letters from Bishop Skylstad and Cardinal Arinze, bishops received a new resource prepared by the bishops' Committee on the Liturgy titled "Seven Questions on the Distribution of Holy Communion Under Both Kinds." The committee document also suggested distribution of Communion by consecrated bread alone or by intinction when the number of communicants makes the purification of vessels by priests, deacons or instituted acolytes alone "pastorally problematic." "Priests should also keep in mind potential risks associated with intinction, especially in the coming flu season," the document added.
The committee said extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion may continue to "consume what remains of the precious blood from their chalice of distribution with permission of the diocesan bishop." The document notes that the "extraordinary ministry" by which laypeople distribute Communion "was created exclusively for those instances where there are not enough ordinary ministers to distribute holy Communion, due to the consummate importance of assuring that the faithful have the opportunity to receive holy Communion at Mass, even when it is distributed under both species."
Ordinary ministers of Communion are priests and deacons, with instituted acolytes being permitted in the Roman Missal to help the priest or deacon "to purify and arrange the sacred vessels."
In the US, instituted acolytes, who must be male, generally are seminarians preparing for priesthood.
SOURCE Lay ministers may not cleanse Communion vessels, Pope Benedict says (Catholic News Service, 24/10/06) 
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Cardinal Responds to Questions on Liturgy 
http://www.adoremus.org/1003Arinze.html EXTRACT
Adoremus Bulletin Online Edition - Vol. IX, No. 7: October 2003

Wide-ranging questions on the Liturgy were answered by Cardinal Francis Arinze at a conference in July sponsored by the Apostolate for Family Consecration.
Persons planning a wedding: Can they just pick anyone to be a Eucharistic minister at their wedding Mass, even if they're not approved?

Well, the question of Eucharistic minister -- you mean the Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion, that is, those who will help the priest and the deacon when the priest and the deacon are not [sufficient] to give Holy Communion to the hundreds and hundreds and hundreds who are receiving Communion. That's what we mean by Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion. Which means that if the priests and deacons are many and sufficient for those receiving Holy Communion, nobody else should dare to come near the altar and touch the sacred vessel to distribute Communion, because they were not ordained for that.

It's very important to stress that, because some people do not understand the whole point of these Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion. Some people think that it is a power struggle for lay people to prove that what the priest can do, so can they. Which means if there are not many people to receive Communion -- suppose there are three priests or two priests and one deacon and 100 people to receive Communion -- then there is no need for even one single Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion.

However, I noticed in this country many people insist on receiving under two forms -- that means the form of Body of Christ and Blood of Christ. If the bishop has approved it, that's all right. But it means it demands a lot of care because it is so easy to spill the Precious Blood.

It is so easy, and, as you mentioned earlier, in these days of disease, some people are worried if there are up to 50 people drinking from the same cup. Some people are hesitant.                                                                          207.

Why would people not accept intinction? You [the priest] take the Body of Christ and just dip in the Precious Blood and give it to the person on the tongue. But the ministers must be priests or deacons, if they want that.

So the full answer to the question is, if the communicants are not too many and the ordinary ministers -- that means priests and deacons -- are enough; the question of Extraordinary Ministers does not arise. Therefore, there is no question of choosing them.

Well, the other question was, there is a wedding being planned and they're wanting to choose who will be the Eucharistic ministers and they might not even be approved by the bishop.

Oh, Lord help us! Lord help us! If the bishop has not approved the person to distribute Holy Communion, then the person does not distribute!

The only case where it would be allowed, by the books from Rome, is if the number of communicants is very high and it would take too long for the priest to do it alone -- then the priest, the priest himself, can choose one of the people and say, "I authorize you, just for today, to help me to distribute Holy Communion". Lest it take too long; that is allowed. But only the priest, and only when the communicants are too many. So, the question of those marrying choosing does not arise.

One thing I've seen before [is] where they have the ciborium out, and people come up and take our Precious Lord out of there and dip our Lord into the Precious Blood and place it on their own tongue themselves.

Forbidden. Not correct. Because the nature of the Holy Eucharist is such that the person who is not a priest celebrating the Mass must be given the Body of Christ. You say "amen". And you receive, on the tongue or in the hand. If you are not the priests celebrating Mass -- if you are the deacon assisting -- you must be given [Communion]. You may not take.

Even if you are bishop or cardinal, and you are not celebrating that Mass, you must be given. You must not take.

For example, if you watch us in Rome in St. Peter's basilica or square, when the pope is saying a major Mass, there may be 40 cardinals, 100 bishops. When we are not concelebrating -- we are wearing red vestments but we are not concelebrating -- we are just assisting at Mass as all of you who are baptized. When it is time for Communion, we receive, exactly as everybody else. A deacon comes to us and says "the Body of Christ". I say "amen". He gives to me, and the same for all.

None of us is allowed to take. We must be given. This is the Church law. It is not to lower anybody, it is just the nature of the sacrament. Even when Christ multiplied bread and fish, He told the apostles to distribute it. It was a sign.

So the Church that regulates Eucharistic practice says that the holy Body and Blood of Christ will be given us. We will not take. Only the celebrating priests or the concelebrating communicate themselves. Everybody else must be given it, even if that person is a bishop or a priest.

When distributing Holy Communion, the extraordinary ministers have been told to say "This is the body of Christ" instead of "the body of Christ," and the communicants are to respond with "I believe" instead of "Amen." Our priest says it's more meaningful this way and has assured us that he is authorized to make such changes. Is this true?

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=420
No. A priest has no authority to make creative changes to the Mass. He is to follow the rubrics as outlined in the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, which is binding on all Roman Rite celebrations of the liturgy. 
According to the Code of Canon Law, "In celebrating the sacraments the liturgical books approved by competent authority are to be observed faithfully; accordingly, no one is to add, omit, or alter anything in them on one’s own authority" (CIC 846 §1).
The General Instruction of the Roman Missal states:

If Communion is given only under the species of bread, the priest raises the host slightly and shows it to each, saying, "Corpus Christi" (the body of Christ). The communicant replies "Amen" and receives the sacrament either on the tongue or, where this is allowed and if the communicant so chooses, in the hand. As soon as the communicant receives the host, he or she consumes it entirely. (161)
If Communion from the chalice is carried out by intinction, each communicant, holding a communion-plate under the chin, approaches the priest, who holds a vessel with the sacred particles, a minister standing at his side and holding the chalice. The priest takes a host, dips it partly into the chalice and, showing it, says, "Corpus et Sanguis Christi" (the body and blood of Christ). The communicant responds "Amen," receives the sacrament in the mouth from the priest, and then withdraws. (287)

The USCCB’s Committee on the Liturgy document "Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion at Mass" states:

The proper and only permissible form for distributing Holy Communion is to offer the consecrated bread by saying, "the body of Christ" and to offer the consecrated wine by saying, "the blood of Christ." No other words or names should be added; and the formula should not be edited in any way. - Peggy Frye
Benedict XVI and the "Tridentine" question 
http://www.staustinreview.com/uploads/issues/05_06_07-kocik.pdf EXTRACT
By Rev. Fr. Thomas M. Kocik, StAR, May/June 2007
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For more than a year now, it has been rumored that Pope Benedict XVI intends to give carte blanche permission for the celebration of the pre-Vatican II form of Mass (referred to by many as the "Tridentine" or "classical" Roman liturgy), alongside the present-day rite. Such an initiative, whatever form it may take, would have immediate and long-term benefits to the Church, though it would also have its difficulties. My purpose in this essay is to consider those potential benefits while taking into account the relevant theoretical and pastoral issues that are undoubtedly on the pontiff's mind… 

[T]he Council opened the door for the use of vernacular languages while decreeing that the faithful should be able to sing certain parts of the Mass in Latin. Yet by 1970, just a short time after the Council ended, there were very few parishes offering Mass in Latin. Much has changed since then: the minor orders and subdiaconate were abolished, Communion in the hand was restored (after a millennium of desuetude), laypersons now routinely administer Communion (despite their status as extraordinary ministers), and females may now be altar servers. Many of these changes are the result of papal concessions to the liturgical "progressives" (often working in seminaries or on the liturgical commissions of various episcopal conferences) who actively undermined the official restriction or prohibition of these practices. These concessions, let it be said frankly, betrayed those who had obeyed the norms, shattering any confidence on their part that the Church knows her own mind where liturgical discipline is concerned. Much of what has been done to the liturgy in the name of "reform" has undermined a good deal of Catholic doctrine concerning the Real Presence, the sacrificial nature of the Mass, the ministerial priesthood, and the role of the laity. No Catholic who appreciates the bond between what the Church believes (lex credendi) and how the Church worships (lex orandi) can be insensitive to the current state of affairs. […]

All too often, Catholics who prefer the classical rite are treated like lepers by ecclesiastical officials, despite John Paul II's acknowledgment, in his 1988 apostolic letter Ecclesia Dei, of their "rightful aspirations". Indult Masses are routinely scheduled at times and places intended to discourage their attendance. More painfully, it is not uncommon for bishops to appoint unsympathetic priests to offer the traditional Mass, bringing their disdain for liturgical formality and strict rubric with them, and berating the congregation for their unwillingness to "get with it". Some bishops, insistent on pouring new wine into old wineskins, make their permission for the classical rite contingent upon the use of girl altar servers or extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion.[5]
5. I know of one occasion-a Tridentine Low Mass-when a permanent deacon assisted the celebrant in distributing communion, using the formula from the Novus Ordo (in English, no less). Not surprisingly, this provoked upset. Immediately after communion, the pastor (who was not the celebrant), obviously having anticipated protest, emerged from the sacristy to announce that deacons are in Holy Orders and, as such, are ordinary ministers of Holy Communion. Whoever has a problem with that, he added, was not welcome back. Never mind that there were fewer than fifty communicants, thus obviating the need for help. More to the point, deacons were extraordinary ministers of Communion until the reforms of Paul VI. So, the use of a deacon in this instance, while licit, was somewhat anomalous-and, I suspect, calculated to ruffle feathers; otherwise, why did the pastor not assist?
Rev. Thomas M. Kocik is a priest of the Diocese of Fall River, Massachusetts, and the author of Apostolic Succession in an Ecumenical Context (Alba House, 1996) and many articles on Catholic belief and practice. He is also author of The Reform of the Reform? A Liturgical Debate: Reform or Return (Ignatius Press, 2003), described by Fr. Kenneth Baker, S.J., editor of Homiletic & Pastoral Review as a presentation of "an enlightening and fair debate between traditionalists and reformers on how to resolve the current liturgical crisis in the Catholic Church."
Reform or return? An Interview with Rev. Thomas M. Kocik
http://www.newliturgicalmovement.org/2007/07/reform-or-return-interview-with-rev.html EXTRACT 
By Shawn Tribe
Carl E. Olson, editor of IgnatiusInsight.com, recently interviewed Father Kocik about Pope Benedict's recent Apostolic Letter, Summorum Pontificum, what it means for traditionalists and reformists, and its impact on the liturgical life of the Church. 
IGNATIUSINSIGHT.COM: You've been actively involved many years now in promoting a better understanding and appreciation of the Church's Latin liturgical tradition. What is your background and what are some of the ways that you've sought to bring about a liturgical reform that is in keeping with Church tradition and the directives of the Second Vatican Council?
FR. KOCIK: Having been born in 1965, when the Second Vatican Council was still in session, I am not old enough to remember the pre-Vatican II liturgy. The so-called Novus Ordo of Paul VI was all I knew growing up -- though I happily add that my boyhood parish in upstate New York was spared the wackiest of liturgical aberrations. In the easy wisdom of hindsight, I now know that my usual experience of Mass could have been better, more in keeping with the mind of the Church in terms of music and ceremonial. (I rarely, if ever, heard Gregorian chant or Latin, and scarcely recall anything resembling "high" Mass.) I had heard of the days not long past when Mass was in Latin and the priest had his "back to the people," and I couldn't fathom anyone but nostalgic old folks missing that. It wasn't until the late-1980s that I began to understand what some were calling, favorably or unfavorably, the liturgical "revolution." I entered the seminary with a strong interest in the controversies surrounding Vatican II and its aftermath. On a few occasions during those seminary years (1990-95), I was able to assist at sung Latin Masses, and the experiences left a deep impression on me.                                                                                                                                                        209.
At every Mass I have offered since my ordination, I have tried not only to ensure against abuses such as the unnecessary use of extraordinary ministers, but also to accentuate, whenever possible, the continuity between the Missal of Paul VI (amended by John Paul II and published in 2002) and the pre-conciliar liturgical tradition. 

Institute of Christ the King's Msgr. Schmitz on Summorum Pontificum
http://www.insidethevatican.com/newsflash/2007/newsflash-july10-07-b.htm EXTRACT
Theologian sees Pope's motu proprio as providing greater access to "the Church's wonderful treasure of liturgical wisdom" By Brian Mershon, July 2007
Msgr. Michael Schmitz has graciously granted the following interview on the motu proprio Summorum Pontificum to Inside the Vatican. Since 2000, he is the vicar general and provincial superior for the Institute of Christ the King Sovereign Priest in the United States. Msgr. Michael Schmitz was ordained to the priesthood by then Cardinal Ratzinger in 1982, after completing studies at the Gregorian University in Rome where he earned a doctorate in dogmatic theology. Pope John Paul II elevated him to the rank of chaplain of His Holiness in 1998. 
The Institute was founded in 1990, is based in Gricigliano, Italy, where the international seminary is located. Their foundation was originally in Gabon, where it still maintains several missions. The Institute was founded by Msgr. Gilles Wach, STD, Superior General, along with co-founder Fr. Philippe Mora, STD. Both Msgr. Wach and Fr. Mora received their priestly formation under the late Cardinal Siri of Genoa. By invitation of the bishops, the Institute celebrates the Rite of 1962 in more than 50 dioceses worldwide.
The Institute's U.S. headquarters is at the Shrine of Christ the King in Chicago, 6415 S. Woodlawn Ave. […]
Q: Some "reform of the reformers" say we should take the 1962 missal as a basis for the Novus Ordo without any of the novelties such as altar girls, extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion, while requesting the people to kneel to receive Holy Communion on the tongue, using Gregorian chant and only the Roman Canon while offering the sacrifice ad orientem, etc., but then implement only those specific elements called for in Sacrosanctum Concilium.
But the problem with that of course is we are ignoring the organic development of the Novus Ordo and all of the post-Conciliar documents, and most diocesan bishops would not allow their priests to offer Mass regularly in that manner. Do you see any way to solve this practical dilemma?
A: The Holy See has pointed out that the rites should not be mixed. The Holy Father has made that very clear when he speaks of an ordinary form and an extraordinary form as two expressions of the one Latin Rite. He wishes both forms to be celebrated in their own appropriate way. With great confidence I would leave it to the operation of the Holy Spirit to take care of the problem you mention because it should not again be resolved by committees of scholars but by the sensus fidelium, the sense of faith in the Mystical Body, which includes all bishops, priests and faithful of good will.
Are Extraordinary Ministers the Norm?
http://www.zenit.org/article-8431?l=english  

ROME, October 14, 2003 (Zenit.org) Answered by Father Edward McNamara
Q: Are extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist for extraordinary circumstances or may they serve at every Mass? -- W.B., Dallas, Texas
A: Bishops, priests and deacons are the only ordinary ministers of the Eucharist and, unless impaired by a grave reason such as a serious health problem, they should always give out communion at Mass before any supplementary ministers are used. Extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist are just that, extraordinary, and their function remains a supplementary one. If the celebrant can easily distribute Communion to all without causing excessive delay, then extraordinary ministers should not be used.
At times however, factors other than numbers can play a part in justifying seeking help such as a very elderly priest, or, in the cases where it is approved, to administer the Precious Blood, or those daily Masses where people sacrifice their time in order to attend Mass before work and even a couple of minutes delay can make a difference.
Those who serve as eucharistic ministers should always be aware that it is a privilege and can never be considered a right. Even when a parish roster exists, nobody can rightly say "It's my turn" as if claiming something due to them, but should always be grateful for the blessing of being called to service as a minister of Christ's body and blood.
Follow-up: Extraordinary Ministers 

http://www.ewtn.com/library/liturgy/zliturg5.htm 
ROME, October 28, 2003 (Zenit.org) Answered by Father Edward McNamara
To judge by the large amount of correspondence, it seems that our reply regarding the use of extraordinary ministers has touched a nerve ... Many of the messages received serve to confirm that many Catholics perceive a widespread overuse of extraordinary ministers. Some follow-up questions, however, allow me to expand on my original reply although it is impossible for me to respond to all of the queries. 
As stated before, priests and deacons, unless physically impaired, should not sit down and omit administering holy Communion. They may be assisted, but not substituted, by other ministers. 
These extraordinary ministers, according to GIRM 162, "should not approach the altar before the priest has received Communion, and they are always to receive from the hands of the priest celebrant the vessel containing either species of the Most Holy Eucharist for distribution to the faithful." The deacon also receives Communion after the priest and from his hands.                                                                                                                                            210.


A reader from Rome asked if an instituted acolyte were not also an ordinary minister. Properly speaking he is not, but he does have precedence, in the sense that, should an extraordinary minister be required, he should be called upon first before anybody else. Also, in the absence of the deacon, the acolyte may purify the sacred vessels, something that is not permitted to other extraordinary ministers (although the United States has received an indult allowing them to assist in the purification in cases of necessity).                                                                                                
After the instituted acolyte, the usual order of preference for designating extraordinary ministers is to first choose an instituted lector, a seminarian, a religious brother, a nun, a catechist and a lay person of either sex (see instruction "Immensae Caritatis"). 
An American correspondent asked who has the authority to designate extraordinary ministers and what intellectual and moral traits are required of them. In special cases (for example, a sudden illness of the scheduled minister) the celebrant may designate a known member of the faithful for that precise celebration. 
In normal circumstances, the question of extraordinary eucharistic ministers falls under the supervision of the bishop who establishes the conditions, and grants the authority, for admission. This is usually done through the parish priest or religious superior. In Rome, for example, besides being proposed by the pastor the candidate has to attend a specific course lasting several months to a year before being allowed to serve. 
This is related to an English correspondent's inquiry regarding uniformity of movement. Extraordinary eucharistic ministers should be properly trained in the rubrics, and the pastor should assure that all of them adhere to the same procedures with respect to movements, purification of the hands, etc., in accordance with the general norms and the particular structure of the Church building. 
Morally speaking, while not necessarily a candidate for beatification, the eucharistic minister should be a devout Catholic in good standing. As stated in the instruction "Immensae Caritatis," the choice of an extraordinary minister "should never fall upon a person whose designation could cause astonishment to the faithful." A person who does not fully adhere to, and strive to live by, Catholic teaching either in doctrine or morals should not undertake nor be admitted to this ministry. Likewise, if one is unable to receive Communion because of some momentary fall, one should first seek the sacrament of reconciliation before exercising the ministry. 
Rather than seeing this as being somehow cast out from the fold, separating oneself from this ministry, if one's life and belief lack conformity with the Catholic faith, is a sincere act of respect toward Christ in the Eucharist and the other members of the faithful. More grace and strength will come from refraining in this field than from perhaps living the lie of being a public witness to a faith not fully one's own. 
Several readers asked what to do if they believed that there were too many extraordinary ministers, some even suggesting that they should refrain from receiving Communion. As we explained in the earlier column, there may be good reasons for using them which are not immediately apparent, so one should always be willing to give the pastor the benefit of the doubt. One could approach the pastor and politely ask him to clear up whatever doubts one might have. In grave cases of abuse one may inform the bishop. 
Even if one has serious doubts regarding the propriety of using extraordinary ministers in a given case, the gift of Communion is a greater good and should never be refused. In a very real sense we always receive Communion from unworthy hands no matter how holy the minister, for nobody is ever fully worthy to touch Christ's sacred body. 
Finally, a semantic note, in some places the extraordinary minister is referred to as a "special minister." "Special" may not be the most literal translation although the word is sometimes used in this sense, as in "special representative," but in the end it matters little whether they are called "extraordinary," "special," "supplementary," or any other denomination as this does not change one whit the canonical norms regarding their use.
Both Species from an Extraordinary Minister
http://www.zenit.org/article-11079?l=english  
ROME, September 21, 2004 (Zenit.org) Answered by Father Edward McNamara
Q: I am a convert to Catholicism. Little if anything was taught to me during RCIA regarding the liturgy, yet I was immediately encouraged to become a Eucharistic minister as soon as I received the sacraments. The training I received amounted to about four hours on a Saturday. When I transferred to a different parish, all I had to do was sign up to be a Eucharistic minister. There was one brief training focusing on where to stand depending on which station you were assigned. My husband, a devout cradle Catholic, tells me that it is not appropriate to receive under both species at a Mass unless there are enough priests or deacons to administer both the Body and the Blood. He sees the use of Eucharistic ministers to distribute both species as an abuse. Is it wrong to partake of both species if both are offered, albeit by Eucharistic ministers? -- R.E., Glendale, Arizona
A: While the preparation required before appointing someone as an extraordinary minister of holy Communion may vary from place to place, the norms issued by the diocesan bishop (see "Redemptionis Sacramentum," No. 160) should always be followed.
Most bishops delegate the rite of appointment to parish priests, although some dioceses organize special courses for those called to serve in this capacity.
The 1973 instruction "Immensae Caritatis," No. 6, outlines some of the personal qualities demanded of the extraordinary minister:
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"The person who has been appointed to be an extraordinary minister of Holy Communion is necessarily to be duly instructed and should distinguish himself by his Christian life, faith and morals. Let him strive to be worthy of this great office; let him cultivate devotion to the Holy Eucharist and show himself as an example to the other faithful by his piety and reverence for this most holy Sacrament of the altar. Let no one be chosen whose selection may cause scandal among the faithful."
It is thus clear that due care must be taken in selecting and forming the extraordinary ministers, presuming of course that they respond to an authentic need, because of the delicate and sacred character of the office that they are called to fulfill.
Before appointing them, the priest should have a sufficient knowledge of their moral stature and their standing in the community.
He should also ensure that they fully adhere to all of the teachings of the Church especially those regarding the belief in the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist and the Catholic understanding of the holy sacrifice of the Mass.
They should be trained not only regarding where to stand but also with regard to proper procedures to follow when approaching the altar to receive the sacred vessels from the priest; how to return them; how to avoid accidents; and how to proceed if accidents occur. They should also be instructed on the limits of their office with respect to purifying the sacred vessels and approaching the tabernacle.
Those who officiate to the sick will need supplementary instructions regarding the proper rites to be followed.
I would recommend that, in order to appreciate the importance of their service, extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist be encouraged to foment their love for the Eucharist through adoration or frequent visits to the tabernacle.
They should also have at least one retreat a year as well as other instructions in Catholic doctrine and the norms and spirit of the liturgy.
This brings us to the second part of your question.
If no priest or deacon is available to distribute the Precious Blood in the circumstances where Communion under both kinds is permitted and customary, then it cannot be considered an abuse to avail of the services of an extraordinary minister of Communion.
You write from the United States, where the distribution of Communion under both kinds at Sunday Mass has been approved by the bishops and validated by the Holy See. When needed, an extraordinary minister of Communion may assist the priest and deacon with the administration of the Precious Blood from the chalice.
There is no reason to refuse the chalice if offered in this way, although there is no obligation to do so.
While receiving Communion under both species is more perfect from the point of view of the sign, it is important to remember the Church's teachings that Christ is received whole and entire under either species.
Thus, one's Communion is perfectly complete when it is received under the species of bread alone. One is not deprived of extra graces by not receiving from the chalice.
While your husband is obviously a good Catholic with a sincere love for the Eucharist, his ideas in this area do not correspond to the reality of liturgical norms.

Follow up: Both Species from an Extraordinary Minister
http://www.zenit.org/article-11260?l=english 

ROME, October 12, 2004 (Zenit.org) Answered by Father Edward McNamara

Several readers questioned some aspects of my September 21 reply regarding the use of extraordinary ministers of holy Communion for the distribution of the Precious Blood.
Above all, they pointed out that the General Instruction of the Roman Missal 283-284 and the U.S. Norms for Holy Communion apparently militated against the use of these ministers. The text of the GIRM states:
"The Diocesan Bishop may establish norms for Communion under both kinds for his own diocese, which are also to be observed in churches of religious and at celebrations with small groups. The Diocesan Bishop is also given the faculty to permit Communion under both kinds whenever it may seem appropriate to the priest to whom, as its own shepherd, a community has been entrusted, provided that the faithful have been well instructed and there is no danger of profanation of the Sacrament or of the rite's becoming difficult because of the large number of participants or some other reason.
"In all that pertains to Communion under both kinds, the Norms for the Distribution and Reception of Holy Communion under Both Kinds in the Dioceses of the United States of America are to be followed (see nos. 27-54)."
No. 284 states:
"When Communion is distributed under both kinds,
"a. The chalice is usually administered by a deacon or, when no deacon is present, by a priest, or even by a duly instituted acolyte or another extraordinary minister of Holy Communion, or by a member of the faithful who in case of necessity has been entrusted with this duty for a single occasion."
The Norms for the Distribution and Reception of Holy Communion under Both Kinds in the Dioceses of the United States of America, No. 24, adds:
"In practice, the need to avoid obscuring the role of the priest and the deacon as the ordinary ministers of Holy Communion by an excessive use of extraordinary ministers might in some circumstances constitute a reason either for limiting the distribution of Holy Communion under both species or for using intinction instead of distributing the Precious Blood from the chalice."                                                                                                                          212.


These documents clearly allow for a wider distribution of the Precious Blood than had been hitherto permitted. But our readers are correct in pointing out that the documents do not favor an indiscriminate multiplication of extraordinary ministers of holy Communion just in order to avail of this possibility.
Indeed this practice should be limited to cases of necessity. And greater recourse should be made of Communion by intinction, provided those who wish to receive under the species of bread alone have the possibility to do so.
However, neither do these documents forbid the use of these extraordinary ministers of holy Communion, and, as stated in the previous column, their use may be justified by necessity.
The difficulty arises in adjudicating what constitutes a case of necessity, and this often depends on the norms issued by the diocesan bishop.
The bishop should, of course, issue norms guided by the GIRM and so avoid creating situations where an excessive number of extraordinary ministers are required.
However, if for serious pastoral reasons the bishop permits, or even requires, that the faithful be offered the possibility of receiving Communion under both kinds every Sunday, there is sometimes no other feasible solution for pastors, especially if he is the lone priest, then to recur to the use of one or more extraordinary ministers of Communion.
In such cases pastors should strive to limit their use to the minimum although, since this possibility is contemplated in Church law, I reiterate that I do not believe that the mere fact of their use can be considered an abuse.
Another correspondent chided me for slipping up on my vocabulary and referring to extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion by other titles.
Rereading the column I note that most of the incorrect usage was from the original question which was left substantially intact. But, effectively, I did momentarily lapse into incorrect usage on one or two occasions. I wish to thank this reader for his attention and kind observation.

Hosts from the Tabernacle
http://www.ewtn.com/library/liturgy/zlitur21.htm 
ROME, February 17, 2004 (Zenit.org) Answered by Father Edward McNamara 
Q: After the consecration, the Eucharistic minister proceeds to the tabernacle to obtain the consecrated Hosts needed to feed the faithful. He or she opens the door, then genuflects in adoration, and retrieves the container(s) of hosts and leaves the door open, exposing the presence of Jesus. Meanwhile, while this process is going on, the faithful recite the "Lamb of God," after which they kneel in adoration. This has always been the norm. Now, this has been changed to standing, with the option of kneeling or sitting in thanksgiving after the reception of Communion. This is done with the repository door open. I do not see the reason for these changes. Can you clarify? — J.W., Waterloo, New York 
A: There are several points in your question, which I will try to address in order. I hope you will forgive me for bringing in a related theme not explicitly formulated in your question. 
The tabernacle is certainly worthy of all reverence and respect as the place where the reserved Hosts are kept for adoration outside of Mass and for distribution, above all, to the sick. 
At the same time, the Church's magisterium has several times expressed a strong preference for "that more perfect form of participation in the Mass by which the faithful, after the priest's Communion, receive the Lord's Body from the same Sacrifice" (see the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, No. 13). Thus, insofar as possible the faithful should receive Communion from hosts consecrated during the Mass itself and not just receive from the tabernacle. 
This practice requires a greater effort on the part of the priest and those who assist him in preparing the celebration. It is usually achievable after a while as the number of communicants at most parishes is fairly regular. 
A sufficient number of hosts should be reserved in the tabernacle to assure that none ever be deprived of Communion due to miscalculation. And it will be sometimes necessary to use the tabernacle in order to renew the reserved hosts. 
A further point mentioned in your question refers to the extraordinary minister of the Eucharist going to the tabernacle to retrieve and repose the hosts. This is not the normal practice during Mass. 
The GIRM, in No. 162, states: "(If) ... there is a very large number of communicants, the priest may call upon extraordinary ministers to assist him, e.g., duly instituted acolytes or even other faithful who have been deputed for this purpose. ... These ministers should not approach the altar before the priest has received Communion, and they are always to receive from the hands of the priest celebrant the vessel containing either species of the Most Holy Eucharist for distribution to the faithful." 
Likewise, after Communion is completed, No. 163 specifies: "[A]s for any consecrated hosts that are left, he (the priest himself) either consumes them at the altar or carries them to the place designated for the reservation of the Eucharist." If a deacon or other priests are present they may also return the hosts to the tabernacle. 
The fact you mention of leaving the tabernacle door open during the distribution of Communion does not usually imply an exposition. Indeed, liturgical law expressly forbids exposing the Blessed Sacrament during the celebration of Mass. 
During Communion, Christ is equally present in the distributed hosts and so no special reverence is due to the tabernacle at that moment except for a genuflection by the minister on opening and closing its door, and even these are omitted should the tabernacle be near the altar upon which the Body and Blood of Christ is still present. 
It is probably more prudent to close over the tabernacle door during distribution of Communion, if only to prevent flies and other insects from entering. This would be especially advisable if the host used for exposition of the Blessed Sacrament were clearly visible.                                                                                                                               213.

With respect to the proper posture during the liturgy of Communion, the GIRM in No. 43 specifies some norms approved by the U.S. bishops. One norm says the faithful should "kneel after the Agnus Dei unless the Diocesan Bishop determines otherwise." A few bishops have determined that the faithful should stand at this moment, and this practice is the norm within those dioceses. 
Another phrase of the GIRM, No. 43, caused some controversy. It affirms that the faithful "may sit or kneel while the period of sacred silence after Communion is observed." 
Some liturgists, and even some bishops, interpreted this text to mean that nobody should kneel or sit until everybody had received Communion. The resulting debate led Cardinal Francis George, president of the U.S. bishops' Liturgy Committee (BCL), to request an authentic interpretation from the Holy See on May 26, 2003. 
Cardinal Francis Arinze, prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Sacraments, responded to the question on June 5, 2003 (Prot. N. 855/03/L): "Responsum: 'Negative, et ad mensum' [No, for this reason]. The mens [reasoning] is that the prescription of the Institutio Generalis Missalis Romani, no. 43, is intended, on the one hand, to ensure within broad limits a certain uniformity of posture within the congregation for the various parts of the celebration of Holy Mass, and on the other, to not regulate posture rigidly in such a way that those who wish to kneel or sit would no longer be free." Having received this response, the BCL Newsletter commented: "In the implementation of the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, therefore, posture should not be regulated so rigidly as to forbid individual communicants from kneeling or sitting when returning from having received Holy Communion" (p. 26).
Status of Liturgical Abuses 

http://www.catholic.com/documents/liturgical-abuses EXTRACT

Appendix: Status of Liturgical Issues

The following table summarizes the status of the liturgical issues dealt with in this report. A basic listing is given for each (e.g., "required," "encouraged," "permitted," "prohibited"), along with the page number where fuller treatment of the subject can be found. […]
Extraordinary functions of the laity
The laity substitute for ordained priests in confecting the Eucharist - IMPOSSIBLE
The term "eucharistic minister" and similar terms are used - DISCOURAGED
Extraordinary ministers are used - PERMITTED IN EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES
An ex-priest preaches the homily or undertakes any office or duty at Mass - PROHIBITED
Capt. Mervin John Lobo’s letter "Desecration of the Holy Eucharist" to the Bombay Cardinal EXTRACT
March 5, 2012
His Eminence, Oswald Cardinal Gracias

“In an altogether particular manner, let everyone do all that is in their power to ensure that the Most Holy sacrament of the Eucharist will be protected from any irreverence or distortion and that all abuses be thoroughly corrected. This is a most serious duty incumbent upon each and every one, and all are bound to carry it out without any favouritism.” (RS 183)

I wish to bring to your notice the desecration of the Holy Eucharist in St. Michael’s Church, Mahim.

Every Wednesday for the Mass and Novena combined, the main celebrant and the priest who come down to distribute Holy Communion do not … hold the Communion plate which results that the particles of the consecrated host fall to the ground and is [sic] trampled by the mass of people … The Communion plate (or patent [sic]) for the Communion of the faithful should be retained so as to avoid the danger of the sacred host or some fragments of it falling.” (RS) …

In the Sacred Scriptures it is written (Hebrews 10:29, “and you may be sure that any one who tramples on the Son of God and who treats the blood of the covenant which sanctified him as if it were not holy and who insults the spirit of grace will be condemned to a far sever [sic] punishment.” It sounds absurd that theologians consecrated to this task to wink an eye at these aberrations and desecrations that are perpetrated regularly during the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, which is spiritual blindness.

Every Wednesday I religiously hold the Communion plate during the distribution of the Eucharist. But I was told by the lector Mr. Timothy D’Souza on February 29th 2012 for the 8 o’clock novena in the morning not to come to the altar and hold the Communion plate as he was instructed to inform me by the priest.  The altar server also had to sit out when Communion was being distributed; as a result, particles of the Holy Eucharist fell to the ground and were trampled upon… “Bishops must correct Liturgical Abuses.” (RS 124) “No matter which method is adopted, one will be careful not to allow any fragment of the Sacred Host to fall.” [Chapter 12 paragraph 5 page 153 Vatican II Volume 1).
The ciborium, after the distribution of Holy Communion, with particles of consecrated host in it, is empties and washed in the sacristy wash basin by Sr. Venaranda; Fr. Blaise and Mr. Marshall Fernandes are witnesses to this sacrilege.

A new rule is introduced in St. Michael’s Church that if there are 5 celebrants and 2 altar servers, only these 2 will hold the communion plate for 2 priests; the other celebrants and Eucharistic ministers [sic] will not have anyone holding the communion plate thus resulting in the trampling of the sacred particles that fall to the ground “resulting in untold sacrileges under the shadow of Satan.”
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The following pages are taken from "The Golden Sheaf – A Collection of articles from The Laity monthly dealing with current ecclesiastical aberrations and written by Indian and international writers of repute" edited by Dr. A. Deva, published by Elsie Mathias for the [Cardinal Valerian] Gracias Memorial publications of the ALL INDIA LAITY CONGRESS, released at the Inauguration of the Fifth Annual Convention of the A.I.L.C., May 14, 1980 at Tiruchirapalli.
LETTER FROM GEORGE MORAES [EXTRACT]
From:

Professor George M. Moraes, President, All India Laity Congress



Jasville, 9 New Marine Lines, Bombay-400 020, Telephone 297048 
Date: 7th Oct. 1979.

To:
Rev. Fr. Cassian Parichha

Nitya Jivan Niketan

Phulbani (Orissa) 762 001.

Dear Rev. Father,

Praised be our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ now and for evermore.

I received your kind letter of the 14th inst., when Satan was calling it a day what (as reported in the New Leader of the 9th inst.) with the decision of the Liturgy Commission to introduce its proposal of Communion in hand on the agenda of the forthcoming meeting of the Catholic Bishops Conference of India (CBCI) he could be hopeful of achieving a further denigration of Our Lord.

Communion in Hand

Communion in hand, I hardly need remind you, was a rule in the early centuries when the Church suffered under grave civil disabilities and grievous persecution. Mass could then be celebrated only in private houses with the result that it was not practicable to reserve the Blessed Sacrament for public veneration.

During the peaceful times that followed, with the deepening understanding of the truth of the Eucharistic mystery and the compelling desire to reverence the Most Holy Sacrament, the custom established that the minister himself should place the sacred article on the tongue of the communicant.

In modern times the earlier practice has been revived by certain dissenting sects after breaking away from the Church. They ceased to believe that at Mass the bread and wine are changed into the Body and Blood of Our Blessed Lord. They gave up the adoration of the Blessed Sacrament. And they abandoned the Mass introducing communion by hand instead, sitting or standing.

In our day the Holy See has been compelled to permit Communion in the hand in places where, having been illegally introduced it has become an established practice, or so it was maintained, difficult to remove.

But the experience gained in these places should discourage the CBCI from opting for Communion in hand. Evidence is mounting of the sacrilegious use of the consecrated Host. Not only have the children been observed playing with it, but adults have been seen to pass the Blessed Sacrament from one to another in the queue not unoften to be carried off for availability at satanic rituals.
Moreover, when Communion in hand was in vogue in the Church, as in early centuries, for taking the sacred Particle in hand, a special cloth called the Dominicale (Lord's cloth) was supplied to cover the hand to prevent direct contact with it. It will be needlessly expensive to revive this practice as also to provide facilities for washing the hand as an alternative.

We pray that our Pastors, assembled at their forthcoming meeting, The CBCI General Meeting held in October 1979, will profit from this bitter experience, and take a warning from the disastrous failure of the Government of India whose Prohibition policy introduced by setting at naught the calamitous experience of countries like the USA, has destroyed almost a whole generation of our people.
The Chairman of the Liturgy Commission, Bishop M. Arokiaswamy is reported to have said that if the CBCI favoured the proposal, its decision should be binding on all dioceses, the faithful being given the option of receiving Communion on the tongue if they so desired.

I beg to differ from this opinion. Holy Communion on the tongue is the sole universal law in the Church, and only the Holy Father can change it. No episcopal Conference of itself, no individual bishop, has the authority to repeal it or alter it. On the contrary, all bishops are obliged, in virtue of their office, to uphold this venerable practice and to resist attempts to administer the sacrament in hand (cf. Pastoral statement of the Australian Bishop Bernard D. Stewart, News letter of Catholics United for the Faith, December 1977, p.1)

Communion in hand is therefore the exception to the rule, namely: Communion on the Tongue.

The only reason worth considering in favour of the innovation is that "manual touch would increase the faith and adoration of the individual". But it should also be borne in mind that familiarity breeds contempt.

Nor is there demand for communion in hand anywhere. Then why introduce it?                                                  215.
Systematic Denigration

It is sad and melancholy to trace the steps by which, of set purpose, the respect for our Lord is lowered in the Church. Can you in all conscience agree that the powers that be did away with kneeling at the reception of Holy Communion with a view to enhancing the respect due to our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament? And was it not a mere pretext that, in requiring the congregation to queue up, they were saving its time, while in their heart of hearts, they wished to lower the respect due to Our Lord?
Close on the heel of this innovation came the instruction which dispensed with the elaborate process, when a sacred particle was inadvertently dropped, of wiping the spot with water so as to make sure that no piece of the Particle adhered to the spot lest it be trodden under foot and desecrated.

This was an ocular demonstration, calculated to reinforce our belief in the Real Presence, to detract from which, this desirable practice, it seems to me, was deliberately stopped. When a sacred Host falls, it is now picked up with no more ado than if it were a mere wafer.

The Tabernacle has been removed from its place of honour on the high altar in infringement of the decrees of the Council in Trent, which abolished the usage that came down from the Middle Ages of consigning the Blessed Sacrament to a side chapel, while installing, on the main altar, the image of the saint to whom the fane was dedicated

The tabernacle is now perched on a tapering column, or lodged in a hole after demolishing, as at the cathedral in Bangalore, the altar, its crowning glory.

In the first fury of their 'reform' in the 16th century, the protestants had consigned to the flames, as at Nimes, Paris, and other places, the images and crucifixes, and committed the most revolting crime in Catholic eyes of breaking open the tabernacle and burning the sacred Host which they trampled under foot. (L. Pastors, History of the Popes, vol. XVI, p. 180)
The difference is only of degree and not of kind between the Protestant sacrilege and the slights subtly aimed at the Blessed sacrament in the suspected Vatican decrees, unquestioningly implementation like the dumb, driven cattle by the Church leaders the world over even when they were unsigned and undated like the Notification, from the Congregation for Divine Worship conferring on Episcopal Conferences the right to impose the exclusive use of the vernacular in the New Ordo once the translation had been approved. (Houghton, The Muddle of the Mass, p. 10)
Other wholesome practices then fell by the wayside as a result of further decrees of the innovators, emboldened by the absence of protests on the part of the clergy and the faithful. For instance a ukase from Rome was faithfully obeyed, abrogating the age long rule of genuflecting when the words referring to the Incarnation were pronounced while reciting the Nicene Creed at Mass: ET HOMO FACTUS EST.

And lastly, the recitation of the Nicene Creed itself was stopped, yielding its place to the Apostles Creed; apparently because most people know it by heart.

Now the Nicene Creed had been formulated in the fourth century as a counterblast to the Arian heresy, pinpointing the consubstantiality of Christ, and signifying that Our Lord is really one with the Father and eternal. That heresy denied that He was both God and man, and the Apostles Creed had proved powerless to combat this wrong proposition.

There is a revival of Arianism on the part of the some Catholic theologians of our times such as Hans Kung, Holsbasch, Piet Schoonenberg, Jacques Pohier, Pierre Marie Beude, Ramon Guerrero, John Sobrina et al (Time, Feb. 27, 1978).

The replacement of the Nicene Creed with the Apostles Creed can have but one object: rapid spread of Arianism in the Church…
Communion in hand was surreptitiously introduced in the diocese of Ahmedabad. And now we are threatened with its compulsory introduction all over India.

For the complete letter, see

THE GOLDEN SHEAF-A COLLECTION OF ARTICLES DEALING WITH ECCLESIASTICAL ABERRATIONS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_GOLDEN_SHEAF-A_COLLECTION_OF_ARTICLES_DEALING_WITH_ECCLESIASTICAL_ABERRATIONS.doc
An Answer to Critics
Professor Dr. George M. Moraes

President

All India Laity Congress

Your Eminence /Your Grace/Your Excellency


It is with grievous pain & deep sorrow that Catholic India must have received the news of the decision of the Liturgy Commission to place on the agenda of the forthcoming meeting of the CBCI its proposals for compulsory introduction of distribution of Holy Communion in hand and of the Vedic rites into the Holy Mass.


I was busy with some urgent work when I read this disconcerting news in the New Leader of 9th September, and was biding my time to prepare a representation to the Hierarchy after I had finished the work I had in hand. The receipt about 20th September of a rejoinder to my reply (9th May) to His Grace Archbishop Henry D'Souza by Rev. Fr. Cassian Parichha, a priest of the archdiocese served as an incentive to apply my mind forthwith to the grave issue raised in the rejoinder, which partly coincided with the proposals the Liturgy Commission had inserted in the agenda of the CBCI meeting. 
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I accept Fr. Parichha's reasons for sending his comments on my reply to the Archbishop so late in the day. But it so happens that his rejoinder appears on the eve of the CBCI meeting when it is not improbable that the points I made against inculturation etc., in my reply may not be fresh in the mind of the Hierarchy. I therefore beg to be permitted to circulate my thoughts on Fr Parichha's comments among the members of this august body together with what I deem to be the response of the layman to the proposals made by the Liturgy, Commission. And I pray that the Hierarchy be pleased to give a favourable consideration to our humble submission.

Imploring your blessings

Yours respectfully,

Sd/- George M. Moraes
[October 1979]

A Hindu Convert Writes to India's Hierarchy
M. Rajareegam, M. Sc., B. Ed, Madurai [EXTRACT]
To, The Most Rev. Archbishops and Bishops of India, C.B.C.I.
Your Eminence, Your Excellency,


With heavily distressed mind and languishing heart I pen this letter you beseeching you all to consider the matter seriously and take necessary actions.


I am a convert to Christ from an orthodox Hindu family and I value my Faith more than anything on earth. I beg to add that I do innately perceive the inner meanings of Hindu symbols and gesture more than a born Catholic would do. Hence, I wish to speak plainly and state that the innovations brought into Liturgy in recent years amount to, to speak the truth, a deplorable profanation of the Holy Name of God. Let me substantiate my statement.
Horrible Profanation
(2) 
The question of Communion in hand, in the context of Hindu practices, is either a renouncement of our Faith in the Real Presence of Our Lord or a blatant desecration of the Holy Eucharist. I explain it. When a Hindu goes to the temple to worship, he, or she is given the Theertham (Holy Water which is nothing but the water used to bathe the idols). As per Hindu Sastra, the recipient of the Theertham must cover the left palm with a cloth over the cloth place the right hand palm facing up. The Theertham is served and the devotee drinks it with great reverence.


The clean cloth in between the hands is used in order to prevent the spilling of holy water on the ground, that much of reverence a Hindu has for the Holy Water. Now the Bishops are proposing to introduce the same service sans cloth, for the reception of the Lord, God of all creation. Can we ever imagine that, in the context of Hindu practice, such a mode could be proposed by a Catholic Bishop? When a Hindu gives such a great veneration to mere Theertham, what supreme reverence must be thought of and accorded to the Holy Eucharist? Is there any point of comparison between the Theertham and Incarnate God in the Blessed Sacrament? And to introduce a service that will, in theory and practice equate both, it is not a horrible profanation?
            […]In my humble opinion, in the present-day trend of adaptation, I am made to believe that there is a systematic, minutely calculated process, a process that aims at destroying the sacredness of our Sacrifice, the Real Presence of our Divine Lord in the Blessed, Eucharist, a process that has worked the removal of the Tabernacle from the Centre to a negligible corner, the removal of the word Adoration in songs and prayers, the undermining of the Almighty God by Anjali Hasta, the standing posture to receive the Divine Lord of Eucharist, without any adoration as demanded by the church and now it is going to work out its intent by serving Communion in hand, as much as a Hindu receives Theertham. […]
I beg to remain.

Your Obedient Child in Christ Jesus

(Sd.) M. Rajareegam, Madurai 

29-9-79
Communion in the hand should be rejected

Dietrich von Hildebrand
 

There can be no doubt that Communion in the hand is an expression of the trend towards desacralization in the Church in general and irreverence in approaching the Eucharist in particular. The ineffable mystery of the bodily presence of Christ in the consecrated host calls for a deeply reverent attitude. (To take the Body of Christ in our un-anointed hands—just as if it were a mere piece of bread is something in itself deeply irreverent and detrimental for our faith.)  Dealing with this unfathomable mystery as if we were merely dealing with nothing but another piece of bread, something we naturally do every day with mere bread, makes the act of faith in the real bodily presence of Christ more difficult. Such behavior toward the consecrated host slowly corrodes our faith in the bodily presence and fosters the idea that it is only a symbol of Christ. To claim that taking the bread in our hands increases the sense of the reality of the bread is an absurd argument. The reality of the bread is not what matters—that is also visible for any atheist. But the fact that the host is in reality the Body of Christ — the fact that transubstantiation has taken place — this is the theme which must be stressed.                                                                                                                      217.

Arguments for Communion in the hand based upon the fact that this practice can be found among the early Christians is not really valid. They overlook the dangers and the inadequacy of re-introducing the practice today. Pope Pius XII spoke in very clear and unmistakable terms against the idea that one could re-introduce today customs from the times of the catacombs. Certainly we should try to renew in the souls of Catholics today the spirit, fervor, and heroic devotion found in the faith of the early Christians and the many martyrs from among their ranks. But simply adopting their customs is something else again; customs can assume a completely new function today, and we cannot and should not simply try to re-introduce them.

Exception for Emergency
In the days of the catacombs the danger of desacralization and irreverence which threatens today was not present. The contrast between the saeculum [secular] and the holy Church was constantly in the minds of Christians. Thus a custom which was not danger in those times can constitute a grave pastoral danger in our day.

Consider how St. Francis regarded the extraordinary dignity of the priest which consists exactly in the fact that he is allowed to touch the Body of Christ with his anointed hands. St. Francis said: "If I were to meet at the same time a saint from heaven and a poor priest, I would first show my respect to the priest and quickly kiss his hand, and then I would say: 'O wait, St. Lawrence, for the hands of this man touch the Word of Life and possess a good far surpasses everything that is human'."
Someone may say: but did not St. Tarcisius distribute Communion though he was no priest? Surely no one was scandalized because he touched the consecrated host with his hands. And in an emergency, a layman is today allowed to give Communion to others. 

But there is a great difference between this case of touching the consecrated host with our un-anointed hands and that of taking Communion in the hand as a matter of course — on all occasions. To be allowed to touch the consecrated host with un-anointed hands is in no way presented to the faithful as an awe-inspiring privilege. It becomes the normal form of receiving Communion. And this fosters an irreverent attitude and thus corrodes faith in the real bodily presence of Christ.

It is taken for granted that everyone receives the consecrated host in his hand. The layman to whom the great privilege is granted for special reasons has to touch the host, of course. But there is no reason for receiving Communion in the hand; only an immanent spirit of paltry familiarity with Our Lord.

Incomprehensible Practice
It is incomprehensible why some insist on a way of receiving Communion which opens the door to all sorts of accidental and even intentional abuses.

First, there is a much greater possibility that some particles of the consecrated host may fall. In former times the priest watched with great care whether or not some particles of the host fell, in which case he would immediately take greatest care that the sacred particles would be reverently picked up and consumed by himself. And now without any apparent reason, many want to expose the consecrated host to this danger in a much greater degree than before—this at a time when the host is made more and more to resemble bread and to crumble more easily.

Second, and this is an incomparably worse problem, the danger exists that a communicant, instead of putting the consecrated host into his mouth, will place it in his pocket or otherwise conceal and not consume it. This unfortunately has happened in these days of revived Satanism. Consecrated hosts are known to have been sold for blasphemous uses. In London, the price is said to be 30 pounds for one, which reminds us of the 30 pieced of silver for which Judas sold the Body of Our Lord. 

Is it believable that instead of applying the most scrupulous care to protect the most sacred consecrated host, which is truly the Body of Christ, the God-man, from all such possible abuses, there are those who wish to expose it to this possibility? Have we forgotten the existence of the devil "who wanders about seeking whom he may devour"? Is his work in the world and in the Church not all too visible today? What entitles us to assume that abuses of the consecrated host will not take place?

 

Diabolical uses

The greater our respect, and the greater our love, the greater our realization of the ineffable holiness of the Eucharist — the greater will be our horror of its being abused; and our eagerness to protect it from all possible blasphemous abuses.

Why — for God's sake — should Communion in the hand be introduced into our churches when it is evidently detrimental from a pastoral viewpoint, when it certainly does not increase our reverence, and when it exposes the Eucharist to the most terrible diabolical abuses? There are really no serious arguments for Communion in the hand. But there are the most gravely serious kinds of arguments against it. 
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Communion in the Hand

Owen T. Roberts

"Future historians may well conclude that the Church brought upon herself her present unsettled state, not in the first place by any insistence on traditional morality, but by embarking without sufficient consideration on a whole series of relatively superficial, though to many sensibilities drastic, changes in the conduct of public worship". (Dom Aeldred Graham, O.S.B., The Tablet, 1 March 1969)

The accuracy of Dom Aeldred Graham's prediction becomes clearer with the passage of time. Mass attendance statistics are not a wholly reliable guide to the vitality of the faith in any country at any time but they are probably the most reliable guide. We have Millions of Catholics who attended Mass at least on Sundays in western countries before the liturgical "renewal" no longer do so now. This trend is increasing. Not only have the officially sponsored reforms manifestly failed to produce the effects which were intended by them, but congregations have been afflicted with a series of unofficial reforms which are not even hinted at in the official document of Vatican II. Prominent among these is the practice of Communion in the hand.

Bishop’s Tacit Consent

There can be no valid objection to the practice per se. Nor is the case against it helped by such arguments as the claim that it is sacrilegious. The manner of distributing Holy Communion is a disciplinary matter which comes within the competence of the lawful authority in the Church, in this case that of the Holy See, without whose consent no change in current practice may be made even by a national episcopal conference. Until such consent has been received, any priest giving Communion in the hand is taking part in an act of public defiance to the Holy See. There are at present all too many priests who are inciting their congregations to adapt this practice, congregations who have never wished, and do not wish, to receive Communion in any but the traditional manner. There are all too many bishops who not only turn a blind eye to this practice thus, giving it their tacit consent, but make their approval of it public. "The Sacred Liturgy is the public worship which our Redeemer, the Head of the Church, offers to the heavenly Father and which the community of Christ's faithful pays to its Founder and through Him to the Eternal Father, briefly, it is the whole public worship of the Mystical Body of Jesus Christ, Head, and members." (Mediator Dei) The public worship of the Church should not be celebrated according to the personal whims of individual bishops, priests and laymen. This point is so obvious and so reasonable that it should be able to command general agreement among those who still accept Pius XII's definition of the liturgy and have not wrongly come to regard it simply as a means of self expression.

Sacred Species

It cannot be disputed that Holy Communion was administered in the hand for a number of centuries. Bede's celebrated account of the death of the poet Caedmon provides a most moving example from English history. A well-known passage from St. Cyril insists on the need for care and reverence in receiving the Host. "To let any of it fall would be like the loss of one of your limbs. To me, if someone gave you gold dust would you not take care to ensure that you suffered no loss? Should you not therefore take for more care that not the tiniest crumb is lost of that which is far more precious than gold or jewels?"

St. Cyril's evident preoccupation with the reverence due to the Host, every crumb of which IS Christ, is but one manifestation of a developing appreciation of Eucharistic theology, which logically resulted in the priest placing the Host directly onto the communicant's tongue, and our present giving of altar-bread, which reduces to an absolute minimum the danger that "the tiniest crumb is lost of that which is more precious than gold or jewels". St. Thomas Aquinas explains how only what has been specifically consecrated to come into contact with the sacred species should be allowed to touch them from the moment of consecration until they are placed in the mouth of the communicant (III, Q .82 art 3.) It is particularly significant that both Eastern and Western Churches abandoned the practice of Communion in the hand and with good reason. Its adaptation by Protestant sects was a natural result of their rejection of the very notion of the priesthood and of the Real Presence. A return to the practice within the Latin Church draws us apart not only from our fellow Catholics of the Eastern rites, but from the Orthodox Church, the Church closest to us in belief and practice and the only one with which hope of corporate reunion is feasible.

The reception of communion in the mouth is characteristic of the type of development under the guidance of the Holy Ghost which is to be expected in a living and dynamic Church. Very careful consideration should be given to the deliberate reversal of such a development, to return to a more primitive practice simply because it is more primitive. This type of liturgical "archaeologism" was strongly, condemned by Pius XII in "Mediator Dei".

Holland Defies

It is also possible for a practice which is unobjectionable in itself to become objectionable from the reason for or manner of its practice. The manner in which communion in the hand has been introduced in our day puts it into this category. It is most certainly not part of the official liturgical reform! At no time during Vatican II was the practice of giving communion in the hand even discussed by the bishops. No mention of the practice can be found in the documents of Vatican II. It began in Holland as an act of defiance of legitimate authority; it is important to note the practice arose in the very country where satan has been most successful in inciting deviations from the doctrinal teaching and disciplinary practices of the church in regard to the Eucharist.                              219.                                                               

It was taken to by radical priests in the neighboring countries of Germany, Belgium, and France. In Germany, for example this happened first in the dioceses closest to Holland. It invariably began with an individual or group of radical priests indoctrinating small groups of parishioners, and their more gullible brother priests. Nuns have proved particularly susceptible to propaganda for this and similar aberrations. The radical catholic press then initiates a campaign in favour of the practice and in countries with large population it is well publicized on the radio and television.

While those who initiated the practice no longer accept orthodox catholic belief in the Eucharist, it does not follow that those who have been brainwashed into following their example are necessarily unorthodox themselves. They are frequently priests, religious and laymen who are distinguished neither for their intelligence, imagination, nor capacity for independent thought; the type who prefer to repeat slogans rather than make the effort to evaluate them. The important thing for them is to be up-to-date which means the uncritical implementation of every modern (and probably modernist) gimmick which comes to their attention. Whether the gimmick in question will be of any spiritual benefit to anyone at all does not enter their minds. "If it is newer it must be better!" -- that is their watchword "Holy Communion is given to us in the form of food and as we are adults we should not expect to be fed as if we were small children", is the argument put forward by one basically well-meaning parish priest in his newsletter. This is the most common argument in favour of hand Communion and it is an interesting exercise to ask its proponents when this profound insight first came to them? It is rather pathetic to see priests who have spent as much as twenty or more years in the priesthood without the idea once crossing their minds that there was any need to change the traditional mode of administering Holy Communion, repeating such nonsense. Had anyone suggested it to most of them ten, five even two years ago, most of them would have been indignant at the very idea.

Distasteful Arrogance 
The practice of receiving Communion in the mouth does not make us childish - it is a sign of reverence. In any case, there is good authority for the statement that we must become as little children if we wish to enter the Kingdom of Heaven! There is a most distasteful arrogance about the notion that the present generation of Catholics is so mature that a practice which was good enough for countless millions of their devout brothers and sisters in the faith is not adult enough for them! Are we really so much more spiritually mature than St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Francis, St. Bernard, St. Theresa of Avila and St. Theresa of Lisieux, the Forty Martyrs of England and Wales? Is it possible to imagine an intellectual giant such as St. Thomas Moore wasting his own time or anyone else's with such errant nonsense? It is a most instructive exercise to compare those who talk about their own maturity at the need to receive Communion "in an adult manner" with any of the great saints to whom what mattered was not how they received Holy Communion, but WHOM they received. The campaign for communion in the hand is symptomatic of the attitude which is tearing the Church of Christ to pieces today. It is an attitude in which Christ takes second place to man, in which we are more preoccupied with our own dignity than the dignity of our Lord and our God. 

Those who advance such arguments in an attempt to spread the practice of Communion in the hand, whatever their rank, demonstrate their complete contempt for the teaching and authority of the Holy See. In an effort to implement the principle of collegiality, Pope Paul decided to consult the bishops of the Latin Church regarding the serious situation which had arisen in this matter. It must be stressed again that up to this point (1969), wherever the practice of Communion in the hand had developed, it was illegal -- an act of defiance of the Holy See. Internal divisions among Catholics had become apparent. There were confrontations at the Communion rail between programmed laymen and loyal priests.
Groups of these programmed "progressives" would appear in different parishes for a "confrontation". This says all that needs to be said about their attitude towards Holy Communion. It is important to note that the priests who refused them – where they had the courage to do so - were not reactionary clergy refusing a legitimate request; they were conscientious priests observing the legitimate norms laid down by proper authority.

"Memoriale Domini"

The result of Pope Paul's consultation with the Latin rite bishops was the instruction "Memoriale Domini", of May 29, 1969. (It was not necessary to consult the Eastern rite bishops among whom the traditional practice had never been questioned.) The Latin rite bishops voted emphatically AGAINST the new practice, and among the points stressed in the Instruction, with regard to the traditional mode of reception, is the fact that: "The practice in no way detracts him the personal dignity of those who approach this great sacrament. It is part of the preparation needed for the fruitful reception of the Lord's Body". To state that the traditional manner of reception is childish and that it is "more adult" to receive in the hand is therefore, a clear contradiction of the above teaching.

The Instruction also points out that Communion in the hand could result "in a lessening of reverence towards the noble sacrament of the altar, its profanation, or the adulteration of correct doctrine". This forecast has proved to be only too accurate!

As for Pope Paul's position in this matter
"In view of the seriousness of the matter and the importance of the arguments proposed; the Supreme Pontiff judged that the long held manner not be changed.                                                                                                           220.
"The Apostolic See therefore strongly urges bishops, priests and people to observe this law, valid and again confirmed, according to the majority of the Catholic episcopate, in the form which the present rite of the sacred liturgy employs, and out of concern for the common good of the Church". 

The will of the Holy See could not have been expressed more clearly, and it is astonishing and scandalous, therefore, to find even bishops ignoring this decision and pressing for the new practice.
Unfortunate Precedent

Unfortunately, the lead given by the Holy See in this respect was far from satisfactory. After listing convincing reasons for retaining the traditional mode of administration and making its will quite clear, the Holy See agreed that, where the practice had already developed by the date of the Instruction, May 29, 1969, it could be made legal as an option, after a two-thirds majority of the national episcopal conference. This has created an unfortunate precedent. A determined minority established a practice in defiance of lawful ecclesiastical legislation. The legislation was then adopted to conform with the practice. The implications are obvious. At though the Instruction "Memoriale Domini" forbade the introduction of the practice wherever it was not established by May 1969 it is not surprising that determined radicals are denying lawful authority in other countries, by introducing the practice, on the assumption that if they defy the law openly enough and long enough, their bishops will act on the principle, "If you can't beat them join them." This assessment has proved to be accurate.

At no time has there ever proved to be a majority or even a substantial minority of laymen in favour of the new practice. An extensive survey carried out by the British "Catholic Priests’ Association" was unable to find a parish in which more than 2% or 3% wished to receive Communion in the hand. In some cases there was not a single person wishing for such a change. A poll in the St. Louis archdiocese in the U. S. A. showed an overwhelming; majority against the innovatory practice.

Once introduced it is a cause of division and it is those who oppose the practice who are accused of being divisive. This is typical radical ploy-to demand some change in doctrine or liturgy which is desired only by a handful of cranks and then to accuse those who remain faithful to the teaching and traditions of the Church as being divisive. In many instances the optional nature of the innovations is soon forgotten. It is claimed that two modes of reception constitute "a-sign of division" in the parish (which is perfectly true, of course) and it is not hard to guess which manner of receiving is then made mandatory. I have had first-hand evidence, of Communion being refused in some French parishes to anyone unwilling to receive in the hand and standing!

Decreasing Reverence

It should also be noted that once Communion in the hand has been established, the radical programme does not halt. Demands are made that laymen should distribute Communion, and then lay women. Ordinary bread is used. It is passed around in baskets or on trays, with the communicants helping themselves. "Paris Match" recently carried photographs of this happening at an episcopally approved "youth Mass". What happens to any crumbs which fall during such distribution hardly bears thinking about. They are certainly not considered more precious than gold or jewels.
At a time when, in spite of appeals from the Holy see, there is decreasing reverence shown towards the Blessed Sacrament, it seems foolish to adopt a practice which will certainly accelerate this decline. At a time when there is, moreover, such division in the Church, it seems foolish to insist upon the introduction of a practice which will intensify these divisions. Those who are prepared to insist upon its introduction should ask themselves whether the benefits they see arising from it will compensate for the damage it will cause to the catholic community as a whole. Surely the privilege of receiving God in Holy Communion is so great that it can not be counted a sacrifice to continue receiving in the manner of so many saints for so many centuries, and in accordance with the vast majority of Catholics in communion with the Holy see, and with every other Apostolic body!

Remnant

Opinion Poll Verdict is Against Communion in Hand

Last year Fr. Antony Fernando of Fatima Church, Valioor, conducted an opinion poll on the question of receiving Holy Communion in the hands. Out of 22,423 Catholics who responded 22,295 were against it and want to receive only in the respectful way on the tongue.

Why should the sacrilegious way of placing the sacred host in the hands of people be resorted to? It's un-Indian too by the very fact that Indians do not use their left hand to eat anything. Why is the CBCI trying to ape the West? Why is the CBCI Liturgical Commission trying to make Holy Communion just a mere Prasada, laddoo or a banana that is given in the temples? From the manner in which the "Indian Rite" Illicit Mass is performed with Sanskrit and OM, it is very clear that those who perform such Masses think of the Bread and Wine as mere meal, another Prasad . . .  We Catholics believe that it not a mere meal but the body and blood of the Saviour. 
CBCI should not, repeat not, scandalise the faithful by permitting the sacrilege of communion in hand. If unfortunately it does, then the flood gates of Schism, Scandals, Divisions, Revolt etc. will be open. Our shepherds alone can prevent this catastrophe. Please Pray the Rosary and let us win the battle, against wiles with prayers and sacrifices.

221.
Communion in the Hands--Why? What for this Sacrilege?

Fr. Antony S. Fernando

As you all know there is once again much talk about giving Communion in the hands of the faithful. There is even strong propaganda made by certain quarters in the Church in favour of introducing this practice in India. This subject features in the agenda of the CBCI meeting in Ranchi (October, 1979).

The advocates of Communion in the hand adduce the reason that it was the practice in the early Church. We may here pass over the relevant question whether a practice just because it was in vogue in the early church though defunct long since, has to be resuscitated now. The argument from antiquity would imply that the practice of giving communion on the tongue either crept into the Church as an abuse, or was legitimately introduced for reasons which are no more valid. But history shows that this is not the case.

There is no denying the fact that in the early Church there existed the practice of giving Communion in the hand. But already in the fourth Century this was considered an exceptional practice justified only in special circumstances. We have the following date given in the 'Crusade' magazine (New Rochelle, N.Y.). "St. Basil (330-379) says clearly that Communicating with one’s own hand is permitted only in times of persecution or -- as happened with the monks in the desert -- when no priest or deacon was there to administer it … St. Basil considers Communion in the hand so irregular that he did not hesitate to consider it a grave fault … Le Clerg (Dictionnaire d'Archeologie Chritienne) declares that the peace conceded to the church by Constantine was bringing the use of Communion in the hand to an end".

Use Became Exceptional

There is reason to think that already in the third Century Communion in the hand had become exceptional. According to the above-mentioned source, St. Eutychian, (Pope 275-293) "severely warned the priests, exhorting them to themselves take the Communion to the sick and not to entrust this obligation to a lay man or a woman. (Nullus praesumat traders Communionem laico vel feminaced deferendum infirmo) P.L.V., Co., 163-168"
Coming to the fifth Century, there is the testimony of St. Leo I the Great (Pope 440 - 461), "who speaks of receiving Communion in the mouth as that which is in current use". St. Gregory the great (Pope 590 - 604) testifies to this practice in the sixth Century Council of Rouen (650) enacted the decree, "Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or lay woman, but only in their mouths". Again, the Council of Constantinople (695) "Prohibited the faithful from giving Communion to themselves (which is what takes place when the Sacred Particle is put in the hands of the communicant), and punishes with excommunication for a week those who do so when a Bishop, a Priest, or deacon is present".

St. Thomas Aquinas, the greatest theologian of the Church (S.T. 3a. 82, a.3) has this to say "The Body of Christ belongs to the priests. It is not touched by anything that is not consecrated … The hands of the priest are consecrated in order to touch the Sacrament. Accordingly no other person has a right to touch it except in the case of necessity".

The Council of Trent declared that "The custom of only the priest giving Communion to himself with his own hands is an Apostolic tradition." (S. 13, c.8)
Coming to our own Century of St. Pius X, called the Pope of the Holy Eucharist, gives this norm for the Communion of the faithful in his Catechism:
"In the moment of receiving Communion, it is necessary to be kneeling, to have the head slightly raised, the eyes, modestly turned toward the Sacred Host, the mouth sufficiently open, and the tongue a little bit out of the mouth, resting on the lower lip. . . .If the Sacred Host sticks to the palate, it is necessary to loosen it with the tongue and never with the finger". (P.V.C. IV. No. 40)
For 16 Centuries
History shows that the practice of giving Communion in the Hand was given up already in the early Church, and that the present practice of giving it on the tongue has been in vogue for the past sixteen Centuries. This has been legitimately introduced and consistently insisted upon by Councils and Popes. Certainly such a development is a real growth in Eucharistic devotion in the Church and not an abuse. Nor was this change from Communion in the hand to Communion on the tongue due to reasons peculiar to any particular country or period or circumstance. The reason was a universal one, valid always and everywhere, namely greater respect towards this unique and most August Sacrament of the altar - and better safeguarding of the same against possible irreverences and sacrileges.

Nothing has now happened in the Church to call for or justify a reversion to the ancient short-lived long-abandoned practice of giving Communion in the hand. There is no good that could be imagined as resulting from such a reversion. On the contrary, there is sufficient reason to fear, nay to predict, that it would from the very start result in abuses, profanations and sacrileges. If during sixteen centuries Popes, Councils, canonized saints and real theologians thought with reason that Communion on the tongue provided greater safeguard for the unique reverence due to this August Sacrament we should think the same with greater reason, now that in this post-Conciliar period of ours, we see anarchy in liturgy, errors and heresies in Eucharistic doctrine, and irreverences and profanations in practice playing havoc with the Eucharistic faith and devotion of the people.

So now, this being the case, the most relevant question demanding an urgent answer before it will be too late, from the conscience first of every member of our hierarchy and then of every priest in our Country is:

'Why, Why, What for and for whose profit is this imposition - an imposition it is if it comes, because the people have not asked for it - of this inexplicable anachronism in liturgy which promises no good, but forebodes many evils?"    222.               

The Right Hand

Fr. P. K. George, S.J.

During the Ordination ceremony the ordaining bishop anoints the hands of the new priest with sacred Chrism, signifying thereby a priest, in his priestly capacity, has sacred functions to perform which are not performed by non-priests. The human hand has many functions. Among them, touching, holding and carrying may be considered most properly manual. Naturally then the, anointing of the priest hands has reference to the handling of sacred things. Sacredness is a quality that is possessed in varying degrees by persons, places things. In general, things connected with divine worship may be considered sacred. In addition to this connection, certain things acquire a greater sacredness by blessing or consecration. All sacred have to be handled with respect (Sancta sancte tractanda sunt).
Everything sacred is not equally sacred. We need not now go into the gradation of sacred things. But one thing we know for certain: we know what the most sacred thing on earth is. It is the Blessed Sacrament. If, then, anything on earth deserves the special honour of being handled only by anointed hands, it is surely the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Our Lord. The chalice containing the Precious Blood and the ciborium containing the Sacred Species are not to be touched by hands other than those of priests and deacons. Even the purificator used at Mass, was ordinarily to be washed first by one in major orders. Such restrictions were not always easy to observe. But certainly they contributed to the respect due to and the sense of sacredness towards the Blessed Sacrament.

Self Service

Nowadays we hear of men and women taking Communion by themselves, and passing the chalice round. The impious phrase 'Eucharistic self-service' has been coined. There are mother superiors in convents who along with the celebrant of the Mass distribute Holy Communion. Instances have been reported of sisters distributing Communion with the celebrant remaining solemnly seated. I know one convent which has three Communities and the superior of each Community is superior enough to distribute Communion, even on ordinary days. They claim it is done with permission in order to save time.

Everyone knows that now the time needed for Mass is much shorter than before. Also the practice of making thanksgiving after Mass has become obsolete. The priest has only to say 'Go; the Mass is ended'. The congregation obeys promptly. Nor is the priest slow to leave the church. In these circumstances, one cannot help wondering if the few minutes saved by the lay and feminine assistance at the distribution of Communion can justify the diminution of the sense of sacredness that the faithful ought to feel towards the Most Blessed Sacrament. Is such a cheapening of the Body and Blood of Christ, necessary for the good of the Church? Do we think that it will contribute to the renewal of the Church envisaged by Vatican II?

When we look at all the recent innovations in liturgy, we don’t find even one which tends to increase our faith in the Blessed Sacrament, and makes us more respectful towards the same. On the contrary they tend to diminish our faith, devotion and respect. Certainly the handling of the Blessed Sacrament by all does not help any ones faith and devotion. Therefore, in my humble opinion (against which learned arguments have been and will be raised) the right (correct) hand to handle the Blessed Sacrament is the anointed hand. My only argument is that Blessed Sacrament is the Body and Blood of the Living Lord, an argument which ought to outweigh all arguments to the contrary.

The Agony of Indian Catholics

Dr. A. Deva, Bangalore [EXTRACT]
A leading Catholic weekly of India recently reported the text of the Holy Father's address to eleven Bishops of India, from the Bengal and North-Eastern region, who were paying their ad limina visit to him. The Holy Father moreover is reportedly receiving each Bishop in private audience at the ad limina visit. I hope that the President CBCI, Cardinal Picachy, who was one of the 11 Bishops, or at least one of the ten Bishops, reported to the Holy Father the true state of the Church in India.

Briefly, our agony is our knowledge that, every day, an illicit Mass is performed under the aegis of the Catholic Bishops' Conference of India (CBCI). This mass is said in the central teaching institution of the CBCI, the National Biblical, Catechetical and Liturgical centre (NBCLC), Bangalore. The Centre's Director is Father D. S. Amalorpavadass who is a brother of His Grace the Most Reverend D. S. Lourduswamy, secretary, Sacred Congregation for the Evangelization of the Peoples, the Vatican. The Director, NBCLC, has made up his own Mass and has named it the "Indian Rite mass", or the "Mass according to an Indian order". He performs his mass squatting on the floor throughout, even during the Consecration.
A Mass or a Mess?

I attended the "Indian Rite mass" on May 2, 1979, at the NBCLC. The-participants were loaned a copy each of Fr. Amalorpavadass hand-book for his mass. As described in the hand-book, the laity self-communicate during the "Indian Rite mass", the tray and chalice being passed around by the priest among the squatting laity.                   223.
Although self-communion under both species is known to occur when the group is smaller, it did not occur at the mass I attended. Apart from that, Fr. Amalorpavadass performed his mass exactly according to the hand-book. He consecrated only one large host, about 18 cm in diameter, as large as a chapatti. He later broke this host into fragments and, at communion, placed a fragment on each communicant's tongue, many fragments and particles remaining on the tray. Towards the end of this mass, a religious sister came forward, took the tray with the particles and fragments, walked to the back of the room and placed the tray on a table there. A perusal of the mass hand-book would leave no Catholic in doubt that the “Indian Rite mass" is illicit. The blasphemy and sacrilege occur when Fr. Amalorpavadass places the consecrated species practically on the floor when he prays to Our Lord at mass with the Sanskrit word "OM". (OM according to one accepted meaning, is the cry of exultation which the Hindu god, Shiva, and his consort, Parvati, give vent to at the moment of their sexual orgasm), when he squats on the floor and says the words of the consecration, and when he sends the tray containing particles of the sacred species to be placed open on a table at a far corner of the church.
The CBCI established the NBCLC in 1967, Fr. Amalorpavadass being continuously its Director. Initially, the "Indian Rite Mass" was said almost in private, the only spectators being the NBCLC staff and the unfortunate lay people, priests and nuns whom their superiors had directed to attend the NBCLC seminars (which are held throughout the year). For the last few months, however, the NBCLC's Director Fr. Amalorpavadass has been advertising his mass by means of hand-bills which his representatives distribute at parish churches on Sundays which reveal that Fr. Amalorpavadass claims Vatican and CBCI approval for his "Indian Rite Mass". This claim is false. A parish priest of Bangalore revealed the falsity of this claim in a letter to Editor of India's national Catholic weekly, the "New Leader", which was published in the April 15, 1979 issue. 
Fr. F. A. Pinto's letter follows:

Puzzled by Circular

Sir, 
A circular captioned "Indigenous Forms of Eucharistic Prayer and Meditation" is being distributed to the faithful following Sunday Masses in the parish churches in Bangalore by NBCLC, Bangalore. It has also been published in the New Leader of 25-3-1979.

We are puzzled by this circular because of the statements made in it.

Some of these statements are "The renewal launched by the II Vatican Council includes indigenisation". This statement confuses us because nowhere is indigenisation mentioned in the Vatican II Council documents. Another such statement is "The renewal … includes indigenisation ... in keeping with the incarnation of Jesus Christ..." This looks like a misleading use of the word "incarnation", which may delude simple Catholics, and, the statement itself is without meaning.

Another such statement in the circular is this, "Celebration of the Eucharist according to Indigenous forms, approved by the Holy See and the C.B.C.I.'' 

Readers’ attention is invited to the issue of the New Leader dated 9-7-78 wherein Bishop Ignatius Gopu’s letter to the Editor is published. The Bishop clearly points out that the "Eucharist according to indigenous forms" was not approved by the C.B.C.I. The number of Bishops votes for the proposal to introduce this Mass was less than two thirds of the total membership of the C.B.C.I. The proposal, therefore, was mistakenly sent to the Vatican, as having been approved by the Bishops of India, as clarified by Bishop Gopu. Subsequently Cardinal Knox of the Vatican wrote to the Bishops of India requesting them not to proceed with Indianization (see his letter of 14-6-75*). 

The use of the word "indigenous" is also puzzling and may be an appeal to nationalism.

We are puzzled more because the Director, N.B.C.L.C. claims the Archbishop of Bangalore’s approval for the distribution of this circular.
Fr. F. A Pinto, Bangalore.
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MORE VIDEOS
Most Rev. Athanasius Schneider discussing Communion in the Hand with Fr. Mitch Pacwa on EWTN Live, 3rd Week of Advent 2008. He talks about the history of Communion:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Jii6NCfTW68 10:58 minutes
Communion Kneeling and on the Tongue is Preferred Form - Cardinal Arinze:

[Cardinal Arinze was the Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments]
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ap1KL2D5ae4&feature=related 6:41 minutes
More on kneeling for Communion, Cardinal Arinze:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EcZhjmYn1K8&feature=related 3:20 minutes
Kneeling, kneelers, altar rails and Cardinal Arinze:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Cc0g3UMRtMM&feature=related 5:13 minutes
April 23, 2004 Instruction "Redemptionis Sacramentum" on certain matters to be observed or to be avoided regarding the Most Holy Eucharist, Chapter IV: http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/ccdds/documents/rc_con_ccdds_doc_20040423_redemptionis-sacramentum_en.html EXTRACT
2. The distribution of Holy Communion

[91.] In distributing Holy Communion it is to be remembered that "sacred ministers may not deny the sacraments to those who seek them in a reasonable manner, are rightly disposed, and are not prohibited by law from receiving them".[177] Hence any baptized Catholic who is not prevented by law must be admitted to Holy Communion. Therefore, it is not licit to deny Holy Communion to any of Christ’s faithful solely on the grounds, for example, that the person wishes to receive the Eucharist kneeling or standing.
[92.] Although each of the faithful always has the right to receive Holy Communion on the tongue, at his choice,[178] if any communicant should wish to receive the Sacrament in the hand, in areas where the Bishops’ Conference with the recognitio of the Apostolic See has given permission, the sacred host is to be administered to him or her. However, special care should be taken to ensure that the host is consumed by the communicant in the presence of the minister, so that no one goes away carrying the Eucharistic species in his hand. If there is a risk of profanation, then Holy Communion should not be given in the hand to the faithful.[179]
UPDATE JUNE 24, 2013

Abuse. Blasphemy. Communion in the hand?

http://catholicinsight.com/blasphemy-abuse-communion-in-the-hand/ 

By Catherine Bauer, May 20, 2013
“I’m heartbroken to announce that last week, we discovered a crushed consecrated Host beneath one of the kneelers,” the pastor of a small yet devout Californian parish says. He pauses for a moment before he goes on, his voice choked by just indignation and sadness: “This is God, people. God.” Then he drops the bomb. “I’m writing to Pope Francis to do away with the practice of Communion in the hand altogether. I believe most of the abuses and blasphemies that the Eucharist has undergone is because of this practice.”

Since the practice of Communion in the hand has become the common observance in most countries, there has been, whether you like admit it or not, a spike in Eucharistic abuse. Communion in the hand has given those who wish to do harm and those who are careless the opportunity to do what they want with the Body of Christ. Unfortunately, the situation described above is not uncommon. In fact, it’s quite the opposite.

Furthermore, Communion in the hand has the potential to promote or at least foster a disrespect for the Body of Christ. As Catholics, we believe this small Host does not represent Christ, but is Christ Himself. How can we, then, possibly touch the living presence of God with our bare, dirty, unconsecrated, and unworthy hands? How? How have we even considered this as an option in the first place?

The answer can be given using one word: disobedience. The practice came about in the early 1960s (after Vatican II, though the Council never actually called for it), when certain parishes around the world began to disobey the Church’s rule of receiving the Host on the tongue, making their own rules as to whether or not you could receive on the hand. The Vatican immediately responded in disapproving words, saying that this disobedient practice would lead to “the possibility of a lessening of reverence toward the august sacrament of the altar, its profanation, and the watering down of the true doctrine of the Eucharist” (Memoriale Domini).

When Pope Paul VI in 1968 sent out a questionnaire to every bishop in the world asking if the Church should alter how Communion was being distributed, the answer came back loud and clear: in the hand was overwhelmingly disapproved of and should not be allowed. The Vatican agreed, stating that if the practice of Communion on the hand be allowed, “it would be an offense to the sensibilities and spiritual outlook of these bishops and a great many of the faithful” (Memoriale Domini).
Unfortunately, the practice continued to be promulgated by parishes and dioceses alike, most especially in France. So, in 1969, Paul IV granted the French bishops an indult—a special permission (not a norm)—to decide the question on their own. What happened next was an abuse of that indult: parishes around the world took advantage and permitted the practice of Communion in the hand. Despite the Vatican’s best efforts, the disobedience continued and today, most Catholics are under the erroneous idea that Communion on the hand is the norm, because it is seemingly most common. However, the norm does not mean the most common, but instead is the practice which is supported by the Universal Church and to which the laity should be adhering.

You want to know what that norm is? Kneeling or standing to receive the Eucharist on the tongue and, if standing, to receive with arms crossed or in another way as reverential. Look it up if you don’t believe me. (This is the norm of the Universal Church; in the US, however, as in other countries, the Conference of Bishops has established the norm of standing to receive, and that it is up the communicant to decide whether he wants to receive in the hand or on the tongue).

Monsignor Marini, master of papal liturgical ceremonies, was interviewed by the Vatican newspaper in 2008 after then-Pope Benedict XVI established that everyone should be kneeling when receiving Communion at a papal Mass. He said, “It is necessary not to forget that the distribution of Communion in the hand, from a juridical standpoint, remains up to now an indult” (emphasis added). He goes on to say that the pope’s return to the traditional practice “aims to highlight the force of the valid norm for the whole Church.”
These days, the practice of Communion on the hand is increasingly frowned upon by bishops, priests, and the laity. Several dioceses in South America have banned the practice altogether, while Sri Lanka never allowed it in the first place—both of which the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith fully supports.

Pope Emeritus Benedict XVI, Pope John Paul II, Pope Francis (at whose papal masses many people have been gently reminded to receive on the tongue if at first they extended their hands), and numerous Cardinals have all spoken publicly and loudly against the practice. Cardinals Thorne (Peru) and Caffarra (Bologna) have banned Communion in the hand, citing reasons of abuse and disrespect. Pope Benedict was asked why he chose to distribute Communion only to those kneeling and on the tongue and he responded, because it highlights “the truth of the real presence [of Christ] in the Eucharist, helps the devotion of the faithful and introduces the sense of mystery more easily.”

A Muslim man once approached a Catholic, asking him if he really believed that the Host was God Himself. The Catholic responded yes. The Muslim paused for a moment, thinking it over. “If I believed that was truly Allah,” he said, finally, “then I would crawl up on my hands and knees, bowing my head to receive Him.”

If the Eucharist is God, then why are we touching Him? Moses could not come within ten feet of the burning bush without taking off his shoes; the haemorrhaging woman crawled up to Jesus and barely grazed the hem of His garment; the saints have extolled the utter profundity of receiving the Eucharist. In the Eucharist, the mysticism, the beauty, the awesomeness of God are all present. We must, we absolutely must, remember this when we approach Him at Mass. We should never forget that we owe everything to Him, and if we do not receive Him respectfully out of sheer reverence, then we should at least do so out of gratitude.

As the pastor at this Californian church finished his short exhortation by saying, “I urge all of you to receive on the tongue, and if you don’t like to, offer it up!”
UPDATE JULY 22, 2013

An exchange of emails on the issue:
On 21 July 2013 15:44, zezie sodder <zeziesodder@hotmail.com> wrote:
Hi All, Read and convince your self why communion kneeling down is good, then why do our priests in Mumbai refuse communion kneeling down? This is a forward I received from E. Michael D’Souza. Joe

Communion in the hand? 

“I’m heartbroken to announce that last week, we discovered a crushed consecrated Host beneath one of the kneelers,” the pastor of a small yet devout Californian parish says. He pauses for a moment before he goes on, his voice choked by just indignation and sadness: “This is God, people. God.” Then he drops the bomb. “I’m writing to Pope Francis to do away with the practice of Communion in the hand altogether. I believe most of the abuses and blasphemies that the Eucharist has undergone is because of this practice.”
Since the practice of Communion in the hand has become the common observance in most countries, there has been, whether you like admit it or not, a spike in Eucharistic abuse. Communion in the hand has given those who wish to do harm and those who are careless, the opportunity to do what they want with the Body of Christ. Unfortunately, the situation described above is not uncommon. In fact, it’s quite the opposite.
Furthermore, Communion in the hand has the potential to promote or at least foster a disrespect for the Body of Christ. As Catholics, we believe this small Host does not represent Christ, but is Christ Himself. How can we, then, possibly touch the living presence of God with our bare, dirty, unconsecrated, and unworthy hands? How? How have we even considered this as an option in the first place?
The answer can be given using one word: disobedience. The practice came about in the early 1960s (after Vatican II, though the Council never actually called for it), when certain parishes around the world began to disobey the Church’s rule of receiving the Host on the tongue, making their own rules as to whether or not you could receive on the hand. The Vatican immediately responded in disapproving words, saying that this disobedient practice would lead to “the possibility of a lessening of reverence toward the august sacrament of the altar, its profanation, and the watering down of the true doctrine of the Eucharist” (Memoriale Domini).
When Pope Paul VI in 1968 sent out a questionnaire to every bishop in the world asking if the Church should alter how Communion was being distributed, the answer came back loud and clear: in the hand was overwhelmingly disapproved of and should not be allowed. The Vatican agreed, stating that if the practice of Communion on the hand be allowed, “it would be an offense to the sensibilities and spiritual outlook of these bishops and a great many of the faithful” (Memoriale Domini).
Unfortunately, the practice continued to be promulgated by parishes and dioceses alike, most especially in France. So, in 1969, Paul IV granted the French bishops an indult—a special permission (not a norm)—to decide the question on their own. What happened next was an abuse of that indult: parishes around the world took advantage and permitted the practice of Communion in the hand. Despite the Vatican’s best efforts, the disobedience continued and today, most Catholics are under the erroneous idea that Communion on the hand is the norm, because it is seemingly most common. However, the norm does not mean the most common, but instead is the practice which is supported by the Universal Church and to which the laity should be adhering.
You want to know what that norm is? Kneeling or standing to receive the Eucharist on the tongue and, if standing, to receive with arms crossed or in another way as reverential. Look it up if you don’t believe me. (This is the norm of the Universal Church; in the US, however, as in other countries, the Conference of Bishops has established the norm of standing to receive, and that it is up the communicant to decide whether he wants to receive in the hand or on the tongue).
Monsignor Marini, master of papal liturgical ceremonies, was interviewed by the Vatican newspaper in 2008 after then-Pope Benedict XVI established that everyone should be kneeling when receiving Communion at a papal Mass. He said, “It is necessary not to forget that the distribution of Communion in the hand, from a juridical standpoint, remains up to now an indult” (emphasis added). He goes on to say that the pope’s return to the traditional practice “aims to highlight the force of the valid norm for the whole Church.”
These days, the practice of Communion on the hand is increasingly frowned upon by bishops, priests, and the laity. Several dioceses in South America have banned the practice altogether, while Sri Lanka never allowed it in the first place—both of which the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith fully supports.
Pope Emeritus Benedict XVI, Pope John Paul II, Pope Francis (at whose papal masses many people have been gently reminded to receive on the tongue if at first they extended their hands), and numerous Cardinals have all spoken publicly and loudly against the practice. Cardinals Thorne (Peru) and Caffarra (Bologna) have banned Communion in the hand, citing reasons of abuse and disrespect. Pope Benedict was asked why he chose to distribute Communion only to those kneeling and on the tongue and he responded, because it highlights “the truth of the real presence [of Christ] in the Eucharist, helps the devotion of the faithful and introduces the sense of mystery more easily.”

A Muslim man once approached a Catholic, asking him if he really believed that the Host was God Himself. The Catholic responded yes. The Muslim paused for a moment, thinking it over. “If I believed that was truly Allah,” he said, finally, “then I would crawl up on my hands and knees, bowing my head to receive Him.”
If the Eucharist is God, then why are we touching Him? Moses could not come within ten feet of the burning bush without taking off his shoes; the hemorrhaging woman crawled up to Jesus and barely grazed the hem of His garment; the saints have extolled the utter profundity of receiving the Eucharist. In the Eucharist, the mysticism, the beauty, the awesomeness of God are all present. We must, we absolutely must, remember this when we approach Him at Mass. We should never forget that we owe everything to Him, and if we do not receive Him respectfully out of sheer reverence, then we should at least do so out of gratitude.
As the pastor at this Californian church finished his short exhortation by saying, “I urge all of you to receive on the tongue, and if you don’t like to, offer it up!”
Kindly pass on the message to all- “Do not accept His body in your hands for such is the work of Satan to degrade my son’s body”.

From: Robert Monteiro bob.monteiro@gmail.com To: zezie sodder zeziesodder@hotmail.com Cc: arcanjo sodder arcanjosodder@hotmail.com; Archbishop bombaydiocese@vsnl.com; nuntius@apostolicnunciatureindia.com; bp.aloysiuspaul@gmail.com; archbishop@bangalorearchdiocese.com; archbpgoa@gmail.com; athazhath@hotmail.com; agnelorg@gmail.com; abpstan@gmail.com; bp.percivalfernandez@gmail.com; bishopap@sancharnet.in; bishopckm@yahoo.co.in; bishopferdie101@rediffmail.com; Cardinal Oswald Gracious diocesebombay@gmail.com; etc. Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2013 7:25 AM
Subject: Re: communion in the hand v/s kneeling down?

Joe

Thank you for the message on the need to receive the Holy Communion on tongue. I fully agree and substantiate this cause of receiving the Holy Communion on tongue and with due utmost reverence. It is unfortunate that many of our brethren do not agree on this and vehemently argue against it quoting health reasons. The damage is done and it is very difficult to reverse it. 

We need to create awareness about this. I know one youth in Bangalore who went to various parishes distributing literature about the need to receive the communion on tongue, of course with the permission of the respective parish priests. The response was good. 

The argument of receiving the Holy Communion on hand quoting health reasons does not stand any logic unless all the faithful receive the Holy Communion on hand. 

Robert Monteiro, Bangalore

When people walk away with Holy Communion

http://www.the-hermeneutic-of-continuity.blogspot.in/2013/07/when-people-walk-away-with-holy.html 
Fr. Tim Finigan, July 29, 2013
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It happens from time to time that someone will come up for Holy Communion which they receive into their hands, and then walk away with the sacred host. A priest friend asked me to write something about what we can do. Let’s think first of all of the actual situation and then about some possible preventative measures.
In terms of canon law, the desecration of the sacred species is a crime, punishable by automatic excommunication. In most cases, the person does not know what they are doing or how wrong it is, so I’ll assume that is the case (rather than deliberate desecration, perhaps for satanic purposes or as an atheistic stunt.) But even if the person does not know the seriousness of what they are doing, it is still objectively a very grave matter. So we can’t just let it happen.
A pastoral complication is that people don’t like to be "shown up" or embarrassed in front of the congregation so they can easily become annoyed or aggressive in their confusion. Therefore we need to keep calm and speak in a kindly way. I would usually stop and look clearly in the person’s direction. If there is a trusted member of the congregation, I would nod to them to indicate that I want the person’s attention. As a final resort, I would leave the sanctuary and go to the person to ask them to return the sacred host to me or consume it reverently. In any case, I would briefly explain that we believe that this is the sacred body and blood of Our Lord.
In Churches where there is a greater danger of such desecration, there might be people routinely on duty to whom the priest can turn for assistance in such cases. They would need to have some instruction about the fact that this will happen usually out of ignorance and not to appear aggressive.
Now what can we do to try to prevent these incidents? First of all, we need, as a matter of routine, to give monitions at some point during Masses such as those for weddings, funerals, first Communion. Here is what I say:

"Just a note about Holy Communion: in the Catholic Church, it is practising Catholics who receive Holy Communion (people who go to Mass every week.) There are always plenty of people who don’t go to communion so there is no need to feel awkward. There is a hymn that you can join in with or just listen to while you say your own prayers."

In England, that covers it more or less – the “come up for a blessing and cross your arms” thing is not really necessary any more since we are now into the generation of people so uncatechised that they do not know the "Our Father."
As a more proximate measure, if people that I do not recognise come up for Holy Communion and extend their hands, I do not move on to the next person until they have consumed the sacred host. This helps to avoid the need for calling them back or going down the Church after them. It is much easier where the priest moves along the altar rail to give Communion: the practice of people coming up in a queue and then stepping to one side to consume the host is almost inviting the problem.
As a more remote measure, I pray that one day the general practice returns whereby everyone kneels for Holy Communion and receives on the tongue. (See Communion kneeling, on the tongue, for more about this.) This would not prevent the determined Satanist or atheist from their malicious desecration but would prevent the ignorant from walking away with the sacred host blithely unaware of the desecration they are committing. This is not a purely personal concern. In Memoriale Domini, Pope Paul VI said:

"Further, the practice which must be considered traditional ensures, more effectively, that Holy Communion is distributed with the proper respect, decorum and dignity. It removes the danger of profanation of the sacred species, in which 'in a unique way, Christ, God and man, is present whole and entire, substantially and continually.' Lastly, it ensures that diligent carefulness about the fragments of consecrated bread which the Church has always recommended"

(For more on Memoriale Domini, see Memoriale Domini - a reminder.)
24 comments  

Holy Communion in the hand or on the tongue
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=116  
August 26, 2004

With all this SARS and disease scares, the host on tongue isn't acceptable at our church anymore. The priest, at Eucharist time, actually says it should be in your hand. I have never ever grown up this way. I am old-school Catholic. For me to touch the host with my hands that probably have germs (they are clean, but there are things we cannot see), it doesn't seem right to me.

I continue to take the host on my tongue, as does my son who had his holy communion earlier this year. I in a way, almost refuse to take it in my hand. My son and I are probably only 1% or 2% of parishioners who actually do this. I don't want to follow the norm and do what everyone else is doing solely in fear of being the odd-ball out. -Maria
The universal norm of the Church is to receive the Eucharist on the tongue. The SARS and disease scares have no effect on this and are not really a danger to communion on the tongue anyway.
In the United States and in some other countries the Holy See has allowed communion in the hand IF the people are properly catechized about this. Communion in the hand is NOT the norm and may not always be allowed. For now, it is allowed in the U.S. and some other countries.
The choice of whether you wish to receive on the tongue or in the hand is yours. No priest can refuse you reception on the tongue.
Your priest is shamefully wrong if he says that one "should" receive in the hand. This is a lie.
Do not fear, the Church has not changed on this. Communion on the tongue is still the acceptable norm and preference of the Church. 
As for being the odd-ball out, congratulations! That means that you are practicing your Catholicism the way the Church teaches. Do not worry about what liberals or lazy priests and laity do. Maintain your faith and know that the Church has NOT changed anything of substance.
For example, you may STILL kneel or genuflect when receiving the Eucharist and the Holy See has specifically said that no one can accuse you of anything by kneeling or genuflecting and you cannot be prevented from doing so.
And, as mentioned above, you may receive on the tongue; no one can prevent you from doing so or tell you it is wrong. It is the norm of the Church. In those countries where "in the hand" is permitted, the faithful may freely choose. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM

Holy Communion in the hand or on the tongue
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1773 
September 29, 2010

I have read online that some within the Church have raised concerns about receiving Communion in the hand. Supposedly Mother Theresa and Fr. John Hardon, both of whom I have enormous respect for, had strong objections to this practice. I believe that I have also read that this practice is not permitted in the Vatican. What are your thoughts on this subject and what is the actual Church teaching? –John
The norm for the universal Church is communion on the tongue. The Vatican, however, has given permission for some countries, like the big-babies of the United States, to have communion in the hand.

The reason I say "big-babies of the United States" is because the United States is the most profoundly immature nation in the world, and as a result, the U.S. has always been a real pain in the backside to the Pope.

Communion in the hand was illegally done in the United States for years. Bishops and priests were perpetrators and accomplices in this crime (sin). After years of the babies performing this illegal practice, the Pope decided that it was not worth the battle, and allowed communion in the hand on a temporary basis. This allowance has become more-or-less permanent now, but the Holy See may rescind this indulgence at any time.

We must remember, however, that while communion in the hand is allowed in the United States, we do not have to do it. I never receive in the hand -- ever.

In a similar manner there was a push to chastise the faithful, and even denying the Eucharist for those who knelt or genuflected when receiving the Eucharist. Again because we in the U.S. are a big bunch of babies, the norm for reception of the Eucharist was changed to a "bow" of the head (not even a profound bow). Again this was a battle not worth fighting for the Vatican as the "horse was already out of the barn."

When the attempt was made by many priest to prohibit the faithful from kneeling or genuflecting, and even denying them the Eucharist, a mighty roar when up to the Vatican. The Holy See then issued a declaration that no member of the faithful is to be denied the Eucharist, or prohibited from receiving while kneeling or genuflecting and they are not to be berated for doing so.

So, we can receive on the tongue, and receive kneeling or genuflecting if we choose and no priest, or even Bishop, can tell us otherwise (see documents: http://www.ourladyswarriors.org/liturgy/kneeling.htm). –Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
Mass Layoffs

http://liturgyguy.com/2013/08/26/mass-layoffs/
Posted by Liturgy Guy, August 26, 2013 (All emphases theirs)
I would like to propose significant Catholic downsizing at every Mass. No, I am not talking about fewer faithful in the pews. As discussed previously here at liturgy guy, we already see far too many Catholics missing Sunday Mass. What I am advocating for is Mass layoffs in the Catholic “workforce” known as the Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion.

The Original Intent
In January, 1973, the Sacred Congregation of the Sacraments (now called the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments) issued the document Immensae Caritatis, which established Special Ministers of the Eucharist to assist with distribution of Holy Communion, particular at masses when other priests or deacons were not available, when either ill-health or old age impeded the celebrant from distributing communion alone, or most notably, whenever the number of faithful wishing to receive communion was so great that the Mass would take too long.

What has of course happened in the ensuing decades since this provision was made is a long history of liturgical excesses and abuses. As is often the case, the exception has now become the norm.

The most obvious abuse that we have all witnessed is the sheer number of Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion typically used at any given Mass. A liturgical exception meant to be reserved for special emergency situations has become standard operating procedure for far to many parishes.

To address this ongoing problem, in August 1997 the Vatican issued the instruction On Certain Questions Regarding the Collaboration of the Non-Ordained Faithful in the Sacred Ministry of Priest. In Section 2 Article 8 the Church once again clarified that the use of these Extraordinary Ministers should only be utilized “where there are particularly large numbers of the faithful and which (the Mass) would be excessively prolonged because of an insufficient number of ordained ministers to distribute Holy Communion.”

In addition, the Church stressed the avoidance and elimination of certain practices which had emerged in certain dioceses and parishes and were creating confusion. One such practice? The habitual use of extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion at Mass thus arbitrarily extending the concept of “a great number of the faithful”.

There is a very immediate and traditional way to largely correct this abuse of the current practice; an approach that has already been implemented by many parishes. Stop distributing Holy Communion under both kinds at the Mass.

Communion under both Kinds
If more parishes chose to return to the traditional practice of distributing only the consecrated host to the faithful at Mass we would immediately remove the need for half of the Extraordinary Ministers currently assisting at communion.

For nearly a millennium the Latin rite of the Catholic Church did not offer the chalice to the faithful. The Doctrine of Concomitance , the belief of our Lord’s entire presence in either element of the Eucharist (bread or wine), was reaffirmed at the Council of Trent when the Church declared:

If anyone denies that Christ, the fountain and author of all graces, is received whole and entire under the one species of bread…let him be anathema. (Session XXI, Canon III)

If we the faithful receive our Lord entirely (body, blood, soul and divinity) when we receive the consecrated host, then why do we feel it necessary to stand in line for the Extraordinary Minister to give us our Lord entirely (again) in the chalice? The Church further stated at Trent that “those who receive one species only are not deprived of any grace necessary to salvation.” That being the case, why do so many parishes unnecessarily create a need for Extraordinary Ministers by offering Communion under both kinds?

Liturgical Consistency
A common theme I often write about is the need to reestablish consistency between the two forms of the Mass, as well as recovering continuity with our liturgical heritage. The suggestion offered here, I believe, successfully continues taking us down that path.
Many parishes are already incorporating this approach. Since the Traditional Latin Mass does not permit for either the use of Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion, or the offering of the chalice to the faithful at communion, the implementation of this suggested reform would create further visible consistency between the two forms of the Mass.

Let me know your thoughts. Have you witnessed an excessive use of Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion in the past? If so, was a sense of the sacred lost or obscured because of it? Finally, is Holy Communion at your parish currently offered under one kind or both?

Readers have left 27 comments

UPDATE OCTOBER 22, 2014
Communion on the tongue
http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/
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In 1969 Pope Paul VI, with serious misgivings, published Memoriale Domini and opened the fateful door to communion-in-the-hand. He stated that the traditional way of receiving on the tongue was preferable, and then spelled out the threat to Holy Communion with very specific warnings:

"A change in a matter of such moment, based on a most ancient and venerable tradition, does not merely affect discipline. It carries certain dangers with it which may arise from the new manner of administering Holy Communion: the danger of a loss of reverence for the august sacrament of the altar, of profanation, of adulterating the true doctrine..."
All of the pope’s misgivings have come true. The Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of our Savior is frequently being treated with disdain and irreverence; communion-in-the-hand has opened the door to trivialization, sacrilege, abuse and indifference. The vast majority of Roman Catholics no longer kneel to receive Him, and a significant percentage of Catholics no longer recognize the Holy Eucharist as the Real Presence.

As Memoriale Domini dictates, Rome firmly respects your right to receive on the tongue and encourages you to do so. No priest in the world has the right to refuse communion in the traditional manner.

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“The Body of Christ is meant to be eaten by the faithful, not to be treated with irreverence.” - St. Hippolytus, The Apostolic Tradition, 215 AD

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“It is not necessary to show that it does not constitute a grave fault for a person to communicate with his own hand in a time of persecution when there is no priest or deacon.” - St. Basil the Great, Letter 93 (330-379)

“The right to receive Holy Communion in the hand is permitted only in times of persecution.” - St. Basil the Great (330-379)

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“One receives in the mouth what one believes by faith.” -Saint Leo 1, Pope (440-461)

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywoman but only in their mouths.” -The Council of Rouen (650)

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“The fact that only the priest gives Holy Communion with his consecrated hands is an Apostolic Tradition.” -The Council of Trent, 1545-1565

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“In some countries the practice of receiving communion in the hand has been introduced... However, cases of deplorable lack of respect toward the Eucharistic species have been reported, cases which are imputable not only to the individuals guilty of such behavior, but also to the pastors of the Church who have not been vigilant enough regarding the attitude of the faithful towards the Eucharist.” -Blessed John Paul II, Dominicae Cenae, February 24, 1980

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“Unfortunately, in many places Communion is distributed in the hand. To what extent is this supposed to be a renewal and a deepening of the reception of Holy Communion? Is the trembling reverence with which we receive this incomprehensible gift perhaps increased by receiving it in our unconsecrated hands, rather than from the consecrated hands of the priest? It is not difficult to see that the danger of parts of the consecrated Host falling to the ground is incomparably increased, and the danger of desecrating it or indeed of horrible blasphemy is very great. And what in the world is to be gained from all this?” -Dietrich von Hildebrand, The Devastated Vineyard, p 67-68, 1973

“There are really no serious arguments for communion in the hand. But there are the most gravely serious kinds of arguments against it.” -Dietrich von Hildebrand, Communion in the Hand Should be Rejected.

“Is it believable that instead of applying the most scrupulous care to protect the most sacred consecrated host, which is truly the Body of Christ, the God-man, from all such possible abuses, there are those who wish to expose it to this possibility? Have we forgotten the existence of the devil who wanders about seeking whom he may devour'? Is his work in the world and in the Church not all too visible today? What entitles us to assume that abuses to the consecrated host will not take place?” -Dietrich von Hildebrand, 1889-1977

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“During the course of our parish ministry we have become increasingly uneasy with the practice of Communion on the hand. We have come to the conclusion that what started out as a seemingly good idea has actually been found to encourage a certain carelessness, and not only among the laity.”

“It has also been our experience that because of the inherently 'routine' action of placing something in someone's hand this carelessness is, in fact, very 'catechesis resistant”

“It is our hope that this blog will stimulate discussion and awareness of what many in the Church see as a problem needing urgent reform.”

-Father Andrew Wise and Father John Speekman - parish priests in Australia who introduced a worldwide petition to ban communion-in-the-hand (See "Articles" on this site - Australian Priests Initiate Worldwide Petition.)

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“Also, I want to state very clearly that the experiment of giving communion in the hand has been a disaster.” -Fr. Benedict Groeschel, C.F.R., EWTN Talk

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“All that has been elaborated on until now permits us to realize that the history of the reintroduction of communion in the hand is nothing other than the triumph of an act of disobedience. The consideration of the details of this history makes evident to us the gravity of this disobedience: in fact, it is very serious above all because of the very matter which it concerns; very serious because it implies the open resistance to a clear, explicit and solidly founded directive of the pope; most serious by its universal extension; most serious because those who did not obey were not only the faithful or priests, but in many cases bishops and entire Episcopal conferences; most serious, because not only did they remain unpunished but they obtained a resounding success; most serious, in short, because it has succeeded in having the state of disobedience remain hidden, making it such that one might believe, on the contrary, that they were adopting a proposal that came from Rome.” -Most Rev. Juan Rodolfo Laise, Bishop Emeritus of San Luis, Argentina - Communion in the Hand: Documents & History (English translation - 2011)

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“It is the mission of the Congregation for Divine Worship and Sacraments to work to promote Pope Benedict's emphasis on the traditional practices of liturgy, such as reception of Communion on the tongue while kneeling.” - Cardinal Llovera, Prefect for the Vatican's Congregation for Divine Worship and Discipline of the Sacraments, July 22, 2009

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“Many cases of profanation of the Eucharist have occurred, profiting by the possibility to receive the consecrated Bread on one’s palm of the hand... Considering the frequency in which cases of irreverent behavior in the act of receiving the Eucharist have been reported, we dispose that starting from today in the Metropolitan Church of St. Peter, in the Basilica of St. Petronius and in the Shrine of the Holy Virgin of St. Luke in Bologna the faithful are to receive the consecrated Bread only from the hands of the Minister directly on the tongue.” -Cardinal Caffarra, Archbishop of Bologna Italy, April 27, 2009

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“I mention, for example, a change not proposed by the Council Fathers or by the Sacrosanctum Concilium, Holy Communion received in the hand. This has contributed to some extent to a weakening of faith in the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist. This, and the removal of altar rails and kneelers in church and the introduction of practices which oblige the faithful to sit or stand at the elevation of the Sacred Host, weakens the genuine significance of the Eucharist and the Church’s profound sense of adoration for the Lord, the Only Son of God.” -Albert Malcolm Cardinal Ranjith, November, 2007

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“Although the Church recognizes legitimate change, it nonetheless considers that 'the temerity and daring of those who introduce novel liturgical practices, or call for the revival of obsolete rites out of harmony with prevailing laws and rubrics, deserve severe reproof'. We must keep in mind that reversing the course of a development and returning to a previous phase, is not a development but rather a corruption.”

“Therefore, to say that 'Communion in the hand is not a novelty', that 'we only do it as the Apostles, as the first disciples did, and as the Christians did for almost one thousand years’ with the purpose of 'dispelling fears', is not a valid argument. It is not true that we will 'only' do it as the Apostles did. As we have just seen, the return to an ancient manner is not in itself a reason for tranquility. Even less so when that manner was first abandoned and finally forbidden, due to its imperfection.” 

“With Communion in the hand, a miracle would be required during each distribution of Communion to avoid some Particles from falling to the ground or remaining in the hand of the faithful…. Let us speak clearly: whoever receives Communion in the mouth not only follows exactly the tradition handed down but also the wish expressed by the last Popes and thus avoids placing himself in the occasion of committing a sin by negligently dropping a fragment of the Body of Christ.” -Bishop Juan Rodolfo Laise, San Luis, Argentina, 1997

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“Behind communion-in-the-hand – I wish to repeat and make as plain as I can – is a weakening, a conscious, a deliberate weakening of faith in the Real Presence.” -Father John Hardon, S.J., November, 1997

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“There is an apostolic letter on the existence of a special valid permission for this [Communion in the hand]. But I tell you that I am not in favor of this practice, nor do I recommend it" (responding to a reporter from Stimme des Glaubens magazine, during his visit to Fulda, Germany in November 1980.)” -Pope John Paul II, Interview, 1980

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“To touch the sacred species and to distribute them with their own hands is a privilege of the ordained...”

“But one must not forget the primary office of priests, who have been consecrated by their ordination to represent Christ the Priest: for this reason their hands, like their words and their will, have become the direct instruments of Christ. Through this fact, that is, as ministers of the Holy Eucharist, they have a primary responsibility for the sacred species, because it is a total responsibility: they offer the bread and wine, they consecrate it, and then distribute the sacred species to the participants in the assembly who wish to receive them. 
Deacons can only bring to the altar the offerings of the faithful and, once they have been consecrated by the priest, distribute them. How eloquent therefore, even if not of ancient custom, is the rite of the anointing of the hands in our Latin ordination, as though precisely for these hands a special grace and power of the Holy Spirit is necessary!”

“…cases of a deplorable lack of respect towards the Eucharistic species have been reported, cases which are imputable not only to the individuals guilty of such behavior, but also to the pastors of the Church who have not been vigilant enough regarding the attitude of the faithful towards the Eucharist. It also happens, on occasion, that the free choice of those who prefer to continue the practice of receiving the Eucharist on the tongue is not taken into account in those places where Communion in the hand has been authorized.” -Pope John Paul II, Dominicae Cenae, Feb 24, 1980

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“Children are known to have fiddled with the Sacred Host placed into their hands at Holy Communion; adults have been seen to pass the Blessed Sacrament from one to the other in a queue. Rightly does the Sacred Congregation ask whether such people who act like this really believe in the Real Presence of Christ. One must pass over in appalled silence the unspeakable abominations of demonism when the Sacred Host is sacrilegiously carried off to the satanic rituals of black masses. Sacrileges have occurred in the past and will occur in the future. But today the Holy See testifies that they are numerous and widespread; it also says that Communion in the traditional manner [on the tongue] is a better safeguard against adulteration of doctrine and profanation.” -Bishop Bernard D. Stewart, Sandhurst, Australia 1950-1979

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“The Holy Father [Pope Paul VI] … does not consider it opportune that the sacred Particle be distributed in the hand and later consumed in different manners by the faithful, and therefore, he vehemently exhorts [that] the Conference offer the opportune resolutions so that the traditional manner of communicating be restored throughout the world.” Letter of the "Consilium" to Bernard Cardinal Alfrink, Archbishop of Utrecht, Netherlands, October 12, 1965

On Extraordinary Ministers
http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/extraordinary-ministers.html
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For close to two thousand years a multitude of Church apologists believed that only those fortunate few who were ordained had the right to touch the Body of Christ. Roughly eleven centuries ago the practice of communion-in-the-hand was forbidden, and for a thousand years the Real Presence was received exclusively on the tongue.

In the 1960’s the Catholic Church in Belgium and Holland accepted the Protestant idea that anyone could touch communion. These early adopters of communion-in-the-hand failed to realize that Protestants had nothing to lose: only those ordained in the Catholic Church are capable of turning bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Our Savior – transubstantiation.

Protestants don’t believe in the Real Presence and have nothing to lose by touching “communion.” It is merely bread and wine. On the other hand, Catholics have everything to lose by treating the Real Presence carelessly or irreverently. Roman Catholicism is the cradle of the Holy Eucharist, a gift from Jesus Christ Himself at the Last Supper – an incalculable treasure available to all those who believe in and adore the Real Presence, which is God Himself.

From Belgium and Holland the practice of laypeople receiving communion-in-the-hand soon spread to other countries. Desiring not to correct a bishop of the Church, Pope Paul VI concurred and – in 1969 – issued Memoriale Domini, allowing communion-in-the-hand under specific circumstances.

By 1977 the practice of communion-in-the-hand in the U.S. was successfully sponsored by then-Archbishop Joseph Bernardin, president of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops. By then Rome had introduced and allowed “extraordinary ministers,” laypeople who could distribute Holy Communion under “extraordinary” limited circumstances. The document authorizing the introduction of extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist is an Instruction of the Sacred Congregation for Divine Worship, issued on January 29, 1973, entitled Immensae Caritatis. It authorizes the use of extraordinary ministers in “case of genuine necessity.”

What are those circumstances of genuine necessity? They are listed as whenever…

there is no priest, deacon, or acolyte;

these are prevented from administering Holy Communion because of another pastoral ministry or because of ill health or advanced age;

the number of the faithful requesting Holy Communion is such that the celebration of Mass or the distribution of the Eucharist outside Mass would be unduly prolonged.

The Instruction stipulates that:

Since these faculties are granted only for the spiritual good of the faithful and for cases of genuine necessity priests are to remember that they are not thereby excused from the task of distributing the Eucharist to the faithful who legitimately request it, and especially from taking and giving it to the sick.

The problem is the wording in Immensae Caritatis – “unduly prolonged,” which could be 5 minutes or 55 minutes, and is completely arbitrary. Latching onto this excuse, some clergy flooded churches worldwide with volunteer extraordinary ministers. To shield the error, “extraordinary minister” was eventually dropped in favor of the more acceptable term “eucharistic minister.”
Yet even this euphemism cannot hide the simple fact that the practice is reserved for “extraordinary circumstances,” and not for everyday usage. Thus the abuse of communion-in-the-hand was mirrored by laypeople who – in the vast majority of cases – should never be allowed to touch the Real Presence for the simple reason that circumstances seldom demand it.

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“The dispensing of Christ’s Body belongs to the priest for three reasons. First, because He consecrates in the person of Christ. But as Christ consecrated His Body at the Supper, so also He gave It to others to be partaken of by them. Accordingly, as the consecration of Christ’s body belongs to the priest, so likewise does the dispensing belong to him. Secondly, because the priest is the appointed intermediary between God and the people, hence as it belongs to him to offer the people's gifts to God, so it belongs to him to deliver the consecrated gifts to the people. Thirdly, because out of reverence towards this sacrament, nothing touches it but what is consecrated, hence the corporal and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest's hands, for touching this sacrament. Hence it is not lawful for anyone to touch it, except from necessity, for instance if it were to fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency.” -St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) Summa Theologica, Volume III, Q. 82, Art. 3

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html 
“The introduction of Communion in the hand was invariably followed by the introduction of extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion. Unlike the practice of Communion in the hand, which was accepted in the Church for some centuries, the use of extraordinary ministers during the Mass has no historical precedent. Not a shred of evidence can be brought forward to prove that Holy Communion has ever been distributed during the liturgy by anyone but a bishop, priest of deacon.”

-Michael Davies, A Privilege of the Ordained, 1990
http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/quotations.html
“The sacred vessels are not to be handled by others than those consecrated to the Lord.” -St. Sixtus I (circa 115)

http://www.communion-on-the-tongue.org/faq.html: 

Communion-in-the-hand promotes Protestantism through disrespect, and encourages subtle unbelief toward the Real Presence. As a direct result of legitimizing what was once a disobedient act, a very significant percentage of Roman Catholics no longer believe in the Real Presence. Millions more have walked out of the Church, many of them never to return. Here are the false, questionable and misleading statements, arguments and questions that are routinely utilized to promote and legitimize communion-in-the-hand, and trivialize communion-on-the-tongue.

1. Rome allows it, therefore it must be okay.

Rome does allow it, unfortunately, but Rome also specifically discourages it and has from the beginning. In Memoriale Domini, the document allowing communion-in-the-hand, Pope Paul VI strongly encouraged kneeling and receiving communion-on-the-tongue as the "traditional practice". He also wrote: "This method of distributing Holy Communion must be retained, taking the present situation of the Church in the entire world into account, not merely because it has many centuries of-tradition behind it, but especially because it expresses the faithful's reverence for the Eucharist. The custom does not detract in any way from the personal dignity of those who approach this great sacrament: it is part of that preparation that is needed for the most fruitful reception of the Body of the Lord."

Read the last sentence again. For reasons that are beyond comprehension, Paul VI’s very clear and concise directives are completely ignored in the Church today. In fact, many religious leaders encourage the exact opposite of what Pope Paul VI instructed.

Pope Benedict XVI certainly understands. His Holiness routinely distributes communion-on-the-tongue. His example is well worth emulating, but generally ignored.

2. As long as you receive Holy Communion worthily in your heart, it doesn't matter if you receive Him in your hand.
This is a trendy new excuse that popped up in the last couple of years, but will never withstand the test of time. Over and over again the Bible and Catholic tradition teach us that no one is capable of standing before God Himself. Even worse, handling or mishandling Him with familiarity doesn't really seem like a logical concept, unless of course one doesn't believe that Holy Communion is God Himself (Protestantism) in which case it doesn't appear to matter to the offending party.

3. "When thou goest to receive communion go not with thy wrists extended, nor with thy fingers separated, but placing thy left hand as a throne for thy right, which is to receive so great a King, and in the hollow of the palm receive the body of Christ, saying, Amen." (Catechesis mystagogica V, xxi-xxii, Migne Patrologia Graeca 33)

This quotation is frequently presented as proof-positive that communion-in-the-hand is a throwback to happier ancient times. The quote is, however, questionable at best. It comes from the Five Follow-Up Lectures for Newly Baptized Christians ascribed to Saint Cyril of Jerusalem in about the year AD 350. These five follow-up lectures are highly debated and may not be authentic. In other words, they may have been added by someone other than Saint Cyril. In fact, there exist manuscripts that do not attribute these five lectures to Saint Cyril.
Nonetheless, reverent communion-in-the-hand was a legitimate and common practice at certain times in the Early Church. Prior to 150 AD there is nothing but historical silence, but following that era communion-in-the-hand was common at one church or another. However, it is believed that abuse had emerged as a serious problem, just as it has today. In 650 AD, the Synod of Rouen, France directed, “Do not put the Eucharist in the hands of any layman or laywoman, but only in their mouths.” Ultimately, this local council set the standard that was accepted by the universal Church for 1,400 years. It wasn’t until 1969 and the pontificate of Pius VI that communion-in-the-hand was authorized for Holland, Belgium, Germany and France, the four countries that had disobediently allowed the irreverent practice.

4. But didn’t the Apostles receive communion-in-the-hand at the Last Supper?

We’ve all seen hundreds of paintings, sketches and lithographs that portray the Last Supper, with the Bread of Life held or distributed by Christ in myriad ways. But every image is a creation from the mind of the artist. No-one really knows how Christ distributed the Bread of Life. Never forget, however, that the Apostles were themselves priests, or even Bishops; most of us are not.

We also shouldn’t forget a traditional custom of middle-eastern hospitality which was in practice in Jesus’ time and which is still the case; that is, one feeds his guests with one’s own hand, placing a symbolic morsel in the mouth of the guest. And we have this text of St. John’s Gospel (13:26-30): “Jesus answered, ‘It is he to whom I shall give this Morsel when I have dipped It.’ So when He had dipped the Morsel, He gave It to Judas… So, after receiving the Morsel, he [Judas] immediately went out…”

Did Our Lord place this wet Morsel into Judas’ hand? That would be rather messy. Did He not perhaps extend to the one whom He addressed later in the garden as “friend” the gesture of hospitality spoken of above? And if so, why not with Holy Communion, “giving Himself by His own Hand”? (Extracted in part from Holy Communion in the Hand: The True Story by Rev. Paul J. McDonald reprinted from Mary’s Anawin, July, 2008, under “Articles” on this site)

5. If everyone knelt and received on their tongue, wouldn’t Mass be too long?

This one has been around since the sixties, but traditional Catholic Masses all over the world prove the statement to be false. When communicants kneel at an altar rail the priest can move at his own pace and is not limited by the rate at which communicants step before him.

6. It's more hygienic to receive in the hand than on the tongue.

This is another canard that has been around for quite some time. The priest can easily place the host on the tongue without touching the communicant's tongue, mouth, lips or teeth. The Host adheres to the tongue quite easily if there is even the slightest moisture present. There is no physical contact between the priest and the communicant. With communion-in-the-hand, full hand to hand contact is made and there is a very real danger of spreading unwanted germs. Ironically, those who advocate communion-in-the-hand have no problem with dozens of people drinking His Blood from the chalice where saliva from each communicant can mix with His Blood.

Communion-in-the-hand has been nothing less than disastrous. Yet the directives allowing it couldn’t be any clearer. Communion-on-the-tongue is the preferred, traditional manner from Rome, yesterday, today and forever. And it has been from the beginning.

There is little doubt that Rome will ultimately correct this error; the continuing fallout and unbelief is far too serious for Rome to ignore. The good news is that each of us can correct this for ourselves, today, by receiving reverently in the traditional manner.

No priest, Bishop or Cardinal anywhere in the world can legitimately deny communion-on-the-tongue.
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