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Holy Communion by Intinction
Intinction

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intinction EXTRACT
Intinction is the Eucharistic practice of partly dipping the consecrated bread, or host, into the consecrated wine before consumption by the communicant.

It is one of the four ways approved in the Latin Rite of the Roman Catholic Church for administering Holy Communion under the form of wine as well as of bread: "The norms of the Roman Missal admit the principle that in cases where Communion is administered under both kinds, 'the Blood of the Lord may be received either by drinking from the chalice directly, or by intinction, or by means of a tube or a spoon' (General Instruction of the Roman Missal, 245). As regards the administering of Communion to lay members of Christ's faithful, the Bishops may exclude Communion with the tube or the spoon where this is not the local custom, though the option of administering Communion by intinction always remains. If this modality is employed, however, hosts should be used which are neither too thin nor too small, and the communicant should receive the Sacrament from the Priest only on the tongue" (General Instruction of the Roman Missal, 285b and 287).1
"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." 2
1. Instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum, 103
2. Instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum, 104
Do it yourself Sacraments? 

http://www.communion-in-the-hand.org/articles/008.html?iframe=true&width=680&height=500 EXTRACT
By Fr. Frederick Hauser
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.                                                                                                                                       1.
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.
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.
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:
"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.                                                                                                                                           2.
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.

Intinction 

http://www.cuf.org/faithfacts/details_view.asp?ffID=237   

Catholics United for the Faith, July 15, 2005

Issue: Is intinction permitted by the Church? What is the procedure for receiving Holy Communion by intinction?

Response: Christ is present in both species of the Eucharist — bread and wine. The Church has provisions and norms for receiving Holy Communion under only one species or both. Intinction, dipping the host into the Precious Blood, is permitted when done according to Church directives.

Discussion: The Church provides the norms for reception of Holy Communion by intinction in the Norms for the Celebration and Reception of Holy Communion Under Both Kinds in the Dioceses of the United States of America, which was issued in June of 2001.

Holy Communion may be distributed by intinction in the following manner: "the communicant, while holding the paten under the chin, approaches the priest who holds the chalice and at whose side stands the minister holding the vessel with the hosts. The priest takes the host, intincts the particle into the chalice and, showing it, says: 'The Body and Blood of Christ.' The communicant responds, 'Amen,' and receives the Sacrament on the tongue from the priest. Afterwards, the communicant returns to his or her place" (no. 49).

It is important to note that:

The communicant, including the extraordinary minister, is never allowed to self-communicate, even by means of intinction. Communion under either form, bread or wine, must always be given by an ordinary or extraordinary minister of Holy Communion (no. 50).

These norms reflect those in the General Instruction of the Roman Missal (GIRM), which state:

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 (no. 287).

The Church provides that when Communion is given by intinction, it must be planned beforehand. This can be seen in the practice of having a minister stand at the priest’s side for the purpose of providing the chalice for the intinction. Further, a communicant should never take the Host and dip it in the chalice himself. Nor may the communicant take the Host over to a minister with the chalice and hand it to him or her to dip. Intinction must be carried out as the norms above state. 

Regarding whether lay ministers of Holy Communion may distribute by intinction, the wording of the above statements are consistent with the normal use of extraordinary ministers. That is, only ordinary ministers (priests and deacons) should distribute if possible. Then, if there is a pastoral need, extraordinary ministers (preferably installed acolytes) may assist (cf. GIRM, nos. 284, 162). 

Distribution of Communion by intinction has been suggested as a way of limiting the use of extraordinary ministers. In the document Norms for the Distribution and Reception of Holy Communion Under Both Kinds, the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops stated:

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 (no. 24).

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."

Doctrinal Formation and Communion under Both Kinds - The Theology behind Receiving Body and Blood
http://www.zenit.org/article-32886?l=english
By Father Paul Gunter, OSB                                                                                                                                      3.
ROME, June 17, 2011 (Zenit.org) - In the ordinary form of the Mass, the distribution of Holy Communion under both kinds is an option whose usage has become a daily occurrence in many countries but, by no means everywhere, even in Europe.

The instruction "Redemptionis Sacramentum," promulgated in 2004, explains the context of this practice: "So that the fullness of the sign may be made more clearly evident to the faithful in the course of the Eucharistic banquet, lay members of Christ’s faithful, too, are admitted to Communion under both kinds, in the cases set forth in the liturgical books, preceded and continually accompanied by proper catechesis regarding the dogmatic principles on this matter laid down by the Ecumenical Council of Trent" (100).

This laudable intention frequently meets the catechetical stumbling block mentioned. Undoubtedly, Holy Communion under both species illustrates Christ's intention that we eat his Body and drink his Blood. However, that desire for Holy Communion in both kinds has not necessarily been accompanied by fidelity to the norms of liturgical books and supporting formation to protect against Eucharistic abuses and doctrinal misunderstandings.

While many have grasped that the Eucharist is the "Source and Summit" of Christian life, the handing down of the dogmatic principles of the Council of Trent has been seen as old-fashioned. The instruction has made clear that, intrinsic to the "fullness of the sign," is consistency with liturgical books and with the teachings of Trent.

"Redemptionis Sacramentum" displaces ambiguities of Eucharistic practice and "is directed toward such a conformity of our own understanding with that of Christ, as expressed in the words and the rites of the Liturgy" (5). Not infrequently, essential lack of Eucharistic awareness is revealed when, for want of formation, commissioned extraordinary ministers make reference to "giving out the wine." This very terminology suggests that, as part of their proper training, the dogmatic principle of Trent was not absorbed. Some might have heard about "substance" and "accidents" within the contexts of the religious education of yesteryear, but might have been encouraged to think that the Church had, somehow, moved on.

For modern generations, the Council of Trent may not have been mentioned in their doctrinal formation which emphasizes that "nothing is lost by the body being received by the people without the blood: because the priest both offers and receives the blood in the name of all, and the whole Christ is present under either species" (Summa Theologiae, III, q. 80, a. 12, ad 3). So, under the species of bread there is also present, by concomitance, the precious blood.

The purpose, then, of receiving Holy Communion under both kinds, is not that the faithful receive more grace than when they receive it under one kind alone, but that the faithful are enabled to appreciate vividly the value of the sign. Sadly, this distinction has not always been made clear and some people, when not offered Holy Communion under both kinds, have expressed a sense of bewilderment, even thwarted entitlement, or a feeling that Holy Communion under one kind alone was, to some extent, deficient.

Bishops conferences and diocesan bishops, in particular, are the key to ensuring locally that Holy Communion is distributed with reverence and avoidance of misunderstanding. "Redemptionis Sacramentum" makes clear that the slightest danger of the sacred species being profaned is to be avoided (101). It also expresses concern about the "detriment of so great a mystery" (106). While "profanation" and the "detriment of so great a mystery" suggest different levels of Eucharistic abuse, both levels are expressly mentioned so that they will be avoided.

Every care should be taken to avoid the ministering of the chalice where circumstances suggest ambiguity of reception or a setting where the safety of the contents of the chalice might not be assured. "Redemptionis Sacramentum" states that where it is difficult to assess the quantity of wine needed for a particular celebration, owing to the large size of the congregation expected that the chalice is not to be ministered (102).

Alternative methods could be equally difficult to envisage such as the use of a spoon or a tube where these options are not the local custom. For Holy Communion by intinction, "the communicant must not be permitted to intinct the host himself in the chalice, nor to receive the intincted host in the hand" (104).

Forthcoming translations of the third edition of the Roman Missal mark, as the Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales wrote in their joint pastoral letter of May 2011, "a moment of special grace." It is to be hoped that the envisaged in-depth catechesis on the Mass will revisit the mentality and the manner in which Holy Communion is received.

It sounds restrictive to suggest that Holy Communion received fervently under one species is more fruitful than a tepid Communion received under both species when concrete objectives aimed at doctrinal formation, care and reverence in the liturgical celebration and organizational forethought could do so much to acknowledge and address the challenges that have arisen.

The psalmist declares the imperative of that in-depth catechesis: "The things we have heard and understood, the things our fathers have told us these we will not hide from their children but will tell to the next generation" (Psalm 78:4).  

St. Ambrose discloses what people of faith gain from that knowledge: "For as often as we eat this Bread and drink this cup, we proclaim the death of the Lord. If we proclaim the Lord’s death, we proclaim the forgiveness of sins. If, as often as his Blood is poured out, it is poured for the forgiveness of sins, I should always receive it, so that it may always forgive my sins. Because I always sin, I should always have a remedy" (St Ambrose, De sacr. 4, 6, 28: PL 16, 464).

* * *

Father Paul Gunter, OSB, is a professor of the Pontifical Institute of Liturgy in Rome and a Consulter to the Office of the Liturgical Celebrations of the Supreme Pontiff.

Reader Question: Communion and Intinction
http://catholicism.about.com/b/2009/10/16/reader-question-communion-and-intinction.htm 
By Scott P. Richert, About.com Guide, October 16, 2009                                                                                              4.
This week's Reader Question is short and sweet, though the answer is a bit longer. 
Reader Jemajo asked the question through our submission form:

Can a communicant dip the Host in the Precious Blood in the Roman Catholic rite?

The practice of dipping the consecrated Host in the consecrated Precious Blood, in order to administer Holy Communion under both species, is customary in the Eastern rites of the Catholic Church and in the Eastern Orthodox Churches. The technical name for this is intinction, which simply means "to dip into." In most of the Eastern Churches, the bread used for Communion is leavened, so it cut into cubes and, after consecration of both the bread and the wine, is placed into the chalice with the Precious Blood. It is then administered to the faithful from a spoon.

The reader is asking about the Latin rite of the Catholic Church, however. In the Mass, intinction is allowed, but only under strict conditions. The particular situation that the reader outlines — the communicant receiving the Host in his hand, and then dipping it into the Precious Blood — is absolutely forbidden.

If Holy Communion is to be distributed in the Latin rite by intinction, then the practice that is followed in the Maronite rite of the Church must be followed. The Maronites (primarily Lebanese) use an unleavened host, like Latin rite Catholics do, but they administer Communion under both kinds through intinction.

The priest or deacon takes the Host and dips it into the Precious Blood before administering the Host to the communicant on the tongue. At no point does the communicant touch the Host with his hands — before, during, or after the intinction.

Priests who have a pastoral reason for giving Holy Communion under both kinds and want to do so through the practice of intinction must perform the intinction themselves, and they must then administer the Body and Blood only on the tongue, and not in the hand. The Church requires this not only in order to safeguard the Precious Blood, but also because communicants are to receive Communion, not to administer it to themselves.

That said, it is sadly not uncommon, in Latin rite churches where Communion is offered under both species, to see a communicant receive the Host in his hands and then proceed to the chalice, where he dips it into the Precious Blood. But such a practice is strictly forbidden, and priests in parishes where it is occurring need to instruct the faithful in the proper method of receiving Communion. Indeed, if the abuse continues, they may need to quit offering Communion under both species.

If you have a question that you would like to be featured as part of our Reader Questions series, you can use our submission form. If you would like the question answered privately, please send me an e-mail. Be sure to put "QUESTION" in the subject line, and please note whether you'd like me to address it privately or on the Catholicism blog.
Readers have left 5 comments

Communion by Intinction: A "New" Way of Receiving Communion in Both Kinds
http://www.adoremus.org/0903Intinction.html 
By Susan Benofy (Helen Hull Hitchcock contributed to this essay), Online edition, Volume IX, No. 6, September 2003
Intinction may be unfamiliar -- but would more Catholics receive the Precious Blood at Mass if this reverent method of administering it were used? Is it time to change our ways?

"Communion under both kinds may be granted when the bishops think fit, not only to clerics and religious but also to the laity, in cases to be determined by the Apostolic See" (Sacrosanctum Concilium §55).

By these words the Fathers of the Second Vatican Council opened the way to a change in the long-standing practice in the Roman Rite of administering Holy Communion to the faithful only under the form of bread.

The Constitution on the Liturgy (Sacrosanctum Concilium) listed only a few specific instances when Communion under both kinds might be distributed. Gradually the list expanded until, in the newly revised General Instruction of the Roman Missal (GIRM), the decision is left wholly to the diocesan bishop. The GIRM explicitly notes that the teaching of the Council of Trent that Christ is received "whole and entire" in each of the elements:

Sacred pastors should take care to ensure that the faithful who participate in the rite or are present at it are as fully aware as possible of the Catholic teaching on the form of Holy Communion as set forth by the Ecumenical Council of Trent. Above all, they should instruct the Christian faithful that the Catholic faith teaches that Christ, whole and entire, and the true Sacrament, is received even under only one species, and consequently that as far as the effects are concerned, those who receive under only one species are not deprived of any of the grace that is necessary for salvation. (GIRM §282)

It also expands the possibilities for distribution Holy Communion under both kinds:

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. (GIRM §283)

And it lists the methods for distributing Holy Communion under both species.

The Blood of the Lord may be received either by drinking from the chalice directly, or by intinction, or by means of a tube or a spoon. (GIRM §245)

The GIRM gives directions for administering the Precious Blood both by drinking from the chalice and by intinction. In the US, receiving directly from the chalice is the standard practice when Communion in both kinds (or species) is received.

Most Catholics have never experienced Communion by intinction. In this method the priest takes the consecrated host, dips it part way into the chalice (intincts it), then places it on the tongue of the communicant. Intinction requires fewer ministers for distribution of Communion, as only one chalice is needed.                                                                                       5.
Since less wine is consecrated, less Precious Blood remains to be consumed after Communion, and there are fewer vessels to purify after Mass. One might think that many pastors would find these features of intinction desirable and that this method of administering Communion in both species would be used widely.

Yet the practice is rare, largely because most liturgists oppose it. Indeed, some have objected strongly that the GIRM lists intinction second among the possible methods of distributing Communion in both species, rather than last, as in previous editions. (Administering Communion by special tube or spoon has never been common in the Western Church.)
Opposition to Intinction
The progressivist liturgical organization We Believe! for example, gave suggestions on its web site for changing the GIRM to limit intinction:

§161 (117) Suggested change: [Add] the directive that intinction should not being introduced to circumvent the practice of communion in the hand.

Rationale: [T]here is a concern that the prominence of intinction in the new GIRM will lead to the impression that it is an equally acceptable alternative in the United States, especially under the form of "self-intinction".

The idea that intinction will lead to "self intinction" is unsupportable. The GIRM specifically forbids "self intinction", stressing that Holy Communion must always be received from a minister.

The basis of the real objection is that communicants must receive the intincted host on the tongue. But Communion should always be received in the hand, according to liturgical progressives. They discourage and sometimes ridicule receiving Communion on the tongue.

Liturgist Fred Moleck, director of the Office of Worship in the diocese of Greensburg, Pennsylvania, expresses a typical attitude toward intinction in his online column "Table Talk", which appears on the website of music publisher GIA (www.giamusic.com):

One of the options in receiving the Eucharist [in the GIRM] is a rather lengthy description on how to do intinction.

Intinction?

I know of one bishop who said, "Not in my diocese". I hope there are more.

Moleck does not name the bishop, but in his own diocese Bishop Anthony Bosco does not seem to approve of intinction, judging from a question he addressed to Archbishop Oscar Lipscomb, then chairman of the Bishops' Committee on the Liturgy, at the November 2002 meeting of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB).

Bishop Bosco: Archbishop, I have a hunch what the answer is, but I guess I can live in hope until I hear it from you. Or plead ignorance, one of the two.

Concerning the options that are given in the General Instruction about reception of Communion: drinking from the chalice directly, by intinction, a tube or with a spoon: Communion by intinction is referred to twice in the document. Is the local ordinary permitted to proscribe any of these forms?

The response echoed this lack of enthusiasm for intinction:

Archbishop Lipscomb: We had an original adaptation in the Norms that the Holy See took out on the question as to whether or not the local ordinary -- In the humble opinion of the Secretariat on the Liturgy, no. As much as it distresses me to say.

I would hope, with you, that there would be other possibilities for the local bishop, because I can see possible difficulties arising from some of this. But right now, if you have to have an answer, this would be the law of the Church.

By "the Norms", Archbishop Lipscomb means the "Norms for the Celebration and Reception of Holy Communion under Both Kinds in the Dioceses of the United States of America", a document passed by the USCCB in June 2001, and approved (with revisions) by the Holy See on March 22, 2002.

While there was no explicit provision in the bishops' original version of the Norms that said a diocesan bishop could prohibit intinction, there was a paragraph about intinction that was removed by the Holy See. The deleted paragraph echoed the proposal of We Believe!:

Distribution of the Precious Blood by intinction should never be adopted as a means to limit the communicant's legitimate option to receive Communion in the hand.

This was apparently intended as a warrant to forbid intinction altogether. (Liturgical progressivists, in fact, do not seem able even to imagine any reason for intinction except for limiting Communion in the hand.)
The original version of the Norms said "Communion from the chalice is to be preferred to any other form of ministering the Precious Blood", as was cited in official news releases at the time.
The Norms -- Revised
A review of the revisions of the proposed Norms shows that the Holy See, although noting the "sign value" of receiving directly from the chalice, also sees advantages of intinction under some circumstances. In the Holy See's revision of the Norms, the original reference to the chalice was replaced with the following:

42. Among the ways of ministering the Precious Blood as prescribed by the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, Communion from the chalice is generally the preferred form in the Latin Church, provided that it can be carried out properly according to the norms and without any risk of even apparent irreverence toward the Blood of Christ.3

Other revisions of the Norms indicate that in some circumstances intinction is actually to be preferred.

For example, in paragraph 24, which originally simply quoted the GIRM, saying that the diocesan bishop is to set norms for the distribution of Communion under both kinds in his diocese, the revision 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. (Emphasis added)

So it is not accurate to say that in all circumstances "Communion from the chalice is to be preferred to any other form of ministering the Precious Blood".
Intinction Sometimes Preferred
Opponents of intinction view this revision of the US Norms as a retreat from an earlier instruction. However, the Holy See's 1970 document on Communion under both kinds, Sacramentali Communione, had expressed a preference for intinction in many circumstances. This is found in §6 (ironically, the very section that is usually cited to justify the preference for receiving directly from the chalice). It is revealing to read this section in its entirety:

6. 1) For a fitting administration of Communion under both kinds care must be taken that all is done with proper reverence and that the rite outlined in the General Instruction of the Roman Missal nos. 244-251 is observed.

2) The character of the particular liturgical assembly as well as the age, circumstances, and preparation of the communicants should be considered, then the choice should be made of the way of giving Communion that insures its being done with dignity, devotion, propriety, and the avoidance of the danger of irreverence.

3) Among the ways of communicating prescribed by the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, receiving from the chalice itself ranks first. Even so, it is to be chosen only when everything can be carried out in fitting order and with no danger of irreverence toward the blood of Christ.

4) When they are available, other priests or deacons or even acolytes should be chosen to present the chalice. The method of communicating in which the communicants pass the chalice to one another or go directly to the chalice to take Christ's blood must be regarded as unacceptable.

5) Whenever none of the ministers already mentioned is available, if the communicants are few and are to receive Communion under both kinds by drinking directly from the chalice, the priest himself distributes Communion, first under the form of bread, then under the form of wine.

6) Otherwise the preference should be for the rite of Communion under both kinds by intinction: it is more likely to obviate the practical difficulties and to ensure the reverence due the Sacrament more effectively. Intinction makes access to Communion under both kinds easier and safer for the faithful of all ages and conditions; at the same time it preserves the truth present in the more complete sign. (Emphasis added)

Generally, only the first part of no. 3 above is quoted -- that is, receiving directly from the chalice "ranks first". Cited in isolation, this seems to support the view that drinking from the chalice is always to be preferred. But "sign value" is not the main emphasis of this section. Three times this short passage stresses that the distribution of the Blood of Christ must be done with the proper reverence. And it explicitly states that drinking from the chalice is to be chosen only if it can be carried out with due dignity and reverence. Intinction is often to be preferred -- and is "easier and safer", the directive says. Safety here refers to the concern that drinking from the common chalice might spread disease -- a concern dismissed by most liturgists, sometimes with rather bizarre arguments.
"Rich and Sensate Experience" Overrides Dignity and Reverence
The late liturgist Father Robert Hovda, for example, in an influential 1977 book, It Is Your Own Mystery, A Guide to the Communion Rite", responds to common objections to Communion from the cup, among them "convenience" and "hygiene" (equivalent to "ease" and "safety" in Sacramentali Communione.)

Convenience should not be a consideration, in Hovda's view. What is necessary is that "the experience of all participants can be as rich and sensate as possible" (p. 29). As to questions of hygiene, Hovda states, the alcohol content, the polished surface of a metal chalice and the practice of wiping the rim after each person are sufficient to eliminate bacteria. (Curiously, although Hovda speaks of metal chalices, the book's illustrations show only ceramic cups.) He pushes the point:

Drinking from a common cup is quite certainly a more sanitary procedure than the custom still in use in many churches of placing the holy bread directly on the tongue of the communicant. (p. 29)

Gabe Huck, longtime editor of the Archdiocese of Chicago's Liturgy Training Publications (LTP), in an article in Liturgy 80, implies that the hygiene questions about the common chalice are actually a mask for fear of intimacy:

Steeled as we all are to the unhealthy deeds of waste disposal, pesticide spraying, acid rain and even chemical warfare, what is so scary about that cup?

Is it perhaps that here -- far more than in the very separate pieces of bread - we confront a very specific kind of intimacy? Fear of contagion is certainly part of resisting the cup, but is not fear of such intimacy the larger context?

Huck reprinted this excerpt in his 1989 book, The Communion Rite at Sunday Mass (now withdrawn from distribution by LTP).

Liturgical progressivists show little concern for dignity and reverence as usually understood. They object to kneeling, genuflecting, silence and other ordinary expressions of reverence. Instead, they insist on "real" bread, which must be broken into fragments -- each of which is, in reality, the Body, Blood Soul and Divinity of Christ. Detailed instructions on the distribution of Holy Communion proclaim the necessity of eye contact with the communicant, but neglect to mention that great care must be taken with particles of the Body of Christ. (See, for example, Hovda's It Is Your Own Mystery, p. 32; and LTP's popular Video Guides for Ministers of Communion and Gather Faithfully Together.)                                                 7.
Progressivists have been complaining since the release of the new GIRM that its rules are impossible to follow in the US, because with large congregations extraordinary ministers of Communion are needed to help with the Fraction Rite (breaking the consecrated bread) and to purify vessels, which are not permitted in the new GIRM.

Administering Holy Communion by intinction would eliminate this "need". This was noted in the Holy See's denial of the US bishops' requests for indults to allow extraordinary ministers to perform these functions.*                                                 
According to the October 25, 2001 letter from Cardinal Jorge Medina Estévez, then-prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship, to the president of the US bishops' conference:

Certain reasons given for a derogation from the norms [of the GIRM] would actually fall instead under the denotation of precisely the sort of difficulty to which n. 283 refers as a limitation upon distribution under both species, while the use of intinction remains a way in which such distribution may still be carried out reverently in accord with all norms of the Institutio Generalis Missalis Romani.
Despite liturgists' laments about a "retreat from the renewal of Vatican II", this provision for intinction is in complete accord with Sacramentali Communione.

Many Catholics have avoided receiving Communion from the chalice -- for a variety of reasons, not excluding concern about the spread of disease. Insisting that the "fuller sign" of receiving the Precious Blood is available only through drinking from the chalice has prevented many people from receiving Communion under both species.

It is surely worth reviewing the advantages of intinction enumerated in Sacramentali Communione:

([I]t is more likely to obviate the practical difficulties and to ensure the reverence due the sacrament more effectively.

(Intinction makes access to Communion under both kinds easier and safer for the faithful of all ages and conditions;

(At the same time it preserves the truth present in the more complete sign. 

These aspects of intinction ought to be weighed thoughtfully now, as we implement the changes in the new Missal.

*Later, the Holy See granted three-year dispensation from the GIRM to bishops of the United States, "for grave pastoral reasons" to permit priests to "use the assistance, when necessary, even of extraordinary ministers in the cleansing of sacred vessels after the distribution of Communion has been completed at Mass" (CDW - Prot 1382/01/L March 22, 2002).
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There are reasons for rites and rubrics - Questions about Communion 

http://www.americancatholic.org/messenger/mar1997/wiseman.asp 
I am a eucharistic minister in my parish. As a parish we discourage allowing parishioners to take the host to the cup and dip. I believe this is also the current official position of the Catholic Church. We discourage intinction, but we don’t aggressively prohibit people from doing it if they so choose. I have perhaps had only three or four people do this with me over the past three years.

Now comes the May 1996 "Wise Man" column where it is written that Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger recommends intinction for priests with an alcohol dependency problem.

Another reader writes:

As a eucharistic minister in our parish I was trained with members of the parish that communicants reach out their fingers and literally take the host being held by the priest or eucharistic minister. I recall our pastor saying something like, "Scripture doesn’t say, ‘Take and dip,’ and it doesn’t say, ‘Put your hands out.’ It says, ‘Take and eat.’"

Recently I was attending a different church and I reached out to take the host. Right at that point the pastor pulled the host back and wouldn’t let go! We both spent a half second tugging on it, when he told me, "You don’t grab it." It was quite embarrassing.

What are the accepted, recommended or unaccepted ways, currently, to receive the host?

Your letters are reminders of one of the reasons we have rites and rubrics to be observed by all — to avoid surprises and the confusion that can come from everyone doing his or her own thing. Established rites and procedures allow everyone to know what to expect and do from church to church, from one parish or congregation to another.

And as I read the letter talking about the quasi hand-wrestling for control of the host in the distribution of Communion, I could not help thinking about words written back in 1980 by R. Kevin Seasoltz in New Liturgy, New Laws (Liturgical Press). Speaking of Communion in the hand in general, Seasoltz wrote, "In the recent past, the refusal to give Communion in the hand often resulted in distressing confrontations between communicants and ministers of the Eucharist.                          8.
"In such instances it probably would have been more prudent for the minister to give Communion in the hand rather than observe the [then] liturgical norm. Avoidance of hostility and division would have been more in keeping with the symbolism of the Eucharist as the expression and cause of Christian unity than strict adherence to liturgical discipline was."

I’m confident that struggling over the host produced no feelings of unity or charity and was probably disconcerting to other communicants. For the rest, the General Instruction of the Roman Missal (found in the front of the Sacramentary) goes into little detail about the reception or imparting of the host at Communion time. It goes into much more detail about giving and receiving Communion from the chalice.

In speaking of receiving or communicating the consecrated bread or host the Instruction sometimes speaks simply of doing so in "the usual manner." The Instruction usually speaks of receiving and not taking. More particularly the Ceremonies of the Modern Roman Rite by Msgr. Peter J. Eliot (Ignatius Press), who works in the Roman Curia, says under the heading of "Ministering the Eucharist": "When giving the Body of the Lord to a communicant, the minister raises the host over the vessel and says, 'The body of Christ.' After the communicant has responded, 'Amen', the host is placed carefully on the tongue or on the outstretched palm of the left hand." In my experience that is how Communion in the hand is and has been taught.

In reference to Communion by intinction, the Appendix to the General Instruction for the Dioceses of the United States clearly says, "When Communion is distributed under both kinds by intinction, the host is not placed in the hands of the communicants nor may the communicant receive the host and dip it into the chalice." That, I think, implies that when intinction is not the case the host is placed in the hand.

This Appendix makes it plain communicants do not take the host and dip it into the chalice. There is probably fear of dripping and spilling of the consecrated wine in such a procedure. Communion by intinction is not forbidden, but it is the minister who does the dipping rather than the communicants.

I think it safe to say that almost all, if not all, Roman Catholic liturgists discourage Communion by intinction. The sign value in intinction is not as full as drinking from the cup.

I should think the reasons for an alcoholic priest communicating by intinction are obvious. In many cases the minimum of the consecrated wine thus consumed will not trigger the urge to drink. This is more important than the fuller sign value of drinking from the cup.

Receiving Communion by Intinction 

http://www.saintpetercatholic.com/receiving-communion-by-intinction.html 

Posted on October 08, 2010 in Most Holy Eucharist & Sacraments 
Reception of Holy Communion under Both Forms by Intinction
At Saint Peter Church Holy Communion is offered via Intinction. Here are is a "Question and Answer" article to help you understand what intinction is and how to receive Communion in this way.

Q.      Just what is “intinction”?
A.      Most Catholics are familiar with receiving Holy Communion under both forms (of bread and wine) by receiving the Sacred Host on the hand (or on the tongue), and then drinking the Sacred Blood of the Lord from the Chalice (Cup). When using intinction, the priest (or Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion [EMHC]) dips the Sacred Host in the Precious Blood of the Lord and then places the Eucharist on the communicant’s tongue.

Q.      Why does St. Peter’s intinction, rather than using the cup like other parishes?
A.      There are several reasons. We have had some difficulty in the past getting a sufficient number of EMHC. And even if we had them, numerous EMHC sometimes make for a rather cumbersome crowd in the Sanctuary at Communion time. There is the additional problem of preparing the proper amount of wine for the Offertory. When the Precious Blood is then distributed, we either run out before all have received, or have much remaining, which then must be consumed by the Priest and/or EMHC. Many people also refrain from receiving the Precious Blood of the Lord from the Cup because of hygiene concerns. Intinction eliminates these problems.

Q.      I’ve never seen intinction done before. Why isn’t this more widely used, if it is better than using the Cup?
A.      Receiving the Body and the Blood of the Lord by intinction isn’t "better" than using the Cup. But it does have some advantages which are mentioned above. For centuries Catholics typically received only the Sacred Host. After Vatican II (which ended in 1965) the ancient practice of receiving the Lord under both forms was restored under certain conditions. It was natural that the usual means by which the priest receives (consuming the Sacred Host, then drinking from the Chalice) should be used for the laity as well. Nevertheless, intinction has also been used from the earliest times. In fact, Eastern Rite Catholics and the Orthodox always receive the Body and Blood of the Lord together, rather than drinking from the Cup.

Q.      Will only the priest be distributing Holy Communion by intinction?
A.      No. The Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion will also be distributing by intinction.

Q.      Do I have to receive by intinction, or can I still receive just the Sacred Host alone?
A.      Each communicant has the choice to receive the Sacred Host alone, or under both forms by intinction.

Q.      Practically speaking, how is this done?
A.      All communicants will come forward to receive Holy Communion in the same manner as we currently do. When approaching the priest (or EMHC), simply extend your hands out (left hand on top of the right hand) if you desire to receive the Sacred Host only. If you desire to receive the Body and the Blood of the Lord by intinction, then you will keep your hands folded and open your mouth in order to receive on the tongue.                                                                           9.
Q.      May I receive the Host in my hand, and then intinct (dip) the Host in the Precious Blood myself?
A.      No. Church liturgical law does not permit the communicant to "self-intinct".

Q.      Do I have to receive on the tongue if I receive by intinction?
A.      Yes.

Q.      Is there a certain age limit, or can children receive by intinction, too?
A.      Any Catholic who is able to receive Holy Communion may receive by intinction. Of course, parents may decide whether or not their child should receive only the Sacred Host, or by intinction.

Q.      Are we receiving "less" Jesus if we receive only the Sacred Host?
A.      No. The Catholic Church clearly teaches that you receive the "whole Christ" whether you receive the Host only, the Precious Blood only, or both.
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, professor of liturgy at the Regina Apostolorum university.
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. […]

-- "Communion is distributed by intinction only (therefore, no communion in the hand); kneeling at communion rail to receive Communion (can stand at communion rail to receive if need be)."

Normally it is the individual Catholic who decides the manner of receiving holy Communion in those countries where Communion in the hand is permitted. If, however, the priest opts to administer both species by intinction, then the option of receiving in the hand automatically falls by the wayside. If, for a good reason, a particular member of the faithful did not wish receive under the species of wine, then he or she must be allowed to choose to receive the host either in the hand or on the tongue.

The bishops of the United States have determined that the normal means of receiving Communion is standing and approaching the altar in procession. Rather than a law cast in stone, this norm describes what is in fact the most common practice in the country. It is still possible to kneel if this is the custom of the place and the use of the communion rail is not prohibited.

Precious Blood for Young Children  
http://www.zenit.org/article-23368?l=english  
ROME, July 29, 2008 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara
Q1: I am a religion teacher at a primary school in the United States. Right now we are learning about the sacraments, particularly about the Eucharist. My students (ages 10 to 11) have asked me many times why the "wine" is not offered to children, even when they are serving at the altar as acolytes. I assume that the prohibition to drink alcohol in the United States until you are an adult has to do with it, but as my son once told a friend who is a priest, it is not wine -- it is the Blood of Christ. Is there any rule or policy regarding distributing the "wine" to children, other than the same pastoral reason for which it is not distributed to the whole congregation, for the sake of time? -- B.L., Key Biscayne, Florida
Q2: In our own church, at busy Masses we have the habit of having one Eucharistic minister going down to the back of the church in order to distribute Communion. Personally I would much prefer to see Communion distributed from the step of the sanctuary. I was wondering if the rubrics have any guidelines on the matter. I find distribution at the rear of the church leads to a big crowd of people clustering around the minister and making reception of Communion look a bit of a mess. -- J.McE., Dundalk, Ireland
A: Unless there are specific diocesan policies, I know of no general rule excluding children from receiving the Precious Blood.
Certainly in most Eastern Churches, which always administer Communion under both species, even very small children receive the Eucharist in this manner. Many of these Churches distribute the two species together, directly to the mouth, using a special spoon.
Although I am unaware if the question has been legally tested in the United States, I doubt that there are serious legal concerns regarding distribution of the Precious Blood to children.
If the U.S. Supreme Court can justify admitting the use of an illegal hallucinogen to a specific group in the name of religious freedom, then a few drops of what is apparently an alcoholic beverage is unlikely to muster a challenge.
Of more concern is the possibility of an adverse reflex reaction to wine on the part of young children unused to its strong taste, especially when the most common form of distribution is directly from the chalice. It is also more likely that children could drop the chalice.
This difficulty can be remedied by initiating children to Communion under both kinds under the form of intinction in which a corner of the host is dipped in the chalice and placed directly upon the tongue. This allows them to gradually become accustomed to the taste as well as obtaining the spiritual benefit of receiving both species.
                                                                                                                                                                                       10.

It has the added advantage of introducing them to the possibility of receiving the host on the tongue in places where receiving on the hand has not only been permitted but has become the only option explained to young children.
Regarding the manner of distributing Communion, No. 160 of the General Instruction of the Roman Missal (U.S. version) says:
"The priest then takes the paten or ciborium and goes to the communicants, who, as a rule, approach in a procession.
"The faithful are not permitted to take the consecrated bread or the sacred chalice by themselves and, still less, to hand them from one to another. The norm for reception of Holy Communion in the dioceses of the United States is standing. Communicants should not be denied Holy Communion because they kneel. Rather, such instances should be addressed pastorally, by providing the faithful with proper catechesis on the reasons for this norm.
"When receiving Holy Communion, the communicant bows his or her head before the Sacrament as a gesture of reverence and receives the Body of the Lord from the minister. The consecrated host may be received either on the tongue or in the hand, at the discretion of each communicant. When Holy Communion is received under both kinds, the sign of reverence is also made before receiving the Precious Blood."
The expression "as a rule" means that this is the best option. But it does not exclude other possibilities if logistical difficulties make it impractical for all to approach the presbytery or sanctuary in a reasonable lapse of time.
However, other solutions should always ensure a dignified approach to Communion and the possibility of making a suitable act of reverence including kneeling in those countries where the bishops' conferences have not specified another habitual form of reception (as is the case of Italy and most other countries).
Going to the back of the church, as our reader has noticed, can lead to disorganization. This makes it easier for hosts to fall and for people with evil intentions to steal a sacred host.
Therefore, in conclusion, it is best that all communicants approach the presbytery area to receive Communion, even from several ministers. If this is not practically possible, then I would suggest using side altars as suitable distribution points. If there are no suitable side altars, then I suggest setting up temporary fixed spots for distributing the Eucharist at which the minister of holy Communion remains in place while the faithful approach him or her.
If possible, this place could be slightly elevated above the floor so as to make administration easier for the minister and facilitate the possibility of kneeling to those faithful who choose to do so.
Extraordinary ministers and both species of Communion 
http://www.zenit.org/article-24585?l=english
ROME, December 16, 2008 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara
Q: I understand that the use of extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion is to be just that, "extraordinary." I also understand that the distribution of the Blessed Sacrament under both species to all the faithful has been allowed by the U.S. bishops' conference, given its fuller sign value. Thus my question is this: Which trumps which? It is almost unheard of for a parish to distribute Communion under both species without recourse to extraordinary ministers. Is it preferable to avoid using extraordinary ministers and distribute under one species only? Or is it preferable to distribute under both species and have recourse to extraordinary ministers on an ordinary basis? -- V.D., New York
A: I would say that the word "extraordinary" has several shades of meaning and this probably leads to some confusion.
From the liturgical point of view, an extraordinary minister is one who performs a liturgical act in virtue of a special delegation and not as an ordinary minister. Thus, in the case of Holy Communion, the ordinary ministers are the bishop, priest and deacon. That is, it is a normal part of their ministry to distribute Communion.
Anyone else who distributes Communion does so as an extraordinary minister. That is, it is not a normal part of their liturgical functions, but they have received this mission in virtue of a delegation. The instituted acolyte receives this delegation ex officio, so to speak, in virtue of his institution. He may also purify the sacred vessels in the absence of the deacon as well as expose and reserve the Blessed Sacrament in a simple manner for a period of adoration.
All other ministers act in virtue of a habitual delegation from the local bishop, usually acting through the pastor, or an immediate ad hoc delegation from the priest celebrant to respond to difficult circumstances.
Therefore, the status of extraordinary minister is not dependent on the ministry's frequency but rather pertains to the nature of the ministry itself. Even if one were to assist in administrating Communion every day for several years, one never becomes an ordinary minister in the canonical or liturgical sense.
Another case of the concept of extraordinary minister is the role of a priest with respect to the sacrament of confirmation in the Latin rite. Canon law Nos. 882-888 state that the bishop is the ordinary minister of confirmation, but the law foresees the possibility of priests administering this sacrament under certain conditions.
For most other sacraments, especially penance, Eucharist, holy orders and anointing of the sick, there is no possibility of extraordinary ministers.
However, the current use of the word extraordinary is not unknown in liturgical norms. For example, the 2004 instruction "Redemptionis Sacramentum" says: "It is the Priest celebrant's responsibility to minister Communion, perhaps assisted by other Priests or Deacons; and he should not resume the Mass until after the Communion of the faithful is concluded. Only when there is a necessity may extraordinary ministers assist the Priest celebrant in accordance with the norm of law" (No. 88).
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This same document refers to the practice of Communion under both species:
"[100.] So that the fullness of the sign may be made more clearly evident to the faithful in the course of the Eucharistic banquet, lay members of Christ’s faithful, too, are admitted to Communion under both kinds, in the cases set forth in the liturgical books, preceded and continually accompanied by proper catechesis regarding the dogmatic principles on this matter laid down by the Ecumenical Council of Trent.
"[101.] In order for Holy Communion under both kinds to be administered to the lay members of Christ's faithful, due consideration should be given to the circumstances, as judged first of all by the diocesan Bishop. It is to be completely excluded where even a small danger exists of the sacred species being profaned …."
Thus, while Communion under both species is praised there might be circumstances where prudence recommends forgoing it because of the practical difficulties entailed. Hence "Redemptionis Sacramentum" continues in No. 102:
"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."
From this text we can adduce that, in principle at least, Church norms recognize the possibility of using well-formed extraordinary ministers to assist in distributing Communion under both species. Therefore, rather than one norm trumping the other, it is a question of evaluating all the pertinent circumstances before deciding what to do. The mere fact of having to use extraordinary ministers does not appear to be a sufficient reason not to proceed with Communion under both species, provided that the ministers are duly qualified.
While Communion under both species is graced with indubitable spiritual advantages, it is not an absolute value and, as the norms suggest, it should be omitted if there is any danger of profanation or due to serious practical difficulties.
Nobody is deprived of any grace by not receiving from the chalice, as Christ is received whole and entire under either species.

Follow-up: 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?"
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.                           12.
Follow-up: Shifting or Substituting the Sunday Liturgy
http://www.zenit.org/rssenglish-24843 
ROME, January 20, 2009 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara

Another priest raised an intriguing question to the follow-up article on Communion under both species: "Further to the question/answer of Jan. 6, as 'the body, blood, soul and divinity of Christ are present in both the consecrated bread and wine,' is there anything -- apart from the fact that 'it isn't done' -- against administering only the Blood of Christ, and not the Body of Christ? I never see the question raised this way round."
I would say that, strictly speaking, this could be done. It is quite regularly done in case of those who are intolerant to wheat and to those incapable of receiving solid food. I would also suppose that it could be done if, in admittedly highly unusual circumstances, a group of isolated Christians found themselves with little bread and a lot of altar wine.
As far as I know, there is no explicit prohibition against this, probably because nobody ever thought of doing it before. But the law presumes that it is not done and that if Communion is given under one species, this species is ordinarily the species of bread.
There are myriad practical reasons that justify the Church's present custom of not distributing only the species of wine, but I think that the reasons go beyond the practical and the budgetary.
Many Old Testament types of the Eucharist, such as the manna in the desert to which Our Lord himself refers to in Chapter 6 of the Gospel according to John, plus the reference to the Eucharist as the "breaking of the bread" found in the Acts of the Apostles, indicate that there is a clear preference toward the species of bread from the very beginning.
Likewise, the species of wine is not easily conserved, and distributing only the species of wine would have made the development of Eucharistic devotion and adoration almost impossible.
I think we can therefore conclude that the prevalence of distributing the consecrated bread rather than just the consecrated wine is a practice guided by the Holy Spirit for the greater good of the Church.
Consecration of Both Species for Mass 

http://www.zenit.org/article-29678?l=english
ROME, June 22, 2010 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara
Q: If, after the consecration of the bread, the priest dies or forgets the consecration of the wine, do we have a Mass? I know that the consecrated host is the Body of Christ. Is the consecration of the wine absolutely necessary for a valid Mass? -- G.D., Chicago
A: In part, we have responded to this question, albeit as a follow-up, on Jan. 29, 2008*. The reply was partly based on a moral and pastoral theology manual published by Jesuit Father Henry Davis in 1935.    *See following page
The nucleus of our answer regarding the interruption of Mass was:
"Should a priest have to interrupt the Mass due to illness or another grave reason after he has consecrated either or both species -- and is unlikely to be able to recover sufficiently within an hour -- there is a grave obligation to have the celebration continued by another priest.
"In grave emergencies even a priest who has been excommunicated, suspended or otherwise irregular may finish the Mass.
"If the first priest is able to communicate he should be given communion from the species consecrated during the Mass.
"If no priest is immediately available, the hosts and the chalice (even if not yet consecrated) should be placed in the tabernacle until a priest can come to finish the Mass.
"The interval elapsing between the two parts may be of any duration but should be as soon as possible.
"If not-yet-consecrated wine were to spoil, or be certain to spoil, before a priest can come to consecrate it, then it may be poured down the sacrarium and replaced with new matter (wine and water) when the priest arrives.
"Only in very rare and extreme situations may the consecrated species of an interrupted Mass be consumed. Such occasions would be, for example, an imminent danger of profanation of the sacred species or the objective impossibility of safely keeping them, such as during wartime conditions or a climate where the species of wine would certainly become corrupt before a priest can come to complete the Mass.
"If the interruption were to occur before the consecration, with no priest to continue the celebration and no other Masses reasonably available, then a deacon, instituted acolyte or authorized extraordinary minister could distribute Communion from the tabernacle using the rite for Communion outside of Mass.
"If the interruption occurs after the priest's communion, then the same ministers can administer the consecrated species to the faithful using the same rite."
From what has been said, it is clear that the consecration of wine is an absolute necessity for a valid Mass. And the priest's communion is necessary for its completeness as a sign of sacrifice. It is true that Christ is really present in the hosts immediately after the consecration of the bread, but the sacrifice of the Mass requires the consecration of both species.
If a priest forgets to consecrate the chalice and then administers the hosts to the faithful they would receive the Body of Christ but, strictly speaking, would not have participated at the sacrifice of the Mass. It would not even be the same as the distribution of Communion outside of Mass as hosts thus received are the fruit of a complete sacrifice.
Should this happen, the deacon, an acolyte or anybody at all should immediately inform the priest that he has not consecrated the wine. The priest should then interrupt the Eucharistic Prayer and proceed to consecrate the wine before continuing. He should preferably repeat the second part of the Eucharistic Prayer as these orations only make sense in the presence of the complete sacrifice. If he finds out later, say just before communion, he would only need to say the words of consecration.                                                                                                                                                                  13.

If it happens that a priest is told that he omitted the consecration of the chalice after the Mass is over, he should privately complete the sacrifice by pouring wine and water into the chalice, consecrate and consume the Sanguis.
The same basic principles would apply in the less likely situation of a priest skipping directly to the consecration of the chalice omitting the consecration of the hosts. The change in order of the two consecrations would not invalidate the Mass.
Needless to say, such distractions ought never to occur, but frail humanity -- and priestly humanity is no exception -- is fraught with imperfections and limitations. Thus, such things do happen.

Consecration of Both Species for Mass 

http://www.zenit.org/article-29873?l=english 
ROME, July 13, 2010 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara
Somewhat related to the question on the need for a double consecration (see June 22), a reader asked about the need for the double reception of communion. He wrote: "When receiving communion, parishioners have the choice to drink from the cup, which has the blood of Christ. There are some, including myself, who do not drink from the cup (because of a medical condition, I fear that I may drop it). After Mass I feel left out because I did not receive the blood of Christ. Can a person say that he/she has received both the body and blood of Christ when they did not drink from the cup?"
Although receiving both species is preferable in virtue of the sign value of communion, the Church's teaching is that one receives the whole Christ -- body, blood, soul and divinity -- under either species. Therefore, a person who receives only under the species of bread, or exceptionally only under the species of wine, receives the same grace as the person who receives both species.
At the same time, our reader's difficulty in receiving from the chalice could be solved with a simple consultation with the parish priest. Once his difficulty is recognized, a means could be arranged, such as communion by intinction, allowing him to receive under both species. Almost every community has some parishioners with particular needs, and they can usually resolve these difficulties in full respect of Church law and liturgical decorum.
Follow-up: When There’s a Medical Emergency  
http://www.zenit.org/article-21642?l=english 
ROME, January 29, 2008 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara 
Pursuant to our reference to the case of a priest falling ill during Mass (Jan. 15), several readers asked what should be done if there is no priest available to continue celebrating the Mass. 
While there is little to be found on such issues in modern books, older manuals of moral theology often deal with such issues and in many cases the underlying criteria involved remain valid today.
Thus my present reply will be partly based on the eighth edition of a treatise of moral and pastoral theology first published by Father Henry Davis, SJ, in 1935.
The reasons behind the practical conclusions offered is that the Church has never reduced the sacrificial character of the Mass just to the consecration and has always required that once the consecration of either species has taken place, the sacrifice of the Mass must be completed by the priest reciting the Eucharistic Prayer and making his communion.
Thus the priest’s communion, while not essential to the real presence of Christ in the sacred species, is integral to the nature of the Mass as a sacrificial banquet.
Even though it is possible for the faithful to receive Communion outside of Mass, the hosts thus consumed must be the fruit of a complete Mass. For this reason canon law (No. 927), in the strongest terms, forbids the consecration of both species outside of Mass or the consecration of one without the other even within Mass. This prohibition uses the Latin term "nefas," a word used only four times in the code. The result is that there are practically no exceptions to this rule, not even in order to give Communion to someone in danger of death.
With this in mind, we can say that should a priest have to interrupt the Mass due to illness or another grave reason after he has consecrated either or both species -- and is unlikely to be able to recover sufficiently within an hour -- there is a grave obligation to have the celebration continued by another priest.
In grave emergencies even a priest who has been excommunicated, suspended or otherwise irregular may finish the Mass.
If the first priest is able to communicate he should be given communion from the species consecrated during the Mass.
If no priest is immediately available, the hosts and the chalice (even if not yet consecrated) should be placed in the tabernacle until a priest can come to finish the Mass.
The interval elapsing between the two parts may be of any duration but should be as soon as possible.
If not-yet-consecrated wine were to spoil, or be certain to spoil, before a priest can come to consecrate it, then it may be poured down the sacrarium and replaced with new matter (wine and water) when the priest arrives.
Only in very rare and extreme situations may the consecrated species of an interrupted Mass be consumed. Such occasions would be, for example, an imminent danger of profanation of the sacred species or the objective impossibility of safely keeping them, such as during wartime conditions or a climate where the species of wine would certainly become corrupt before a priest can come to complete the Mass.
If the interruption were to occur before the consecration, with no priest to continue the celebration and no other Masses reasonably available, then a deacon, instituted acolyte or authorized extraordinary minister could distribute Communion from the tabernacle using the rite for Communion outside of Mass.
If the interruption occurs after the priest’s communion, then the same ministers can administer the consecrated species to the faithful using the same rite.                                                                                                                                      14.
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.
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.
Use of mustum at Mass

http://www.zenit.org/article-16305?l=english 
ROME, June 13, 2006 (Zenit.org) Answered by Father Edward McNamara
Q: I am a priest in a religious community. One of our confreres is an alcoholic and for many years has abstained from alcohol, even if there is just a little bit in pastry. He is really faithful to his promise and I admire him for that. When he presides over our Eucharist, he uses mustum and, of course, all the participants communicate with it. Some have doubts about that way of doing things and think it may be illicit for them. (When he concelebrates, he takes only the consecrated host.) What do you think? Perhaps might it be better to have a second chalice with wine, as it is done when there is a larger number of concelebrants. We are usually about five. -- R.T., Quebec province
A: The question of the validity of the use of "mustum," or grape juice, for priests suffering from alcoholism or for some other medical reason was finally resolved by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in 1994 in a letter signed by then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger. Among other things this letter stated:

"A. The preferred solution continues to be communion 'per intinctionem,' or in concelebration under the species of bread alone.
"B. Nevertheless, the permission to use 'mustum' can be granted by ordinaries to priests affected by alcoholism or other conditions which prevent the ingestion of even the smallest quantity of alcohol, after presentation of a medical certificate.
"C. By 'mustum' is understood fresh juice from grapes or juice preserved by suspending its fermentation (by means of freezing or other methods which do not alter its nature).
"D. In general, those who have received permission to use 'mustum' are prohibited from presiding at concelebrated Masses. There may be some exceptions however: in the case of a bishop or superior general; or, with prior approval of the ordinary, at the celebration of the anniversary of priestly ordination or other similar occasions. In these cases the one who presides is to communicate under both the species of bread and that of 'mustum,' while for the other concelebrants a chalice shall be provided in which normal wine is to be consecrated."
The document required furthermore that the ordinary must ascertain that the matter used conforms to the above requirements; that he grant permission only for as long as the situation continues which motivated the request; and that scandal be avoided.
The precise question in hand is addressed in points A and D. The priest in question should therefore not normally preside at a concelebration except for very special occasions. When such a situation arises, two chalices must be provided: one with mustum and another with ordinary wine.
Likewise, if the priest presides alone at a religious community Mass where Communion under both kinds is habitual for religious seminarians, then a second chalice with ordinary wine should also be provided. A deacon or at least an instituted acolyte should also be present to assure that the Precious Blood is fully consumed after Communion.
The reason why the principal celebrant in a concelebration may not avail of the permission to receive only under the species of bread probably derives from the necessity to assure that the sacrifice is completed before Communion begins. The sacrifice is completed only after the presiding celebrant has consumed both species.
This is also why the individual priest must also consume both species before Communion begins. The faithful's exercise of their baptismal priesthood is carried out with and through the priest. Thus, their full participation in the holy sacrifice of the Mass through Communion would be incomplete if the priest fails to first complete the sacrifice by consuming both species.

More on Mustum

http://www.zenit.org/article-16431?l=english 
ROME, June 27, 2006 (Zenit.org) Answered by Father Edward McNamara
Q: Could you tell me why, in our profession of faith and creed, we don't profess our belief in the Real Presence of the body and blood of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist? -- D.K., Norwalk, Connecticut
A: The reasons are above all historical but also involve the purpose of the liturgy itself.
From a historical perspective the creed as we know it was first sketched out at the Councils of Nicaea (325) and Constantinople (381) although in its developed form it first appears in the acts of the Council of Chalcedon (451).
This creed was probably based on a baptismal profession of faith and encapsulated what were perceived as the essential tenets of the faith.
Above all it was a response to Arian and other heresies and defended the doctrine of the Trinity and Christ's true humanity and divinity. It was never intended to be an exhaustive exposition of every aspect of the faith.
Since it was necessary to defend the very foundations of the faith, such questions as the nature of the Eucharist were simply not on the theological horizon and would not be for several centuries more.
Also, during this early period, the fullness of Eucharistic doctrine was often explained only after baptism -- thus only after the new Christian had publicly recited the creed.
The practice of reciting the creed at Mass is attributed to Patriarch Timothy of Constantinople (511-517), and the initiative was copied in other churches under Byzantine influence, including that part of Spain which was under the empire at that time.
About 568, the Byzantine emperor Justinian ordered the creed recited at every Mass within his dominions. Twenty years later (589) the Visigoth king of Spain Reccared renounced the Arian heresy in favor of Catholicism and ordered the creed said at every Mass.
About two centuries later we find the practice of reciting the creed in France and the custom spread slowly to other parts of Northern Europe.
Finally, when in 1114, Emperor Henry II came to Rome for his coronation as Holy Roman Emperor, he was surprised that they did not recite the creed. He was told that since Rome had never erred in matters of faith there was no need for the Romans to proclaim it at Mass. However, it was included in deference to the emperor and has pretty much remained ever since, albeit not at every Mass but only on Sundays and on certain feasts.
Eastern and Western Christians use the same creed except that the Latin version adds the expression "filioque" (and the Son) to the article regarding the procession of the Holy Spirit, a difference that has given rise to endless and highly complex theological discussions.
In spite of this difference, there is a common understanding among all Christians that the creed should be left as it is and that neither the creed, nor indeed the Mass itself, is a suitable place to give technical expression to every tenet of the faith.
                                                                                                                                                                                      16.

On another level, however, the entire Mass is itself a profession of faith. It is the living faith celebrated and heralded in a great and sublime act of worship that is converted into a faith that imbues every aspect of daily activity.
Even though there is no explicit mention of the real presence in the creed, Catholics proclaim their Eucharistic faith through almost every word and gesture at Mass and especially by their Amen at the end of the Eucharistic Prayer and when receiving Communion.
In a similar fashion they liturgically express their faith in other dogmas not contained in the creed. Going to Mass for the feasts of the Immaculate Conception and Assumption also proclaims our faith in these doctrines.
Going to confession or receiving the sacrament of the sick affirms our faith in the sacramental system itself and our belief that Christ has granted the Church power to forgive sins.
In short, every act of liturgical worship is, by its very nature, also a proclamation of faith.

Follow-up: Scriptural Basis of the Mass as Sacrifice
http://www.zenit.org/article-17875?l=english
ROME, October 10, 2006 (Zenit.org) Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara 
Following our brief treatment of the Mass as sacrifice (Sept. 26, http://www.zenit.org/article-17075?l=english) and an earlier comment regarding the priest's obligation to communicate both species before distributing Communion (June 13 and 27, 2006), it appeared necessary to clarify one point. One priest explained why he first distributed the hosts to a very small assembly before all take Communion together: "My reason for the priest not communicating before the others is that we are sharing a meal and it is impolite for a host to eat […] before offering food to his guests. At the Last Supper it does not seem that the Lord after breaking the bread ate […] before giving it to the disciples." Although I do not doubt the sincerity and good faith of this priest's argument, especially in the light of other points he mentions, I still cannot agree with him. While recognizing that the subject merits a more detailed reply than I am able to give in this venue, I wish to highlight the following points. 
It is not quite correct to say that the priest is the host at Mass. The host is Christ who is also the sacrificial meal that is being offered. While the priest acts in Christ's person he does so as a minister.
I believe that a closer, albeit still imperfect, analogy of the celebrant's role is that the priest is at once a guest of honor and headwaiter. He also is invited to the Lamb's supper even though his position and role in this are unique and essential.
At the same time, he is charged with serving up the sacrificial meal exactly as the divine Host has ordained it through the medium of his Church and not according to the personal tastes and ideas of the minister.
Also, while it is true that the Eucharist is certainly a fraternal meal, it is so only insofar as it is a ritual sharing in a sacrificial meal. The convivial or fraternal aspect is one of the fruits of authentic participation in the sacrifice.
In the same vein, although the Last Supper was certainly a meal it was primarily a ritual sacrificial meal. From the point of view of the Jewish Passover ritual, participation in the sacrifice, and not the fraternal or family meal as such, was the center of attention. It was in this ritual context that Christ inserted a new ritual by substituting himself for the paschal lamb thus establishing the new and eternal covenant. 
From the basic rite established by Our Lord the Church quickly developed a new sacrificial ritual quite different from that of the Jewish paschal supper and responding to Christian theology of sacrifice, communion and ministry. Finally, I fail to see how, after almost 2,000 years of constant and universal practice in all rites of the Church, it has suddenly become "impolite" for the minister to take Communion before distributing it to the faithful.
In cases like this, when we might have doubts about a certain practice, I believe we should humbly allow ourselves to be guided by tradition or to use Chesterton's term the "democracy of the dead," both those holy saints and martyrs who developed our rites, as well as myriad Christians who for centuries have participated in them. 

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:

"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."                                                                                                                          

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.                                                                              18.
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.

PETRUS magazine, September 2006. From The Editor, by Fr. Anselm Poovathani FSP
The instruction given by the Church is [that] when given under both species, Communion should be administered only on the tongue, Redemptionis Sacramentum n. 103.

The Priest in the Communion Rites Liturgy Prepares for Reception of the Eucharist 

http://www.zenit.org/article-28697?l=english EXTRACT

By Paul Gunter, OSB
ROME, MARCH 19, 2010 (Zenit.org) The priest's communion, which precedes that of the faithful, always, consists in both species to complete the liturgical action of the Mass.
Leavened vs. Unleavened Bread 
http://www.zenit.org/article-13233?l=english 
ROME, June 7, 2005 (Zenit.org).
Q: Is the use of "real bread" with yeast and other ingredients valid matter for consecration? If it is not, why is it valid matter in Byzantine Churches in union with Rome? I've seen priests "consecrate" rolls, etc., and break it for distribution; while it is not licit, does it affect the validity of the consecration? Speaking of matter for validity: Is the use of pure grape juice by an alcoholic priest who is in recovery still considered valid matter? I know an indult was available for these priests in the '70s and '80s but I thought it had been withdrawn -- which could endanger the sobriety of some of our priests. -- J.L., Sydney, Nova Scotia 
A: This topic is dealt with most recently in the instruction "Redemptionis Sacramentum," Nos. 48-50, which states: "[48] The bread used in the celebration of the Most Holy Eucharistic Sacrifice must be unleavened, purely of wheat, and recently made so that there is no danger of decomposition. It follows therefore that bread made from another substance, even if it is grain, or if it is mixed with another substance different from wheat to such an extent that it would not commonly be considered wheat bread, does not constitute valid matter for confecting the Sacrifice and the Eucharistic Sacrament. It is a grave abuse to introduce other substances, such as fruit or sugar or honey, into the bread for confecting the Eucharist. Hosts should obviously be made by those who are not only distinguished by their integrity, but also skilled in making them and furnished with suitable tools. 
"[49] By reason of the sign, it is appropriate that at least some parts of the Eucharistic Bread coming from the fraction should be distributed to at least some of the faithful in Communion. 'Small hosts are, however, in no way ruled out when the number of those receiving Holy Communion or other pastoral needs require it,' and indeed small hosts requiring no further fraction ought customarily to be used for the most part. 
"[50] The wine that is used in the most sacred celebration of the Eucharistic Sacrifice must be natural, from the fruit of the grape, pure and incorrupt, not mixed with other substances. During the celebration itself, a small quantity of water is to be mixed with it. Great care should be taken so that the wine intended for the celebration of the Eucharist is well conserved and has not soured. It is altogether forbidden to use wine of doubtful authenticity or provenance, for the Church requires certainty regarding the conditions necessary for the validity of the sacraments. Nor are other drinks of any kind to be admitted for any reason, as they do not constitute valid matter." 
Although this document is written primarily for the Latin Church, what it says about the requirements for the validity of Eucharistic species also serves for the Eastern Churches, but not necessarily what refers to licit matter which may vary among Churches. 
The use or omission of leaven in baking bread does not affect the reality of the end product as true bread. And so both leavened and unleavened bread are valid matter for the Eucharist.                                                                             19.

The traditional use of unleavened bread in the Latin Church is a requirement for the Eucharist's licit celebration. A priest who consecrates a roll, bun or some other form of true wheat bread containing leaven performs a valid but illicit act. Most Eastern Churches traditionally use leavened bread for the Eucharist and this would be a requirement for the licit celebration of the Eucharist in those Churches. It must be observed, however, that one or two movements or associations of faithful within the Latin Church have received permission to use leavened bread within the context of Mass celebrated exclusively for members of the group or association. 
The question of the validity of the use of "mustum," or grape juice, for priests suffering from alcoholism or for some other medical reason was finally resolved by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in 1994 in a letter signed by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger which also dealt with the question of low- gluten bread. 
This letter stated: 
"A. The preferred solution continues to be communion 'per intinctionem,' or in concelebration under the species of bread alone. 
"B. Nevertheless, the permission to use 'mustum' can be granted by ordinaries to priests affected by alcoholism or other conditions which prevent the ingestion of even the smallest quantity of alcohol, after presentation of a medical certificate. 
"C. By 'mustum' is understood fresh juice from grapes or juice preserved by suspending its fermentation (by means of freezing or other methods which do not alter its nature). 
"D. In general, those who have received permission to use 'mustum' are prohibited from presiding at concelebrated Masses. There may be some exceptions however: in the case of a bishop or superior general; or, with prior approval of the ordinary, at the celebration of the anniversary of priestly ordination or other similar occasions. In these cases the one who presides is to communicate under both the species of bread and that of 'mustum,' while for the other concelebrants a chalice shall be provided in which normal wine is to be consecrated. 
"E. In the very rare instances of laypersons requesting this permission, recourse must be made to the Holy See." 
The document required furthermore that the ordinary must ascertain that the matter used conforms to the above requirements; that he grant permission only for as long as the situation continues which motivated the request; and that scandal be avoided. Finally, it disposed that due to the centrality of the celebration of the Eucharist in the life of the priest, those who suffer from a condition that would impede the normal reception of the Eucharistic species may not be admitted to holy orders. 
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.

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.

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.

I have heard that the Holy See does not allow us to dip the host into a chalice to receive the Eucharist in both forms. But when I watched part of World Youth Day, I saw many clergy, including bishops and cardinals, doing this. What are the rules of the Church on this practice?  

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=158
The dipping of the host into the consecrated wine is called "intinction." The current edition of the General Instruction of the Roman Missal states: "The blood of the Lord may be received either by drinking from the chalice directly or by intinction" (245), so the practice is permitted. What is not permitted is for the lay faithful to self-communicate by dipping the host that they will consume into the precious blood. This can be done only by a minister of the Eucharist. - Fr Vincent Serpa

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).
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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
How common is intinction in the Catholic Church?
http://christianity.stackexchange.com/questions/8276/how-common-is-intinction-in-the-catholic-church  
Intinction at communion is "the practice of dipping the bread in the cup and partaking the elements simultaneously".
The Presbyterian Church in America (PCA) at their 2012 General Assembly narrowly voted in favor of an amended version of Overture 30, which would prohibit celebrating communion by intinction. (But this will not actually happen unless 2/3 of the presbyteries, and the next GA, also approve it.) Many lengthy arguments were deployed on both sides.

One of the minor arguments on the pro-intinction side is that the practice is common among Catholics and the Orthodox, and it would be a welcoming gesture if this mode of celebration was explicitly authorized. There are also other Protestant denominations, including Presbyterians, that allow it among other options. I believe that this is indeed the standard way of administering communion in the Eastern Orthodox churches, but I'm not so sure about the Catholics (specifically, Catholics in the USA). The General Instruction of the Roman Missal allows it, but the language seems like it's being authorized only as an alternative method.

How common is intinction in Catholic churches in the USA? Is it seen as a relatively normal thing to do, or is it controversial?

EMsHC Distributing Holy Communion via Intinction?

http://www.ewtn.com/vexperts/showmessage.asp?number=563899&Pg=Forum8&Pgnu=1&recnu=3 
Question from Matthew on 12/2/2008: 
Does the Church allow extraordinary ministers of Holy Communion to distribute communion via intinction within the context of the Pauline Mass? To be clear I am not talking about self-intinction by communicants which is of course forbidden. 

I have read GIRM 287 where it says "...approaches the priest…" but that language is used elsewhere in the GIRM for actions that can indeed be carried out by laypersons so it's left me perplexed. 

In practical terms, why would the Church not allow the practice GIVEN that She does allow the use of EMsHC in extraordinary situation? Thank you. 
Answer by Colin B. Donovan, STL on 3/11/2009:
The General Instruction of the Roman Missal states, 

191. A duly instituted acolyte, as an extraordinary minister, may, if necessary, assist the priest in giving Communion to the people. If Communion is given under both kinds, when no deacon is present, the acolyte administers the chalice to the communicants or holds the chalice if Communion is given by intinction. 

283.  ... 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). 

287. 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. 

Redemptionis Sacramentum states regarding intinction, 

103. ... If this modality is employed, however, hosts should be used which are neither too thin nor too small, and the communicant should receive the Sacrament from the Priest only on the tongue.

The "Norms for the Distribution and Reception of Holy Communion under Both Kinds in the Dioceses of the United States of America" referred to in GIRM 283 above states, 
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49. Holy Communion may be distributed by intinction in the following manner: "the communicant, while holding the paten under the chin, approaches the priest who holds the vessel with the hosts and at whose side stands a minister holding the chalice. The priest takes the host, intincts the particle into the chalice and, showing it, says: 'The Body and Blood of Christ.' The communicant responds, 'Amen,' and receives the Sacrament on the tongue from the priest. Afterwards, the communicant returns to his or her place." 

50. The communicant, including the extraordinary minister, is never allowed to self‑communicate, even by means of intinction. Communion under either form, bread or wine, must always be given by an ordinary or extraordinary minister of Holy Communion. 

Unlike civil law in which it isn't forbidden it is permitted, in liturgical law if it isn't positively permitted it isn't allowed. Everything points to the priest being the minister of intinction, assisted by the deacon, or if one is not present, an extraordinary minister. The reason may be the risk that in intincting the Host and carrying it to the mouth of the communicant there is a greater risk of profanation. How many EMHCs are probably prepared for this manner of distributing Holy Communion?
What is Intinction?

http://www.askacatholic.com/_webpostings/answers/2002_10OCT-DEC/2002OctIntinction.cfm 
By Reverend Peter M.J. Stravinskas, Ph.D., S.T.L. Our Sunday Visitor's Catholic Dictionary.
Intinction (ihn-TIHNK-shuhn): A way of distributing the Holy Eucharist under both species. The General Instruction of the Roman Missal requires that the one distributing Holy Communion dip a particle of Eucharistic Bread (or a small Host) "into the chalice, and showing it, says: The Body and Blood of Christ. The communicants respond: Amen, receive Communion… and return to their place" (n. 247b). The 1970 Instruction Sacramentali Communione gives preference to drinking from the chalice if Holy Communion is received under both forms. However, intinction remains a perennially valid way of distributing and receiving Holy Communion because "[it] is more likely to obviate the practical difficulties and to ensure the reverence due the sacrament more effectively." The same document goes on to say that intinction makes it "easier and safer" for all the faithful to receive Holy Communion. Intinction also "preserves the truth present in a more complete sign" (in contradistinction to the Eucharistic Bread only).

Receiving Communion by Intinction
http://www.saintpetercatholic.com/receiving-communion-by-intinction.html 
October 8, 2010

Reception of Holy Communion under Both Forms by Intinction
At Saint Peter Church Holy Communion is offered via Intinction. Here are is a Question and Answer article to help you understand what intinction is and how to receive Communion in this way.

Q.      Just what is "intinction"?
A.      Most Catholics are familiar with receiving Holy Communion under both forms (of bread and wine) by receiving the Sacred Host on the hand (or on the tongue), and then drinking the Sacred Blood of the Lord from the Chalice (Cup). When using intinction, the priest (or Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion [EMHC]) dips the Sacred Host in the Precious Blood of the Lord and then places the Eucharist on the communicant’s tongue.

Q.      Why does St. Peter’s intinction, rather than using the cup like other parishes?
A.      There are several reasons. We have had some difficulty in the past getting a sufficient number of EMHC. And even if we had them, numerous EMHC sometimes make for a rather cumbersome crowd in the Sanctuary at Communion time. There is the additional problem of preparing the proper amount of wine for the Offertory. When the Precious Blood is then distributed, we either run out before all have received, or have much remaining, which then must be consumed by the Priest and/or EMHC. Many people also refrain from receiving the Precious Blood of the Lord from the Cup because of hygiene concerns. Intinction eliminates these problems.

Q.      I’ve never seen intinction done before. Why isn’t this more widely used, if it is better than using the Cup?
A.      Receiving the Body and the Blood of the Lord by intinction isn’t "better" than using the Cup. But it does have some advantages which are mentioned above. For centuries Catholics typically received only the Sacred Host. After Vatican II (which ended in 1965) the ancient practice of receiving the Lord under both forms was restored under certain conditions. It was natural that the usual means by which the priest receives (consuming the Sacred Host, then drinking from the Chalice) should be used for the laity as well. Nevertheless, intinction has also been used from the earliest times. In fact, Eastern Rite Catholics and the Orthodox always receive the Body and Blood of the Lord together, rather than drinking from the Cup.

Q.      Will only the priest be distributing Holy Communion by intinction?
A.      No. The Extraordinary Ministers of Holy Communion will also be distributing by intinction.

Q.      Do I have to receive by intinction, or can I still receive just the Sacred Host alone?
A.      Each communicant has the choice to receive the Sacred Host alone, or under both forms by intinction.

Q.      Practically speaking, how is this done?
A.      All communicants will come forward to receive Holy Communion in the same manner as we currently do. When approaching the priest (or EMHC), simply extend your hands out (left hand on top of the right hand) if you desire to receive the Sacred Host only. If you desire to receive the Body and the Blood of the Lord by intinction, then you will keep your hands folded and open your mouth in order to receive on the tongue.                                                                         22.
Q.      May I receive the Host in my hand, and then intinct (dip) the Host in the Precious Blood myself?
A.      No. Church liturgical law does not permit the communicant to "self-intinct".

Q.      Do I have to receive on the tongue if I receive by intinction?
A.      Yes.

Q.      Is there a certain age limit, or can children receive by intinction, too?
A.      Any Catholic who is able to receive Holy Communion may receive by intinction. Of course, parents may decide whether or not their child should receive only the Sacred Host, or by intinction.

Q.      Are we receiving "less" Jesus if we receive only the Sacred Host?
A.      No. The Catholic Church clearly teaches that you receive the "whole Christ" whether you receive the Host only, the Precious Blood only, or both.

Intinction approved
http://archive.catholicherald.co.uk/article/5th-june-2009/13/intinction-approved 
By Fr Frank Maguire SIR 
Reaching my mid-70s my irritation threshold must be lowering: referring to preceding correspondents (Letters, May 29), I believe the Curia has not banned "intinction". There is an approved procedure for licit intinction.

What is banned is the communicant him/herself "dunking" the Host in the Precious Blood and thereby giving him/herself Holy Communion, something that only the celebrant and concelebrants of the Mass can licitly do. Not even deacons or extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist may do this.

The procedure is simple: the communicant hands the Host already received to the person administering from the chalice, who dips the proffered Host into the Precious Blood and then places it on the tongue of the communicant.

Hygiene is a red herring: having breathed and coughed and shaken hands before Communion what makes Communion in the hand (which I personally favour) and intinction so much more hygienic? And no one has received any less by Communion under one species: under both kinds is more fulfilled liturgically, if you like.

And I agree: we are very bad at catechising on these and other fundamental matters.

Is intinction allowed? 
http://www.catholicforum.com/forums/showthread.php?33544-Is-intinction-allowed 
August 7, 2009

Last Sunday at Mass the person just ahead of me in line for the reception of the Precious Blood did this. (Normally I do NOT pay attention to what others are doing, but I couldn't help but see this, as the person was directly in front of me, and shorter than me.) It "felt" wrong to me, but what is the rule? It was the very first time I've seen anyone do that at Mass. 
Intinction was very common when I was an Episcopalian; maybe that's why it didn't feel right to see it in the Catholic Church? I seem to recall having read a long time ago that it's not allowed. And if it's not allowed, what is the Eucharistic Minister to do when someone does it? -Iona

Self-intinction is forbidden. The Priest or Deacon may offer Holy Communion by intinction as long as reception of only the Host in the hand is an option.
An EMHC should hold the chalice in such a way that they can prevent anyone from attempting to intinct a Host, and instruct the person to consume the Host before being offered the Chalice. The minister distributing the Hosts must be trained to insure that no one walks away without first placing the Host in their mouth. –Bro. Rich, OFS
Dear Iona, As Brother Rich said, self-intinction is wrong. It is considered to be 'taking', rather than receiving, the Eucharist. Our priest told us as Host ministers, we are to see that the communicant consumes the Host before they walk away - much easier said than done. Also as cup ministers, we were taught that we are to prevent self-intinction - to cover the chalice if possible and gesture or say no. Of course as happened to me, if the person moved too fast (I just wasn't expecting it), you cannot jerk away and risk spilling the precious blood. Or if the person is insistent, do you allow a scene and disrupt the distribution of communion, or allow and talk with them later - I would talk with them later. 
Anyway, that is what we (EMHC) have been instructed to do - to prevent self-intinction if possible. I do not know if that is a universal policy or only that set by my parish/diocese. -John
Follow up to question about intinction
http://holymotherchurch.blogspot.in/2009/05/followup-to-question-about-intinction.html 
May 6, 2009

My friend asked if intinction is legitimate in the Latin Rite Catholic Church. I knew that it was, but I have found official documentation to support this. In the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, it states the following (in Chapter IV):

245. The Blood of the Lord may be received either by drinking from the chalice directly, or by intinction, or by means of a tube or a spoon.

249. If the concelebrants' Communion is by intinction, the principal celebrant receives the Body and Blood of the Lord in the usual way, but making sure that enough of the precious Blood remains in the chalice for the Communion of the concelebrants. Then the deacon, or one of the concelebrants, arranges the chalice as appropriate in the center of the altar or at the side on another corporal together with the paten containing particles of the host.

285. For Communion under both kinds the following should be prepared:
    If Communion from the chalice is carried out by communicants' drinking directly from the chalice, a chalice of a sufficiently large size or several chalices are prepared. Care should, however, be taken in planning lest beyond what is needed of the Blood of Christ remains to be consumed at the end of the celebration.

    If Communion is carried out by intinction, the hosts should be neither too thin nor too small, but rather a little thicker than usual, so that after being dipped partly into the Blood of Christ they can still easily be distributed to each communicant.

287. 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.
A priest who won’t prevent self-intinction 
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/06/quaeritur-a-priest-who-wont-prevent-self-intinction/   
Posted on 23 June, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

I am a lay eucharistic minister, and two parishioners receive communion, then dip it in the cup. I told my parish priest and he never did anything about it. He acted as though he knew it was wrong, but wanted to stay "nice" to all.

First, friend, no matter what term is being used at your parish, you are not a "Eucharistic Minister".  If you are a lay person helping to distribute Holy Communion, then you are an Extraordinary Minister of Holy Communion (EMHC).  Eucharistic Minister is not a term found in the Code of Canon Law, but were it, it would really have to refer to the ordained.  That said, Ordinary Ministers of Communion, properly understood, are the ordained.  There are also instituted Acolytes who are Extraordinary Ministers of Communion (cf. can. 920).  Lay people should be called upon only where there are not enough bishops, priests, deacons, or instituted acolytes to distribute Holy Communion in a reasonable amount of time.  And that reasonable amount of time shouldn’t be "as fast as we possibly can".

Second, that "dip it in the cup" thing is really called "intinction", from the Latin verb intingo or intinguo, -nxi, -nctum, "to dip in". It can also mean "to pickle", but that’s another kettle of garum.

We read about intinction in the document Redemptionis Sacramentum:

[104.] The communicant must not be permitted to intinct the host himself in the chalice, nor to receive the intincted host in the hand. …

It is clear that people may not… must not… dip the Host they receive into the chalice/cup on their own.

That said, distribution of Communion under both kinds by intinction has been used effectively as a transition away from Communion in the hand.

If you have already told your pastor about this self-intinction situation verbally, and he responded that he will not do anything about it, then write a very brief letter to the pastor expressing your concern, and send a copy of that letter to your local bishop.

In writing, do not make accusations or be harsh ("I told you about this and you did nothing!").  Do not go on at length.  Do not call into question the motives of the people who are doing the self-intinction.  Be brief, state the fact that you asked him, the pastor that is, before and that now you are asking him again to explain to you how this is permitted.

Also, don’t make a big fuss about this with other parishioners.  Let this take place quietly so that things don’t get heated.

Also, let’s review together the end of the aforementioned Redemptionis Sacramentum with my emphases:

6. Complaints Regarding Abuses in Liturgical Matters

[183.] 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 and every 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.

[184.] Any Catholic, whether Priest or Deacon or lay member of Christ’s faithful, has the right to lodge a complaint regarding a liturgical abuse to the diocesan Bishop or the competent Ordinary equivalent to him in law, or to the Apostolic See on account of the primacy of the Roman Pontiff.  It is fitting, however, insofar as possible, that the report or complaint be submitted first to the diocesan Bishop. This is naturally to be done in truth and charity.

CONCLUSION

[185.] "Against the seeds of discord which daily experience shows to be so deeply ingrained in human nature as a result of sin, there stands the creative power of the unity of Christ’s body. For it is precisely by building up the Church that the Eucharist establishes fellowship among men." It is therefore the hope of this Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments that also, by the diligent application of those things that are recalled in this Instruction, human weakness may come to pose less of an obstacle to the action of the Most Holy Sacrament of the Eucharist, and that with all distortion set aside and every reprobated practice removed, through the intercession of the Blessed Virgin Mary, "Woman of the Eucharist", the saving presence of Christ in the Sacrament of his Body and Blood may shine brightly upon all people.
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[186.] Let all Christ’s faithful participate in the Most Holy Eucharist as fully, consciously and actively as they can, honouring it lovingly by their devotion and the manner of their life. Let Bishops, Priests and Deacons, in the exercise of the sacred ministry, examine their consciences as regards the authenticity and fidelity of the actions they have performed in the name of Christ and the Church in the celebration of the Sacred Liturgy. Let each one of the sacred ministers ask himself, even with severity, whether he has respected the rights of the lay members of Christ’s faithful, who confidently entrust themselves and their children to him, relying on him to fulfill for the faithful those sacred functions that the Church intends to carry out in celebrating the sacred Liturgy at Christ’s command. For each one should always remember that he is a servant of the Sacred Liturgy.

Communion by intinction but with un-consecrated hosts
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2012/07/quaeritur-communion-by-intinction-but-with-un-consecrated-hosts/    
Posted on 20 July, 2012 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf
From a reader:

1. We have Sunday mass at our village chapel which does not have a Tabernacle, so the priest has to consecrate all the hosts for communion. However, there are times we run out and he takes unconsecrated wafers and dips them in the chalice saying "Blood of Christ".

2. At times, during communion we are asked to pick-up a host from the ciborium and dip it in the Precious Blood for our communion.

Are these practices allowed? Is the communion valid? 

2. That is expressly forbidden. Cf. Redemptionis Sacramentum 104.

1. For pity’s sake! What will they come up with next? I would call that a serious abuse. You should immediately inform the local bishop of what is happening. If it does not stop, inform the Congregation for Divine Worship. This is not at all like administering Communion by intinction with a consecrated Host. This is not like administering the Precious Blood using an eye-dropper for the very sick, or a fistula, or spoon or chalice, none of which are absorbent. I would say this comes, at least, very close to profanation of the Blessed Sacrament. It is certainly deeply confused its symbolism and meaning.

Frankly, if the priest doesn’t have the wits to figure out how to consecrate enough Hosts or Precious Blood for Communion, regularly, then he ought to help his people understand that, when they run out, they should make a spiritual Communion.

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.
Self-intinction
http://forums.catholic.com/showthread.php?t=708134 
Someone has asked me why self-intinction is not allowed.
Now, I know that self-intinction is not permitted as detailed in Redemptionis Sacramentum n. 104 but can anyone explain exactly why this is not permitted? I imagine that there is a risk of the blessed sacrament falling or dripping, and also that our attitude should be one of reception, not 'taking', so that is about the way we approach God, "Cum amore et timore!" is this correct? Is there any more to it than that?
View the sharing on Catholic Answers at the above link- Michael
Self-communicating
http://forums.catholic.com/showthread.php?t=233914 
In our parish, we have Liturgy of the Word every other Sunday, and this is led by an acolyte who has served for about 30 yrs. He is fairly liberal and has done many things NOT according to Church Law. When he has to replace the Priest on a weeknight, he sometimes says and does some "different" things which I disagree with, and it means I don't want to attend Mass the times he is presiding. Last night he once again sat everyone on chairs around the altar and proceeded with the Liturgy. At Communion time, he passed the ciborium to the person next to him, and it continued to be passed around by each person. I didn't self communicate but just passed it on to him. Could you tell me if this is legal according to Canon law?
View the sharing on Catholic Answers at the above link- Michael
Self-communication
http://catholicexchange.com/self-communication/
Dear Catholic Exchange:
Yesterday, Friday, there was apparently no Eucharistic Minister to assist our priest, so he distributed the Body of Christ, and we "helped ourselves" to the Blood of Christ. I've never seen this done before and wonder if this is acceptable.
Thank you, Sheila                                                                                                                                                                                   25.
 
Dear Sheila,

Peace in Christ! 

"Helping ourselves" is well said. The term the Church uses is "self-communication" which 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). 

"Communion is a gift of the Lord, given to the faithful through the minister appointed for this purpose" (Inaestimabile Donum, no. 9). Receiving Communion from a minister is a practice that vividly symbolizes the fact that we receive Jesus through the ministry of the Church.

For further explanation, please see our Faith Fact Self-Communication*. *See page 2
United in the Faith, Eric Stoutz, Information Specialist, Catholics United for the Faith, 827 North Fourth Street, Steubenville, OH 43952, 800-MY-FAITH (800-693-2484)

Self-communication from the chalice
http://www.catholicliturgy.com/index.cfm/FuseAction/LawText/Index/6/SubIndex/92/LawIndex/17 

Q: Can extraordinary ministers or the faithful pick up the chalice and give themselves Holy Communion?

A: Inaestimabile donum**, issued in 1980 states that:

9. Communion is a gift of the Lord, given to the faithful through the minister appointed for the 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. 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.

When the U.S. bishops issued the directives for the distribution of Holy Communion under both kinds in the document This Holy and Living Sacrifice, they reaffirmed this statement:

46. The chalice may never be left on the altar or another place to be picked up by the communicant for self-communication (except in the case of concelebrating bishops or priests), nor may the chalice be passed from one communicant to another. There shall always be a minister of the cup.
Related documents

**Instruction on Certain Norms Concerning the Worship of the Eucharistic Mystery
Is self-communication on the altar rail allowable while the priest is distributing Holy Communion?
http://www.askacatholic.com/_WebPostings/Answers/2011_04APR/2011AprIsThisOKDuringMass.cfm 
Is it against liturgical norms for a Catholic priest to place the chalice of Precious Blood on the altar rail for communicants to serve themselves and one another while the priest is giving out Holy Communion?- William
Yes, it is.

It is called self-communication. Since we are the Body of Christ, Holy Communion must be administered by another person, never administered to oneself, except for a priest. 

This also helps prevent excommunicated, interdicted, or otherwise ineligible people from receiving Holy Communion. - Eric

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

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                                                                        26.
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.

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.                                                                            27.
"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.
See

STANDING OR KNEELING TO RECEIVE HOLY COMMUNION? 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/STANDING_OR_KNEELING_TO_RECEIVE_HOLY_COMMUNION.doc
COMMUNION IN THE HAND OR ON THE TONGUE AND EXTRAORDINARY MINISTERS OF HOLY COMMUNION
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/COMMUNION IN THE HAND OR ON THE TONGUE AND EXTRAORDINARY MINISTERS OF HOLY COMMUNION.doc
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