
An attempt to prevent Communion in the hand, July 2, 1970


By Monsignor Vincent Foy, P.H., J.C.D.

Foreword

Communion in the hand was introduced by deceit in the USA and in Toronto.  
I wrote to several bishops and cardinals who told me they would do everything they could to stop Communion in the hand.  
One bishop was determined to do all he could to push it through.  He had an article published in a magazine stating that Pope Paul VI had recently approved of Communion in the hand.  I wrote and asked for the source of that article.  They wrote back and said that they must admit that they had no source, yet Communion in the hand was passed through.
I had written the following paper on Communion in the hand in which I described this. I met a man on a road in Rome who said there was no reason to send it out because it was on the agenda at an upcoming meeting.  But this bishop contacted the other bishops by phone and solicited their votes deceptively by phone using the false source.
In Toronto, it was introduced by deceit.  I was pastor of St. John’s parish.  A young man who was helping with office work in the evenings told me he was at a retreat at St. Augustine’s seminary for high school students with his girlfriend.  They gave out Communion in the hand illicitly before it was allowed and his girlfriend’s hands were shaking when she received the Host. 
They introduced it falsely, so that they could tell the Holy See that it was already being given that way and they could not stop it.  This approach was crooked.
Incidentally, in the January 2014 issue of Inside the Vatican magazine, one of their “top ten people of 2013” is Bishop Athanasius Schneider…. “Schneider is determined to do for Pope Francis the same work he did for Benedict XVI.  The ideal, according to the bishop, is for the Church to issue a liturgical norm to reinstate Communion on the tongue and kneeling to gradually replace the other practice, Communion standing and in the hand.  Should this measure actually be put into place, the bishop claims, it would represent one of the most important and at the same time concrete acts to heal the wounds of the Church, precisely according to the words addressed  by Our Lord to the Assisi saint in his famous vision: ‘Francis, go and repair My house.’”

                                                                                Monsignor Vincent Foy
                                                                                January 30,  2014
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are fair and well-done for the most part, others state that no priest
may state a preference (even although the Holy See and the majority of
Bishops have done s0). It is quite a revelation to most laity to learn
that the Holy Father has expressed an opinion in this matter in one of
the most collegial of all documents issued by his mandate.

2. Much of the catechesis does not mention many of the conditions placed
by the Holy See. (cf. the T "Normae", A.A.S.)

3. The Roman documents do state that the Bishop according to his prud-
ence and conscience may allow the practice on condition that any occasion
of surprise or scandal be avoided on the part of the faithful and that
there be no danger of irreverence towards the Eucharist. No mention is
made of diminishing the responsibility of the minister. Yet in some
Diocesennorms it is stated without qualification: "The minister of the
Sacrament may not refuse to place the sacred Host in the extended hand
of a recipient”. It seems to the undersigned that this order cannot be
an agbsolute in view of the responsibility of the priest as ordinary
minister of the Sacrament. It is an entirely different matter from re-
fusing Holy Communion.

4. Theme priests who formerly and rightly treated Communion-in-the-hand
as an aberration and now have a profound abhorrence for placing the Host
in the hand because of known sacrileges or other reasons are sometimes
scorned. The Newsletter published by the Public Relations Service of

the Canadian Catholic Service, Sept. 1970 states: "Some pastors, in
their Bismark-style, overruled their bishops and denied the option (of
receiving Communion-in--the-hand) to their people. This caused confusion
at all levels, as you might imagine". It is true that many pastors have
continued to preach and teach in accordance with the catechesis of the
Holy See. Now they are the villains. The writer does not know of any

who are malicious. Writes one: "Personally, I felt crushed by the news
of the recent permission. For some years now there has been an identity
crisis for priests. This new crisis does anything but solve the perplexity".
Another says: "The Eucharist is the one real bond of unity in the Church,
we are told, and to my mind nothing in a practical way will be more
divisive between clergy and people than these optional ways of receiving
at the same table...I can't accept going from one custom to another
setting up physical as well as psychological differences amongst the
members who should be united at this Eucharistic meal”. Certainly we are
not so naive as to think that meny who receive Holy Communion in the
traditional manner will not be offended by the practice of others, des-
pite all the catechesis in the world. One priest writes in a newspaper
in obvious anguish: "Time was when we sang of the sacredness of the hands
of a priest -- let's do something today to reverse this madness; let's
examine again the reluctance with which the Vatican approved the con-
cession of Communion in the hand. Perhaps then we'll see the emptiness
of the arguments urging the practice to the point of foisting it upon
the great majority.......(signed) A much-saddened priest." This sadness
and this anguish im multiplied hundreds of times among the priests in
Canada, who awoke one morning to find that a group of liturgists had

in effect subverted a papal and collegial decree.

5. The Director of the National Liturgical Office of Canada has made
such statements in the Catholic press as: ""For a thousand years, the
hand that had hopefully sowed the grain rejoiced to hold the Bread of

)
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Life. Only when a strange malaise fell upon the medieval Churchj; when
people drew back in fear and awe from the Eucharist, did this situation
change."

The above is not in conformity with the statement given by mandate
of His Holiness Pope Paul:

"After the true meaning of the Eucharistic mystery, its effect and
the presence of Christ in it had been profoundly investigated, from a
pressing sense of reverence toward this holy sacrament and of the humility
which its reception demands, the custom wasintroduced by which the minister
himself would place the piece of consecrated bread on the tongue of the
communicants."

D. Abuses

These are myriad and every priest one encounters has his own story to tell.
The following are some incidents:

1. A High School boy came to the writer to inform him that at a Mass at
the local Catholic High School one of the other boys had taken the Host
back to his place without consuming it.

2. Hosts have been found under pews.

3. One boy was caught leaving the Church with a consecrated Host between
the leaves of a school textbook.

k. In one nearby parish a parishioner saw a woman place the Host in her
purse. The priest was able to stop her at the door of the Church. The
woman said she was taking Communion to her sick mother.

5. A man took the Host back to his place, broke it in two and gave half
to a woman companion. This did not take place locally but was reported
to the writer by an eye-witness who reported it to the priest of the
place. She was told that it was impossible to watch everyone.

6. The father of a small boy came to the writer to inform him that his
son who wanted to receive Holy Communion on the tongue had his hands
opened by the priest and the Host placed in his hands. The father was
perturbed .

T. Our Catholic press reported a Mass in another province in which the
consecrated breads were in baskets. Laymen then took the baskets down
the aisles so that the faithful could give Communion to themselves.

This list could be much prolonged.

E. Danger of Doctrinal Accommodation

In this whole matter the most dangerous aspect appears to be doctrinal accom-
modation. This takes the question out of the purely liturgical sphere. The danger
lies, in the writer's opinion, in an overly man-centred rather than God-centred
emphasis in Bucharistic worship.

1. We know that some act as though Christ were presant in the Eucharist
only when the Sacrifice or Sacrament are "in usu’. Receiving Communion-
in-the-hand would not seem to have any direct relationship to this exercise
in heresy.
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2. But some are beginning to say: "Do not worry about small particles

- the angels will take care of them"; or “--it is probable that Christ

is not present substantially in minute particles”. One bishop has told
his priests that the latter is a probable opinion. Actually, it is hardly
seen how Communion-in-the-hand can be justified except in well-controlled
circumstances nles one accepts the error that Christ is not present in
minute particles. One can hardly give Communion to a large congregation
without finding some minute particles on the Communion-plate. One can
hardly take Communion to 6 or T of the sick in the parish without notic-
ing particles in the pyx. The empty suborium is always coated with

minute particles which common sense, if not sight alone, informs one

to be fragments of the consecrated Hosts. How then can one give Communion
in the hand to large congregations without fragments being lost? Many
communicants do not even glance at the left hand to see whether a particle
has dropped. And what would they do if they saw a minute particle? None
have been seen to lick their fingers. There are no purificators in the
pevs .

3. Early Fathers of the Church speak of the great care to be taken lest
a particle of the Host be lost (e.g. Origin in Homilies on Exodus, Hom.
13,3; ) Other early Fathers speak of the presence of Christ in every
crumb or particle (e.g. St. Ephraim - "One particle from its crumbs is
able to sanctify thousands and thousands” - Homilies 4,4.) The Council
of Trent says: "If anyone shall deny that in the venerable sacrament

of the Eucharist the whole Christ is contained under each form and under
every part of each form when separated - anathema sit" (Denzinger, 1653)

L.T% should not be supposed that early Christians were not solicitous
about minute particles. Some early sketches show Christians with acloth
around the shoulders and over the hands so that particles could not be
lost in the crevices of the fingers. St. Cyril of Jerusalem (c.315-386)
says: “In approaching, therefore, do not come up with your wrists apart
or with your fingers spread, but make of your left hand a throne for
the right, since you are sbout to receive into it a King and having
hollowed your palm, receive the Body of Christ, saying over it the Amen.
Then, after cautiously sanctifying your eyes by the touch of the Holy
Body, partake, being careful les. you lose anything of it. For whatever
you might lose is clearly a loss to you from one of your own members.
Tell me: if someone gave you some grains of gold, would you not hold
them with all carefulness, lest you might lose something of them and
thereby suffer a loss? W..1ll you not, therefore, be much more careful

in keeping watch over what is more precious than gold end gems, sO that
not a particle of it may escape you?" (Mystagogic Catechesis, Lecture )i

F. Tentative Answers to Some ObJjections

1. Many say: "The hand is just as holy as the tongue." Whether hand or
tongue can be described as holy or not, it is evident that there is less
danger of loss of particles, or objective sacrilege, or simulation of
receiving Communion, when the Host is placed by the minister on the tongue.

2. It is said: "Christ gave Communion directly into the hands of the
Apostles". This is probably true, but one does not forget that the
Apostles were Bishops, and, on the occesion of the institution of the
Eucharist, made ministers of the Sacrament. One can be certain that they

received with great reverence and care.
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3. It is objected: "The early Christians received Communion in the hands".
Over what period of time is a disputed question and when the individual
communion cloth was introduced is also uncertain. Opinions vary by cent-
uries. The objection is answered in the Instruction of the Sacred Con-
gregation for Divine Worship of 1969. All evidence indicated that the
change was progressive and not retrogressive. Antiquarianism, or going
back to the past for the sake of going back to the past, has often been
condemned by the Church.

L. Some say: "In receiving Holy Communion into the hands, it is taken
into the whole body". What does this mean? It adds nothing to the Sacre-
ment as such. The spiritual union is not greater whether the hands are
used or because one has no teeth with which to chew, or because one is
armless.

5. It is argued: "It is a more moving personal experience to receive
Christ into one's hands and ©o become the minister of the sacrament.
Dispositions have little to do with emotionalism. Perhaps for the first
few times it is a "more moving personal experience" but some have said
that "it doesn't make any difference to me now which way I receive".
There is evidence to indicate that there has developed a greater in-
difference to the Real Pressnce. One must think also of the sensibilities
of others.

6. One has read: "Tt makes no difference how Holy Communion is received,
in the hands or on the tongue, as long as it is received reverently".
This would be valid if the minister of the sacrament had only to think
of the recipient. He must also consider his obligations of guarding
from negligence or disrespect the Body and Blood of Christ. Here even
cleanliness of the hands is a factor, as the "Normae' ruling the per-
mission to the Canadian Bishops make clear.

T. "The Pope has granted the permission, therefore, there must be nothing
wrong with it." It is much more accurate to say that the Holy Father has
agreed to tolerate this practice (a) where the contrary usage had already
(illicitly) developed, (b) where two-thirds of the National Conference

of Bishops of a particular co.nt.y voted for it by secret ballot and

(c) the reasons given were judged su’“icient. Even then further con-
ditions have been placed. e.g. the "Normae" are to be observed, the
Catechesis of the Instruction of 1969 remain valid and the Bishop of

the place must meke a report within 6 months of the time permission is
granted. The situation is further confused when one knows that the Pope
is not aware of the situation in a particular Diocese, when the Bishop

is not aware of the situation in a particular parish, when there is no
previous dialogue between Bishop and priests or priests and people, when
the very reasons given by the Bishops are "not for publication" and when
one knows that the report to Rome after 6 months is made without any
detailed investigation or enquiry of abuses, sacrileges or reactions.

If one is looking for the true mind »f the Pope and the Bishops o
the World it is found in the sentence: "ifter he had considered the
observations and the counsel of those whom the 'Holy Spirit has placed
as bishops to rule', the Churches, in view of the seriousness of the
matter and the importance of the arguments proposed, the Supreme Pontiff
Judged that the long received manner of ministering Holy Communion to
the faithful should not be changed". (Instruction of 1969)
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8. Some Canadian Bishops have not given permission for Communion-in-the
hand. Others have done so reluctantly. Some have placed conditions ,
e.g. one must be confirmed, the time is not yet here for giving it to
whole congregations, etc. One Archbishop, in giving the permission said
that"To my knowledge there has been no popular demand on the part of
bishops, clergy or laity for this liturgical change." Some have even
said that they were disappointed that the permission was granted or have
given as reasons that it was allowed in neighbouring dioceses or people
should get used to what they may encounter in other dioceses. These
latter reasons do not seem sufficient "in view of the seriousness of
the matter."

9. The Director of the Canadian National Office for the Liturgy, in an
article on Communion-in-the-hand says "the very notion of collegiality
includes differences - if everyone has to march to the same tune, it
would mean that collegiality has been buried in a new dictatorship.”
By implication and context collegiality is said to justify Communion-
in-the-hand. It is evident that per se collegiality has nothing to do
with the justification of liturgical variants.

10.Some have said that Communion on the tongue is difficult for some.
These are rare instances and should not create a norm, anymore than

the retarded child should influence the general age for First Confession.
It could be said with greater validity that Communion-in-the-hand would
be difficult to accept for even more priests and certainly more of the
faithful.

G. Suggested Conclusions

1. Communion~in-the-hand is contrary to the mind, heart and will of the
Holy Father and the majority of the World's Bishops.

2. Communion-in-the-hand has been the occasion of false catechesis and
many abuses.

3. Communion-in-the-hand is an example of antiquarianism, retrogressive
rather than progressive.

4. Communion-in~-the-hand divides rather than unites both priests and
people.

5. Communion-in-the-hand, where permitted, is the occasion of a new
level of confusion.

6. Communion-in-the-hand is not merely a liturgical matter to be
settled by liturgical committees or commissions.

T. Communion-in-the-hand increases the danger of doctrinal accommodation.
A widely-respected Canadian Archbishop has written the following:

"So far, I have not authorized distribution of Communion in the hand, and in-
deed see no solid reason why this should be done, and there are many reasons why I
think it should not be done. --- I do not understand the fascination for novelty
that seems to have struck particularly a number of specialists in liturgy. The whole
purpose of the Ecumenical Council was an intensification of spiritual life and if
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this were stressed continuously, there would be a change for the better rather than
a change for change's sake.....

I fear that we have given way too much to caprice, and the media of communic-
ations have undoubtedly aggravated many of our problems. It is suprising how many
of the younger clergy and the congregations of women have abscrbed and sought to
impose changes without any theological reasons. One must judge a tree by its fruits;
and undoubtedly the fruits have very frequently been bitter.”

Vincent N. Foy
Parish Priest.
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St. Yoh's Clpurcly
794 Fingston Road

698-1105 TORONTO 13

July 2, 1970.

It was a source of great concern to countless priests and laity throughout the
country to learn that tie Canadian Bishops had requested and obtained permission for
priests to give Communion into the hands of the faithful. To many priests what was
more disturbing was an order to give Communion into the hands of those faithful who
wished it.

I would like to speak out boldly tiough respectfully on the manner in which a
decree of the Holy See was apparently subverted.

a) the Decree of the Holy See on Administration of f'oly Communion,
issued June 2hth, 1969, never was widely distributed in Canada in its
entirety. Most priests have never hieard of it and most of those who
have know little of its contents. The text is enclosed in case one is
not ready at hand. The general decision of the Holy Father was:

"In view of the state of the Church as a whole today, this
manner of distributing Holy Communion i.e., on the tongue) must
be observed, not only because it rests upon a tradition of many
centuries but especially because it is a sign of reverence of
the faith toward the Eucharist. The practice in no way detracts
from the personal dignity of tiose who approach this great
sacrament, and it is a part of the preparation needed for the
most fruitful reception of the Lord's Body" .

b) We note the words "must be observed" and we know also that custom
is not legitimately permitted against liturgical law. Yet after the
decree of May 29 (issued June 2hk) of last year, it is a lamentable
fact that some Bishops kept their silence wiile what was then cert-
ainly an aberration grew.

¢) Still there was no widespread or general practice, at least in most
of English-speaking Canada. I am unavare of the situation in Quebec.
At one recent meeting of tvelve pastors in Toronto not one could re-
call having been asked for tie reception of Holy Communion in the
“ands. Indeed, in his letter to us granting the permission, His Grace,
Archbishop Pocock was able to say "There was no popular demand on
the part of bishops, clergy or laity for this liturgical change. Why
then was it requested in view of the Holy Fatler's statement that the
traditional manner "must be observed' ?
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d) We know there will be many abuses and sacrileges which otherwise
would not have occurred. During a two-day period, before the permission
was granted, I learned of Hosts given to children found under tl:e pews
of one church and a High School student, in the High School, taking

the Host back to his place. Will not many ‘Fragments be lost?" Are

we so naive as to realize that many people w.o receive Holy Communion
in the traditional manner will not be offended by the practice of
others, despite all the catechesis in the world? Cui bono?

e) Already in some Dioceses a false catechesis is being spread. Priests
are told to tell their congregations of the advantages" of receiving
Communion into their hands. Some are afraid not to conform. May I quote
the liturgical commission of orc Archdiocese: “The priest should not
indicate his own preference but pointing out the equality of both, he

should leave the faithful to choose.  The catechesis of the ‘oly See

does not equate the two methods, according to the rescript sent to the
Canadian Bishops, "ad normem Instructionis. De Modo Sanctem Communionem
ministrandi."

f) Have we forgotten, I vonder, so many warnings of the Church against
"antiquarianism” i.e., returning to the past for the sake of returning
to the past. Even so, I have seen prints of early Christians receiving
Holy Communion with a cloth draped around the shoulder and over the hand,
the individual Communion cloth.

g) One of the conditions for the introduction of the new permission is
"4 condition que soient &vités toute occasion de surprise de la part
des fidéles et tout danger d'irrévérence envers 1'Eucharistié". I sub-
mit that in English-speaking Canada, at least, this is not possible.

h) The permission from the Holy See asks thoseBishops wio permit the
new practice to submit a report to the Holy See within six months. I
submit that the catechesis being spread in Dioceses where the practice
is allowed will make tie custom irrevocable.

i) What many priests object to is that, although the permission from
Rome is widely publicized, we are informed by Ottawa that the wording
of tie request is "classified material". We cannot understand tiis
double standard. Nor will the people wio are knowledgeable of this
matter.
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COMMUNTICN- IN-THE- HAND

"After he had considered the observations and the counsel of those whom 'The
Holy Spirit has placed as bishops to rule' the Churches, in view of the seriousness
of the matter and the importance of the arguments proposed, the Supreme Pontiff
Jjudged that the long received manner of ministering Holy Communion to the faithful
should not be changed" -- Instruction on Administration of Holy Communion, issued
June 2bth, 1969.

A. Genesis of a New Confusion

More and more our spiritual leaders favour open discussion and dialogue. This is
certainly true of our Canadian hierarchy. But before Communion in the hand was per-
mitted in Canada one is obliged to report an absence of open dialogue. There were no
polls of priests or faithful; no publicized involvement of other ecclesiastical dis-
ciplines or theological studies. We do not know yet what prompted Canada to follow
France and Germany in rejecting the judgment of the Supreme Pontiff.

1. Usually liturgical decrees emanating from Rome are distributed to
priests in Canada through "National Bulletins on Liturgy'. The Instruct-
ion on Administration of Holy Communion" issued June 24th, 1969, “pre-
pared by special mandate of the Supreme Pontiff Paul VI" was not so
distributed. It was made available in other lands. Insofar as the writer
has been able to determine, the full text has not yet been published in
English-speaking Canada and not yet been seen by most priests here. The
copy duplicated by the writer was obtained from England.

2. As yet, the two-page list of "Normae" governing the permission from
Rome has not been published in Canada in English, insofar as the writer
knows. Many diocesan norms incorporate parts of it. The copy in French

at hand refers to the reasons which prompted the Bishops to request the
permission. There was a report in the press that the permission was

sought because some of the faithful wanted a return to the early Christian
mode of distribution of Communion. If this was the reason, one is forced
to ask: how many requested it? Certainly not more than one in ten thousand.
None of us has heard of any ocpinion-poll. Twelve pastors who discussed

the question in one Archdiocese csaid they had never had one such request.

3. When it was learned that Communion in the hand was being allowed in
some parts of Canada a request was made to the Canadian National Liturg-
ical Office asking for the text of the request to Rome. It elicited the
reply that the pertinent paragraph was incorporated in a longer letter
and "is not a public document”. We do appreciate that all documentation

from Rome is public, but we do not know to what it is an answer.

k. A strange trend was that after the Instruction of 1969 and before
Communion in the hand was permitted by the Holy See, in some Dioceses
what was then a recognizable aberration was tacitly permitted to grow.
In one Diocese there was even encouragement. But even so, in an Arch-
diocese of over 150 parishes, it is doubtful if Communion was given in
the hand in more than two or three parish churches. Mostly it was in
Seminaries, Retreat Houses, Convents and High Schools or Colleges that
the practice grew.
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B. Suddenness:

1. The danger of suddenness in liturgical innovation has often been
demonstrated. It was very well expressed in a letter sent some time

ago by the President of the Canadian National Office for the Liturgy.
The open letter was addressed to the Cardinals, Archbishops and Bishops
of Canada. To avoid giving an unfair connotation to the remarks it

must be emphasized that the reference is only to esuddenness in change
and not to change itself. In fact the Bishop-President made it clear
that he was not opposed to Communion-in-the-hand per se. His Excellency
did state:

"The people of God are frequently treated with contempt. This is
apparent mostly in liturgical innovation which, while not necessarily
wrong in itself, has not paid sufficient attention to the psychology of
the people. Lot us ‘¢ a few examples --- the damage is not done so
much by the distribution of Communion under both species, which is
readily understood by the people. It is in sudden innovations such as
the distribution of Holy Communion by placing the Host in the hands of
the faithful or by the use of unauthorized ministers, e.g. laity.

Y----We have carefully led our people to express a reverence for
Our Lord which some may consider excessive, but nevertheless which has
characterized our approach to the Blessed 8acrament and which has many
glorious implications. To describe the reaction of the average Catholic
who suddenly has the Host thrust into his hand there can be no word
except 'traumatic’'. Good Catholics have been known to react in the whole
spectrum. They have been known to leave the Church trembling, others to
have refused to receive Holy Communion in this way, etc, etc. We point
out that no priest has the right, in Canada, to distribute Holy Communion
in this fashion."

2. It is undeniable that in many places the change from the traditional
manner of distributing Holy Communion to Communion-in-the-hand came
with a frightening suddenness. Consider the following sequence of events:
(a) April 22, 1970: It is announced that permission to
allow Communion in the hand was granted to the Bishops
of Canada.
(b) May 15, 1970: In the largest Archdiocese of English-
apeaking Canada a group of pastors (many more would have
taken this position) asked that until further discussion
could take place, no ruling be made to permit in parishes
the distribution of Communion in the hand. No reply was
received.
(c) May 30, 1970: The National Canadian Register reports
that the Diocese of St. Hyacinth will be one of the first
in Canada, possibly in North America, to permit Communion
in the hand.
(a) June 6z 1970: Our Canadian Catholic press reports that in
the U.S., officials of the Federation of Diocesan Liturgical
Commissions were pressing for permission “to allow congreg-
ations to communicate themselves'.
(e) June 6, 1970: The Director of the Canadian National
Office for the Liturgy writes in the Catholic press in
glowing terms of the innovation of giving Communion in the
hands e.g. "I am happy we have returned to our roots in
Eucharistic tradition --- in the Mass, the holiest of all
gatherings, we praise the right of workers' hands to hold
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the Lord toward whom all life is directed.”

(f) June 20, 1970: The Canadian National Register has an
editorial "Disturbance over Communion suggesting itwould

be wise to go slow in the matter of Communion in the hand.

It says "Our mail shows that Catholics are worried about

the down-grading of the Real Presence and of the priesthood.
They also do not feel that a practice is justified merely
because it was mimitive -- They also suspect that minority
groups are imposing their views on others by one-sided action
rather than by collegiality. In this way the real freedom

of one diocese is taken away by the overflow from its
neighbour and priests who wish to conduct their service

to the faithful in harmony with the guidance of their bishop
are imposed upon by outsiders. --- This permission has been
given reluctantly by the Holy See. In each diocese it will
never be more than a permission ----.

(g) June 27, 1970: The Chancellor of the largest Archdiocese
in English-speaking Canada is quoted as saying: "The majority
of Catholics are deeply concerned and apprehensive over the
proposed introduction of Communion in the hand." He said that
“of the scores of phone calls that he has received, not ONE
person has favoured this liturgical change."

(h) July 4, 1970: The Canadian Register of this date states
that in a letter dated June 22nd, the Archbishop of the largest
Archdiocese in English-speaking Canada had granted permission
for Communion in the hands.

(i) Barly July, 1970: A request to the Canadian Register for
publication of the full documentation on Communion in the hands
including the Instruction of 1969 goes unanswered.

(§) July 11, 1970: The Canadian Register changes its policy
in an editorial entitled "Communion in the Soul”. A letter
from another Diocese reporting that the practice had been
favourably received in a certain parish since it was introduced
in January of 1970 is given special prominence on the Letters
page.

(k) August 1, 1970: The Canadian Register after printing a
series of letters, has an editorial entitled “Communion Dialogue® .
It says in part: "The freedom to choose has been given only
to the communicant and not to the minister. The priest must
make known both methods and must provide both methods, in ab--
solute impartiality. His freedom is doubly restricted, by the
bishop's original restriction and by the individual layman's
eventual decision. ---We feel that the current correspondence
on Communion' has brought out most facets of the discussion .
With this issue, therefore, that correspondence is closed."
The paper continued to print articles on other controversies,
e.g. celibacy in the priesthood.

C. False Catechesis

1. Many Dioceses in Canada have issued their own norms. They are divergent,
sometimes contradictory and often give a catechesis foreign to the spirit
of the Instruction of 1969. Some make it clear that Communion-in-the-hand
is to be preferred. It must be recalled that the permission was granted

by the Holy See "ad normam Instructionis’De modo Sanctam Communionem
ministrandi'”. While in the writer's opinion some of the Diocesan norms
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