
ceiving Communion under both kinds, even if its reception as 
a whole was being truncated.
 In the twel� h century, however, the Latin Church 
underwent a dramatic change in its practices concerning the 
chalice. � is variance cannot be attributed to one factor. Yet 
an increased � xation on the host and reverence for its trans-
formative ocular powers overshadows the place and impor-
tance of the eucharistic species of the wine. � e eucharistic 
imagination shi� ed exclusively to the monstrance and away 
from the chalice. � e pastoral practice of communicating the 
faithful with the host alone rapidly becomes customary. One 
witnesses the struggle of the theologians’ attempts to justify 
the practice of Communion under one species and to � nd that 
practice as part of the Church’s long-standing tradition.
 By the thirteenth century, the Church in the West had 
forsaken Communion in the form of wine for all except the 
presiding priest. � e Church of the high Middle Ages had de-
veloped complete amnesia concerning the chalice. � e prac-
tice of giving Communion in the form of bread alone, known 
as Communion sub una, had become the common practice. To 
drink from the chalice was abandoned altogether as norma-
tive practice of the laity. Moreover, by the fourteenth century, 
Christians who returned to the ancient practice of receiving 
Communion under both kinds were condemned and consid-
ered heretics or schismatics. Complete ecclesial prohibition of 
the chalice to the laity resulted in the Council of Constance in 
1415, which asserted that Communion in the form of bread 
alone was the law of the Church.
 

 � e Protestant reformers reintroduced the chalice to 
the eucharistic assembly as part and parcel of their essential 
ecclesial reforms. By restoring the lay chalice, they understood 

 Christians gathered for Mass in the ancient Church 
would not have conceived of its eucharistic communion with-
out full access to both bread and wine. In fact, the normative 
practice in the Western Church for the � rst twelve centuries 
was the whole assembly’s Communion under both species. 
Reception of Communion under either the bread or wine 
alone was practiced only for functional reasons. Commu-
nion for newly baptized infants was given in the form of wine 
alone, whereas, those who were carried Communion outside 
the eucharistic celebration received the bread alone. � ere are 
not developed theologies concerning eucharistic Communion 
under one species from the ancient Church, because these 
practices would have been viewed simply as rare and func-
tional. Communicating infants with wine and carrying the 
bread alone to those not present for the gathered eucharistic 
assembly did not seem to warrant new dimensions of explana-
tion other than practical ones.
 Beginning in the Carolingian period [780-900], the 
Church in the West witnessed a number of changes concern-
ing eucharistic praxis, all of which relate to the laity’s increased 
hesitancy to receive Communion altogether — which is, in 
turn, replaced by the people’s desire to reverence the sacred 
species instead of eating it. Medieval eucharistic theologies 
emphasized the sacri� cial aspects of the Mass, the radical lo-
cality of Christ’s presence in the bread and wine and the al-
legorical meaning of the priest’s actions. � e ultra-realist trea-
tises on the Eucharist, beginning with Paschasius Radbertus 
(+ c. 860), commenced centuries of theological struggle to 
articulate the sacramental real presence against the carnal re-
alisms of the medieval religious imagination. � is period saw 
the increased practice of intinction, where the priest dips the 
host in wine for the assembly’s consumption. Yet, despite these 
new eucharistic practices and their intense physical interpre-
tations, the Church held fast to the normative practice of re-



that the Church would return to the full Communion it had 
been deprived of by the overly hierarchical practices of the 
medieval Latin Church. � e laity’s access to the chalice be-
came one of the central platforms for ecclesial renewal engi-
neered by leading reformers, beginning with Martin Luther, 
followed by John Calvin and others. Both Luther and Calvin 
revered Jan Hus’ (+ c. 1415) attempt to restore the chalice in 
the Czech region that resulted in what they saw as his holy 
martyrdom for the cause of full liturgical participation.
 � e Council of Trent reacted defensively to the Prot-
estant case for the lay chalice and vehemently defended what 
it viewed as the ancient tradition of Communion sub una. 
Moreover, Trent underlined the eucharistic theology of con-
comitance, stressing that the Christ, whole and entire, as well 
as the true sacrament, are received under one kind. It also 
stated that those who receive in this manner are not deprived 
of any grace necessary for salvation.
 Yet in Trent’s failure to achieve full consensus against 
the liturgical practices of Communion under both kinds, it 
referred the matter to the Pope. Surprisingly, Pius IV yielded 
to the lack of full Church support for Communion sub una 
and, in 1564, granted indults giving permission to states and 
dioceses in Central Europe allowing Communion under both 
kinds. Nevertheless, these sanctions were short-lived in the 
life of the Roman Church. Subsequently, beginning in 1621, 
those indults were revoked and nulli! ed, and it was not until 
1965 that Communion under both kinds would be reconsid-
ered as a valid practice by the Latin Church.

 � e restoration of Holy Communion under both spe-
cies was essential to the platform for Church renewal within 
the twentieth century liturgical movement. Nineteenth-cen-
tury historical scholarship had con! rmed that the ancient 
Church’s normative and regular practice was eucharistic 
Communion under the species of bread and wine. Further-
more, it became impossible to deny that the ancient Church 
tradition was maintained well until the twel" h century and 
then suddenly became extinct in the West. Moreover, what 
modern liturgical reformers emphasized was that Commu-
nion sub una remained anomalous to the ancient normative 
practice and represented a limitation in the late medieval li-
turgical life of the Latin Church.
 � e Second Vatican Council experienced spirited 
debates over the issue of Communion under both kinds and 
the restoration of the chalice to the laity. Proponents of the 
liturgical movement argued that Communion is a more com-
plete and fuller sign when received under both species. A" er 
extended and protracted debates, the bishops conceded to the 
following text concerning Communion under both kinds:
 � e more perfect form of participation is the Mass 
whereby the faithful, a" er the priest’s communion, receive the 
Lord’s body from the same sacri! ce, is strongly recommend-
ed . . . communion under both kinds may be granted when 
the bishops think ! t, not only to clerics and religious, but also 

to the laity, in cases to be determined by the Apostolic See, as 
for instance, to the newly ordained in the Mass of their sacred 
ordination, to the newly professed in the Mass of their reli-
gious profession, and to the newly baptized in the Mass which 
follows their baptism. (Sacrosanctum Concilium, #55).
 In light of this norm recommending both species, the 
Vatican would continue to expand the list of occasions when 
reception under both kinds could be permitted. � e 1970 Ro-
man Missal re$ ects the evolving parameters whereby the laity 
would be given access to the chalice. In 1970, the National 
Conference of Catholic Bishops in the United States autho-
rized Communion under both species at all Masses except 
Sundays and holy days  It is clear that the United States 
bishops highly valued giving the faithful access to Commu-
nion under both species, interpreting that the full, conscious, 
and active participation of the assembly in eucharistic cel-
ebration hinged on a more replete sign of Communion. In 
their 1985 document: � is Holy and Living Sacri! ce: Direc-
tory for the Celebration and Reception of Communion Un-
der Both Kinds, article 19, the bishops state that Communion 
under both kinds “is to be desired in all celebrations of the 
Mass” in order that the faithful might understand the fuller 
import of Christ’s words at the Last Supper and for the sake 
of greater participation in the eucharistic mystery. Beginning 
in the mid 1980s, throughout U.S. parish life, there were in-
creased attempts to o% er Communion under both kinds to 
the full assembly. 
 

 In the Latin rite of the Roman Catholic Church, 
from 1965 to current Church practice, one can clearly see the 
gradual process toward the restoration of the ancient practice 
of Communion under both kinds. Underlying this renewal 
is the belief that Communion under the species of bread and 
wine is central for an active and conscious assembly that par-
ticipates fully in the eucharistic mystery. Such a liturgically 
active Church aspires to be what the eucharistic species signi-
! es. � e fullness of meaning in the paschal act of the Lord’s 
Supper is best embodied by the more comprehensive sign.
 � e ecclesial renewal of the post-Vatican II period 
has hinged on a liturgical reawakening to the resources of a 
sacramental Church. Such renewal has been grounded on the 
participative value of sharing the eucharistic bread and cup 
when supping with the Lord in the contemporaneous ban-
quet but also when supping with the eschatological meal of 
our redemption. � e Communion Rite, which emphasizes 
the more replete sign of the bread and the cup, continually re-
news the assembly to connect their lives as graced by God and 
sent out to be heralds of the Good News as a comprehensive 
and inexhaustible sign.












