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THE CHRISTIAN LEARNS HIS FAITH 

 

-I7- 

 

"THE BREAKING OF THE BREAD" 

 

 "Come eat of my bread and drink of the wine I have mingled." So runs the invitation of Wisdom 

in Proverbs 9.5. The words could be written over the perennial tryst of the people of God with their 

Lord and Saviour in the ordinance of the Holy Supper He inaugurated on "the night in which He 

was betrayed." 

 The exchanges of hospitality took their place in the story of the Emmaus road. It was "in the 

breaking of the bread" that He was recognised and known. Invited as guest, Jesus somehow took 

over as host. Does not Revelation 3.20 have the same reversal: "I will sup with him and he with 

Me" ? In that transaction we may rightly see the first renewal of the meaning of the Upper Room. 

Bread and wine again became the point at which the presence was understood, not this time in the 

deliberate rite of the New Covenant, but in the simplicities of a common board. 

 Beyond the verbal exchanges of the road and even the skilful exegesis of the prophets, 

something more was needed. His company by their side, their Scriptures in His words — these held 

the clue. But it was the supper made it plain. The bread in His hand made the moment of discovery. 

This turned on their own invitation; indeed, on their importunity. He made to go further, but they 

pressed Him. Sensing, if not yet seeing, their one hope, they urged Him with the gentlest and oldest 

of pleas: "Stay with us." Evening was closing in. 

 The table was laid, humble no doubt and unpretentious. Who knows what Martha hands were in 

it, or how furnished, save with two weary men and their anonymous Companion. So the climax 

came. What the Scriptures had insistently said and the Presence ensured, the broken bread 

disclosed. That which their hands now handled was one with what their ears had heard and their 

eyes had seen. (cf. 1 John 1.3). The third strand of 'sacrament' had completed the fabric of their 

faith. The Word, the Image and the Deed. So is the unity of experience in the harmony of truth.  

 It falls then to this Study, in the sequence of our other outlines, to explore that 'knowledge' of 

Christ which finds us, and which we find, in the Holy Communion. What does it mean to us and in 

us, that we "do this in remembrance of Him"? What is the nature and significance of the 'memorial' 

which He Himself willed and established at the crisis of His life, to be the clue at the heart? Since 

this might well be a subject exclusive to ourselves as Christians, it will be good first to note that the 

Qur’an has a clear interest in it. For this might be a way out of our possessiveness about it. 

 

THE QUR'AN AND THE HOLY COMMUNION 

 

 The fifth Surah of the Qur’an is in fact called Al-Ma’idah, The Table, and takes its name from 

verse 113. This tells how the disciples requested from Jesus a table from heaven at which they 

might eat and be at rest. In response Jesus prayed to God and said: "0 God, cause a table from 

heaven to come down to us, to be a festival for us, for the first of us and the last, and a sign from 

Thyself. Provide Thou for us Who art the supreme Provider." 

 These different points, about festival, sign, continuity, the bond of time, clearly suggest some 

association with the Last Supper, for though other aspects of the passage might echo the feeding of 

the multitude in Galilee, or the petition in the Lord's Prayer about "daily bread" or even the 

wilderness and the manna, none of these fits the thought of a repeated festival. In the Gospels the 
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disciples' initiative ("Lord where wilt Thou that we go and prepare the Passover?"), may be 

reflected in this Qur’anic request, even though the sequel is shaped by Jesus only, to the dismay 

and perplexity of the twelve. And the idea of a 'sign' makes a strong association with the Christian 

sacrament. 

 It might be said that such a reference in this Qur’anic passage to the death of Jesus is ruled out 

by the aversion of the Islamic Scripture alike to the fact of the Cross and the concept of forgiveness 

through it  (without both of which the 'table' cannot belong with the memorial feast.) But such a 

conclusion would seem to be too hasty, at least if we give full weight to one fact that abides 

through all the discussion between church and mosque about the matter, namely that Jesus was one 

for Whose death the contemporary culture sought. "This man ought to die" was the implicit and 

explicit conclusion of His human context about Jesus. This fact not merely survives, but is 

indispensable to, all discussion of what His being rescued, or about His death being only apparent, 

may be held to mean. (See Surah 4.157 and commentaries.) 

 From this angle, of death as being men's intention for Jesus, it is a natural transition to look 

inside Jesus' awareness of it and see His reaction. This is precisely the standpoint of the other 

passage, in Surah 3.56, where God addresses Jesus and says: "I am causing you to die, and it is I 

who exalts you to Myself." This at least looks like the inward side of what Jesus was facing in the 

knowledge of a hostile and malevolent world, even as the New Testament, also, presents it.  ("The 

Son of Man must suffer. .""This cup. ."). 

 The inward side of this known rejection is corroborated by Surah 2,88 which speaks of Jesus as 

being "strengthened with the spirit of holiness" in the context of implacable foes. So, whatever, for 

the moment, the final issue was to be, at least crucifixion had to be faced. This would leave the 

Qur’anic Jesus in precisely the situation within which the Gospels set the inauguration of the 

Eucharist, namely one of anticipated and so interpreted death. It is just this prospective side of the 

Cross, with which the Holy Communion, at its institution, is concerned. It is in fact Jesus ordaining 

for His disciples both the clue and the 'sign' that belong with "I am causing you to die." Had He not 

with His disciples been steadily moving into this climax of danger, going up to Jerusalem aware of 

its bigoted mood and its cunning leaders? All the antecedents of His death, and so the decision 

Messianically to face it, are as true of the Qur’anic Jesus, by implication, as they are of the New 

Testament Christ. It is, of course, this which we must have always in view in considering the 

reference of Surat al-Ma’idah to the Last Supper. 

 Far from excluding, that Qur’anic picture rather requires, a set of circumstances in which a 

memorial table is given. There may still be debate as to whether such a table can be properly 

argued from the other allusions of Surah 5.113. Though Islam may turn aside from the body 

actually broken and the blood shed, its Scripture confesses a Christ whose conscious history moved 

towards that climax. And it is well aware that the physical world yields everywhere 'signs' and 

tokens of Divine meanings and mercies, at least "for those with eyes to see." (ila qaumin ya'qilun). 

On both counts the Christian sacrament of the bread and wine of redemption need not be so distant 

or so alien as is usually supposed. 

 

"KNOWN IN THE BREAKING...": THE SAVIOUR 

 

 The first meaning of the Holy Communion lies in the tokens of saving death. "He took bread... 

and said:  This is my body... likewise… the cup, saying: This is my blood." He focused their 

thoughts as they sat at meat on the fact of His suffering. Broken and outpoured, rejected and 

crucified — this was the meaning. From this first reality all else derives. 
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 Perhaps the most illuminating way to study this is to ask the question, crude as it sounds, if not 

blasphemous, whether memorial of Jesus was necessary. For then we shall discover that the need 

for memorial belongs, not with whether but how, not with the fact of memory but the manner and 

focus.  For plainly, among the disciples, Jesus was quite unforgettable. (It is of course for them, not 

first for some future time, that we have to assess the point of it all). He was the Jesus of the 

Galilean sermons, of the fed multitudes in the northern hills, of the restored lepers and comforted 

poor, of the raising of Lazarus and the conversation at Sychar. On every one of these counts He was 

surely unforgettable and unforgotten. So the 'memorial' can have nothing to do with the danger of 

oblivion. And we have to reckon, too, with the fact of the Resurrection. Even supposing the 

ministry of Jesus could have been forgotten, was it necessary to appoint a memorial to One Who 

claimed "Lo, I am with you always"? .It is clear, further, that Jesus Himself did not expect to be 

forgotten. He spoke of the woman with the alabaster box of ointment being remembered in the ends 

of earth. So He would have to be mentioned too! 

 All this is so obvious. Yet we may miss its plain significance, namely that Jesus' concern in the 

Last Supper was not to defeat oblivion, or keep His memory green, but to shape from the beginning 

the focus and temper of His unforgettability. This He did by an ordinance which required that His 

disciples should concentrate on His death and that they should be truly partakers, not admirers, of 

His Kingdom. 

 He did this by taking bread and wine, in the context of the ancient Passover, the night of 

corporate memory of deliverance and of the inauguration through crisis of the free nation. The 

undertones of the old Exodus merge into the new meanings of sacrificial redemption and the 

opening of the new life. Yet the sequence of the four cups of the traditional Passover was 

abandoned by Jesus. It was after the third, "the cup of blessing," that He went out into the Garden, 

leaving with the Hallel hymn about "the Lord's doing" and "the Lord's day.".For these led into the 

consecration of Himself inGethsemane. 

 We must not mistake what is intended by this concentration of the sacrament, by its very nature, 

on the suffering of Jesus. There is no exclusion of the ministry of word and deed, no losing sight of 

all that had preceded, in a pre-occupation with the end. On the contrary. All that He had said and 

taught is there implicit in the issues which men shape into His death. If He had not so taught He 

would not have so suffered. Nor in suffering did He cease to teach, or in teaching evade to suffer. 

There is an entire self-consistency about Jesus, in life and Jesus in death. His whole work is one 

piece, wherein the virtue of His Cross belongs with the meaning of His doctrine. It is only a 

perverse theology which drives a wedge between the Saviour and the Rabbi. 

 Seen as a true whole, the experience of Jesus knows the full measure of human evil meeting 

itself on Him in the form of rejection and death. This enmity He takes and bears, and doing so lays 

down His life. Yet He takes and bears, not sullenly, or resentfully, but in an entire forgivingness. 

And thus He bears it away, at the cost of His own life. Here in this quality of His grace is the power 

by which alone evil is truly redeemed. It is here in the Cross that we learn to identify what that 

power is. It shines by its own glory. 

 To this the broken bread and the wine give the poetry of their interpretation, the sacrament we 

might say of that 'sacrament' or effectuating 'sign' of the nature of redemption which faith confesses 

and love knows in the transactions of Calvary. It is in this fact that "Christ died for our sins'" that 

we know ourselves forgiven. And in the pledges of that love, in its brokenness and givenness, we 

confess our Saviour. 

 

"KNOWN IN THE BREAKING...": THE MASTER 
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 Jesus' ordaining of the manner of memory has another purpose. It was not only to ensure the 

essential truth of Himself but the right temper of discipleship. Its intention is not only to focus 

meaning but to exclude admiration. "It is sufficient for the disciple that he be as his Master." In the 

Holy Communion we learn not only what we believe but what believing it should do. 

 Imagine, for study's sake, some alternative methods of memorial, other than the bread and wine. 

A ceremonial reading of the Sermon on the Mount? a statutory narrating of the miracles in rotation? 

a recital of events in solemn festival? All these are conceivable, and could certainly in part be 

justified. But they all have one inherent danger. They could end only in possessive adulation, in 

proprietory pride. How great is our Jesus! Then we should be patrons, not disciples, approvers, not 

servants. 

 It was, surely, to eliminate this menace of mere applause that Jesus, taking bread, said: "Do this 

in remembrance of Me." For this active sign awaits and requires action of ours, action, moreover, 

that pledges and binds us. It forbids a loose esteem or a casual relation. "Take this and divide it 

among yourselves." Here is commitment, identification, participation, so different from idle 

admiration or general consent. This is not of course to say that the Holy Communion has never 

been a piece of formalism or that we cannot remain far off even when it brings us near. For it is not 

in the sacramental situation to provide the will which it pre-supposes. Nevertheless it confronts us 

more radically than any other structure of relationship. "This is my blood" it says: and speaks only 

of debt and of discipleship. 

 "Take and eat." Elemental things. Hand and mouth. Hospitality. Food. Making our own what 

will become ourselves. Taking bread, the simplest of gestures: taking bread the first of necessities: 

taking bread the most personal of acts, in which none may substitute for his fellow. All these 

simplicities are eloquent parables of what faith does in its response to Christ. What bread is to the 

body His self-giving into death is to our hearts. On Him we feed: by Him we live. 

 So the sacrament is not only a representation to us of Christ for us, but of ourselves in Christ. It 

is a parable both of the faith about Him as redeemer and of faith in Him. And, as is the way with 

sacraments, it both focuses and kindles the meaning it affirms. As into our hands is placed the 

bread of life, the cup of salvation, so by our literal partaking, in the simplest and most personal of 

actions — eating and drinking — we take hold of the reality of a crucified Lord and stay our hearts 

upon His perfect work. 

 We are also taking into ourselves the pattern of our calling. For that Cross is not only the place 

of our actual salvation in time and truth, nor only the theme of our trust in its merits. It is also the 

criterion of our self-determination. "For even hereunto were ye called, because Christ also suffered 

for us, leaving us an example, that ye should follow his steps." (1 Peter 2.21). "We are of this 

opinion" wrote St. Paul, "that if one died for all, then in him all died, that they who live should not 

live unto themselves but into him who died for them." (2. Cor. 5.4 15) 

 So it is as disciples the Last Supper welcomes us: it is to discipleship that its actions point and 

call. It is in the concrete taking that we admit and receive this vocation. As old St. Augustine has it: 

"It is the mystery of yourselves which is laid upon the holy table; it is the mystery of yourselves 

that you receive." 

 

"My life must be Christ's broken bread 

My love His outpoured wine. ." 

 

This is the Master-disciple relationship which the Supper expresses and hallows. 
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"KNOWN IN THE BREAKING...": THE LORD 

 

"The things of God" says the ancient liturgy "for the people of God." The Holy Communion is the 

sacrament of unity. In all our variety we come to a common feast, "the first of us and the last of us," 

as the Qur’an has it, those who are our fathers in the faith and those who follow afar off, the strong 

and the weak, the men of old time and of today. 

 

  "Was ever command so obeyed? For century after century, spreading slowly to every continent 

and country and among every race on earth, this action has been done... 

  Probably the most moving of all the reflections it brings is not the thought of the well 

remembered saints and the great events, but of those innumerable millions of entirely obscure 

faithful men and women, every one with his or her own individual hopes and fears and joys and 

sorrows and loves." 

 

 Here is the token of the incorporation of the people of God. Reproving the discourteous 

Corinthians for their unseemliness at the Eucharist, St. Paul sees them as "not discerning the body". 

What he means is not that they fail to recognise the holy bread but that they ignore their corporate 

nature. Or perhaps we should better say, they missed "the Lord's body" in the sacrament because 

they did not sense it in themselves. 

 An old liturgical prayer perceives this lesson of unity in the story of bread itself. The grain at 

sowing is scattered on the mountains and being harvested is made one loaf. So from every quarter 

come the guests at God's board. Few things are more moving in the Christian ministry than the 

variety of the hands into which the holy bread is laid and which take up the sacred cup. And behind 

all hands (which ships and factories identify with persons, because it is as 'hands' they are 

significant) the living people, their biographies, their daily toil, their marks of livelihood, their 

sheer diversity of skill, of trade, of touch and art. 

 "Is it not the communion of the body" asks l Cor. 10.16, in its haunting and ambiguous way. 

Men who do not admit the whole desecrate the holy. Individualism we might almost say is 

profanity. In the Christian Churches it is not our job to show why we should come together, but 

rather why we should continue apart. And the sign and goal of our unity is the one bread, the cup of 

blessing, the wine of life. 

 This unity reaches further still. True hospitality, like the Lord's, is always prospective as well as 

actual. "The things of God" are for "the people of God" but not in any complacent or exclusive 

sense. "The people" only rightly have the things when they hold them in perpetual accessibility to 

those who are not yet the people. The Holy Communion is not the festival of a closed society. 

 And there is a real sense in which this worship can be seen to fulfill other forms of human 

acknowledgement of God which stand outside its deep meaning. In Isaiah 56.7, the prophet talks of 

"the sons of the stranger" who will be made joyful in God's house of prayer at Jerusalem. He goes 

on to add, remarkably, that their sacrifices, from outside the pale, would come up with acceptance 

on the Lord's altar. 

 It is a passage which deserves note for it was quoted by our Lord in the cleansing of the Temple 

(St. Mark 11.17), with its phrase about "a house of prayer for all nations." Part of Jesus' infectious 

indignation about their desecrations was that they were taking place in the court of the Gentiles and 

so impeding that area from its proper function as a point of rendezvous with the Lord for heathen 

peoples. It seems to justify the conclusion that the yearnings and ideas of even pagan gratitude and 
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sacrifice will be rightly gathered into the end and glory of the final sacrament, deriving from the 

ultimate redemption that the Cross achieves. 

 St. Paul seems to say the same thing when, in Romans, 15.16, he speaks of his evangelism as 

leading to an acceptable worship from the Gentiles, by the hallowing of themselves as worshippers. 

It is priestly language which he employs to describe the achievement of his Gospel in "presenting" 

the heathen to God. 

 There seems, then, firm ground for keeping in clear view the role of the Eucharist as the fulness 

into which all men's sense of awe, of wonder and gratitude, may be gathered into its supreme and 

ordered form, in the vehicle of that offering which men have learned of God in Christ. If the 

prophetic principle is finalised in the Gospel, is not the sacramental principle too perfected in the 

tokens of the Cross? At all events, the unity of Eucharist is never content. "Let him that heareth say 

Come." To come and find is to go and bring. The feast of our true rest is restless for its still absent 

guests. 

 

"KNOWN IN THE BREAKING...": THE PRIEST AND KING 

 

 There remains one further significance of the Holy Communion best expounded under the name 

of the Eucharist, so called from the Greek verb "to give thanks" which occurs in the narrative of the 

institution. For under the forms of bread and wine we hallow in thanksgiving and consecration all 

the physical and material bases of our life, society and commerce. 

 Bread and wine, note, not wheat and grapes. It is not simply the natural which we hallow, but 

the natural as human hands have shaped it. So the elements of bread and wine represent the whole 

partnership of man in nature and everything that belongs with that co-operation. Without the 

dependable and mysterious properties of the natural order man could never be a gardener, an 

engineer, a technologist. Without man nature would soon lapse into a wilderness, a waste, a tangle 

of chaos. It is the ploughman, in the fine phrase, who keeps the eternal creation alive. 

 The loaf and the cup, then, with their processes of hidden ripening and fermentation, of growth 

and decay, and both within the intelligent superintendence of man, stand fitly for the entire range of 

man's wealth and the societies it nourishes and blesses. Their presence as the 'offertory,' which from 

the beginning has been an integral part of the Holy Communion, proclaims and represents the 

sanctity of all matter in men's hands. Thus the meaning of the bread and wine as to our redemption 

is sustained by their meaning within creation. There could not be the one without the other. For it is 

the creation, through man, that is being redeemed. So the sacrament of the Cross is also the 

sacrament of the harvest field and of the abiding husbandry of men. 

 The Qur’an, of course, is with us in this understartding of gratitude for the natural order. Of so 

many of its 'signs' in nature it observes in recurrent refrain: "Perhaps they will give thanks." For, as 

1 Timothy 4.4- declares: "Every creature of God is good, if it be received with thanksgiving." This 

is the ‘if’ which the Eucharist is designed to settle once and for all, yet ever anew. Its hallowing 

intention includes the whole range of man's life and work, as a tool-making, thing-consuming, 

world-using person. The fact that the basic elements of bread and wine are consecrated for their use 

in the sacramental situation of communion with Christ and His cross, requires that they and all they 

symbolise in daily life should never be desecrated. 

 Nature, though good in its 'order', as Genesis proclaims, is in a sense neutral. It is not so to say 

pre-sanctified: but finds its hallowing in the human touch. Man is the priest of nature. He turns its 

muteness into praise, its processes into worship, its mysteries into sacraments and its wealth into 

tribute. And with that oblation, or offering, of natural wealth and the means to acquire and multiply 
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it, man must needs offer himself, the user and the dominion-holder. "Here we offer and present 

unto Thee, 0 Lord, ourselves, our souls and bodies." This is our priesthood and our kingship, in 

their double or mutual connection. Revelation 1.5 and 6 and 5.10 rejoices that the Lamb, "by His 

blood had made us unto our God kings and priests." The two nouns may also be read as two 

adjectives and recur in 1 Peter 2.9 (cf. Exodus 19.6 and 2 Maccabees 2.17). "A kingdom which is 

also a priesthood" is what the phrase means as a description both of national life and personal 

existence, as the Bible knows them. The phrase fits exactly this empire of humanity, this tenancy of 

the good earth, this structure of technology, supplying the substance of our wonder and 

thanksgiving, 

 It is in this worship that things are right. Our offering is not that we may enrich God but that we 

may rightly reverence and use. The final blight of all wealth or culture is just the loss of the 

ultimate frame of reference, what Islam calls Shirk, and Zulm, the nonrecognition of the Divine 

dimension of our earthly experience. The central blasphemy is to despise the very gifts of God in 

our exploitation of them; to disconnect them from the Divine source (the meaning of Kufr in Islam) 

while we expend them on ourselves. It is to identify this crime for what it is that the Holy 

Communion, by contrast, calls us to a perpetual indebtedness, whose substance is all things, and 

whose direction is "the throne of God and of the Lamb." 

 For in the end this priesthood of the kings of the earth, the makers of manners, the tenant heirs of 

the plentiful world — man the builder of cities — is anchored in the priesthood of Christ. It is from 

Him that we learn the meaning of oblation. He is our tutor in the final worship who said, with the 

Cross in immediate prospect: "For their sakes I consecrate myself." (St. John. 17.19) 

 This brings us to the heart of our sacramental world in the high priesthood of Christ. The Holy 

Communion is not rightly understood as a bare sign which, like some distant signpost, points to a 

remote location of our redemption that we could forget. For as we have already seen in Study 16 

and here above, the disciples' memory of Jesus was not of that sort. Nor is the Eucharist a perpetual 

repetition of a sacrifice which was "offered once for all," and is "full, perfect, and sufficient." For 

that would be to forbid the faith that "God was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself." It is 

not an anxious pleading of the merits of Christ since these are already eternally accepted and 

acceptable. They are in fact Heaven's own will in action. 

 The truth of Christ's priesthood, being neither of these, has to do with the abiding reality of His 

sacrifice, in which we will in ever renewed acknowledgement to stand, as the ground of our access 

and our peace. 

 "Christ crucified" in St. Paul's phrase is the perfect, not the aorist, tense, estauromenos not 

staurotheis: not Christ Who was once crucified, but Christ Who is crucified, or Who being 

crucified bears the marks upon Him still. "He is a priest for ever" writes R. C. Moberly, "not by a 

perpetual series of acts of memory, and not by multiplied and ever remoter acts of commemoration 

of a death that is past, but by an eternal presentation of a life which eternally is the life that died."  

(Ministerial Priesthood, p. 246.)  The 'presentation' is within, and not outside, the nature of the 

eternal Father. 

 In this abiding offering of the Cross, as the meaning of the Divine mercy toward man, men in 

their turn draw near to "offer and present their own selves, a living sacrifice." And thus we speak, 

most truly, of 'holy communion.' 

 

"DRAWN LIKE LOVERS" 
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 Does this closing heading, then, taken from a poem used in Study 15, seem extravagant? Only 

the slow of will and cold of heart would think so. 

 

"My song is love unknown, 

My Saviour's love to me, 

Love to the loveless shown,  

That they might lovely be. 

0 who am I? that for my sake,  

My Lord should take,  

Frail flesh and die. 

 

He came from His blest throne,  

Salvation to bestow: 

But men made strange and none  

The longed for Christ would know.  

Yet, 0 my friend, my friend indeed,  

Who at my need,  

His life did spend. 

 

Sometimes they strew His way,  

And His sweet praises sing:  

Resounding all the day 

Hosannas to their King. 

Then 'Crucify' is all their breath,  

And for His death  

They thirst and cry. 

 

Why, what hath my Lord done?  

What makes this rage and spite? 

He made the lame to run,  

He gave the blind their sight. 

Sweet injuries! Yet they at these  

Themselves displease,  

And 'gainst Him rise. 

 

They rise and needs will have  

My dear Lord made away:  

A murderer they save,  

The prince of life they slay.  

Yet cheerful He to suffering goes,  

That He His foes  

From thence might free. 

 

Here might I stay and sing,  

No story so divine: 

Never was love, dear King,  
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Never was grief like Thine.  

This is my friend, in whose sweet praise  

I all my days  

Could gladly spend." 

 

 

QUESTIONS FOR STUDY AND DISCUSSION  

 

(1) What is the point of questioning the necessity of a 'memorial' for Jesus? 

(2) How does the title verse of Surat al-Ma’idah (Surah 5 v. 113) bear on the Holy Communion? 

How does the Qur'an in this passage and elsewhere not only allow, but even require, the sort 

of circumstances to which the Holy Communion belongs, circumstances, that is, of 

anticipated death? 

(3) What in Christian faith and practice is the relation of bread and wine in the sacrament to the 

body and blood of Jesus? 

(4) "Not discerning the body."  (1 Cor. 11.20).  What did St. Paul mean? 

(5) "Are we not all one bread"? How and why? 

(6) Is it possible to see in the Christian Eucharist that which hallows and refines all other worship 

among men?  

(7) How would you say the Last Supper relates to (a) the content of our faith: (b) the action of our 

faith: (c) the sharing of our faith: and (d) the nurture of our faith?  

(8) Are you familiar with the patterns of the sacrament of the body and blood of the Lord among 

your fellow Christians ? How may we draw more closely together in respect of differences of 

liturgical form and action which have so often and so long divided the Churches? 

(9) What would you say to one who neglected Holy Communion? repudiated sacraments? had 

misgivings about 'priesthood'?  

(10) What are our major duties about the Holy Communion in our relations with Muslims? 

(11) What is the offertory? Why the offertory? 


