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The notion of sacramentality is at the heart of any discussion of the sacraments 

and yet this is often an area of dispute.  Basic to this notion of sacramentality is 

the belief, as David Brown expresses it, in a generous God where the sacraments, 

such as the Eucharist, are seen as a means of grace, mediating divine generosity.  

Sacramentality points to the idea that God works powerfully and generously as 

mysterion in this world through things of this world, for example, bread and wine, 

the eucharistic fellowship and the Word and ultimately through the person and 

work of Jesus Christ – God amongst us in human form.  Brown argues that from 

the sixteenth century onwards there was a lessening of this notion resulting in 
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what he describes as ‘the disenchantment of the world’ or an undervaluing of the 

mediation of God’s generosity through things of this world and a concentration 

on more propositional and rational approaches often focussed in word alone.  In 

more modern times, there has been significant recovery of ‘enchantment’ where 

‘God relates to human experience in its totality through a reinvigorated sense of 

the sacramental’1 and where common liturgical moments, the mysteries of the 

church, like baptism and eucharist, are viewed as having the potential to 

transform people’s perception and knowledge of themselves and of the divine.  

Enchantment used in this way means much more than spells and demons, but 

rather allows for a sacramental vision of the two books of nature and Scripture in 

such a way that the mysterion can be known in the experience of the plain and the 

natural and where there can be transformation of nature, scripture and self.  

Despite this recovery and promise, sacramentality remains a disputed concept in 

the Anglican Communion, accepted by some and not by others.  One result of 

this dispute is distinctly different philosophical assumptions underlying the 

liturgical products of different traditions within Anglicanism, such as we find in 

the Anglican Church of Australia.  These different assumptions in eucharistic 

liturgy are the organiser of this presentation as we look at the Anglican Church 

of Australia. 

 

                                                 
1 David Brown, God and Enchantment of Place: Reclaiming Human Experience (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2004), p. 7. 
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The theology of the Eucharist that undergirds Anglican thinking, I suggest, 

displays a multiformity of assumptions based on different philosophical 

assumptions about sacramentality.  One way of conceptualising this multiformity 

of philosophical assumptions revolves around the ancient notions of realism and 

nominalism.  Realists base their assumptions on the close linking of the signs of 

the Eucharist, bread and wine for example, and what they signify, the body and 

blood of Christ, where God works in a real and generous way apart from the 

enquiring mind.  Traditionally these assumptions are associated with the Catholic 

tradition of Anglicanism.  Nominalists deny this realist analysis, not linking the 

signs with what they signify in any real way, and seeing the signs as reminders 

or memorials of a heavenly reality only.  These nominalist assumptions are 

usually associated with the Evangelical tradition of Anglicanism and focus 

attention on word exclusively.  Whereas realists will speak of the real presence 

of Christ in the Eucharist, focussed in signs, such as the elements, the word and 

the eucharistic gathering, and the dynamic remembrance of Christ operative in 

the Eucharist as anamnesis, nominalists will deny this analysis and see the signs 

as reminders only of a past and completed transaction which is remembered 

propositionally in the enquiring mind as a conscious act with thanks through 

proclamation of word alone.2 

 

                                                 
2 I have explored this distinction in several publications, for example, Brian Douglas, A Companion to Anglican 
Eucharistic Theology. 2 Volumes (Leiden and New York: Brill, 2012). 



 5 

In this paper I will focus on this multiformity of philosophical assumptions within 

one part of the Anglican Communion, * * a long way from here, in the Anglican 

Church of Australia, * and in particular on the eucharistic liturgies in some 

liturgical products of that church:3 * the 1995 national church’s prayer book, A 

Prayer Book for Australia4 and * the liturgical resources produced in 2001 and 

2012 by the principally Evangelical Diocese of Sydney, Sunday Services5 and 

Common Prayer6. 

 

Efforts towards liturgical revision in the Anglican Church of Australia came to a 

head at the General Synod of that church in 1995.  The book produced, A Prayer 

Book for Australia (APBA), published in 1995 became the norm across that 

church with the notable exception of the Diocese of Sydney which had a long 

tradition of Evangelical Anglicanism and where realist notions of sacramentality 

were not widely embraced and so alternative materials were produced.  The 

philosophical assumptions of realism and nominalism are one way of 

conceptualising the theological differences that emerged in these two sets of 

                                                 
3 See Brian Douglas, ‘The Development of Eucharistic Liturgies in the Anglican Church of Australia, Part 1: A 
Case Study in Multiformity up to 1995’, in Questions Liturgiques/Studies in Liturgy, 94 (2013), pp. 175-195 
and Brian Douglas, ‘The Development of Eucharistic Liturgies in the Anglican Church of Australia, Part 2: A 
Case Study in Multiformity – 1995 to the Present’, in Questions Liturgiques/Studies in Liturgy, 94 (2013), pp. 
196-219.  These articles give the background of the development of eucharistic liturgies in the Anglican Church 
of Australia, including the two liturgical products referred to in this paper. 
4 Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia (Sydney: Broughton Books, 1995). 
5 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services. A Contemporary Liturgical Resource (Sydney: 
Anglican Press Australia, 2001). 
6 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer: Resources for Gospel-Shaped Gatherings 
(Sydney: Anglican Press Australia, 2012). 
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eucharistic liturgies: the national church liturgies and the liturgies of the Diocese 

of Sydney.   

 

Let us consider the Second Order of the Eucharist in the national book A Prayer 

Book for Australia. * The Second Order Thanksgiving 17 included an epiclesis 

expressed in a realist form.  It read: ‘Merciful God, we thank you for these gifts 

of your creation, this bread and wine, and we pray that by your Word and Holy 

Spirit, we who eat and drink them, may be partakers of Christ’s body and blood.’8  

The bread and wine can be seen as a real presence of the body and blood of Christ 

through the power of the Word and Holy Spirit, although the wording of 

‘partakers of Christ’s body and blood’ is used here rather than the more developed 

realist form of the epiclesis, found in some other Anglican liturgies9 using the 

epiclesis in the form of ‘made/become Christ’s body and blood’.  The fact of the 

presence is emphasised rather than the method.  Use of ‘partakers’ lessens the 

realist connection of bread/wine and body/blood since it focuses more on the act 

of reception or partaking than on the elements becoming the body and blood of 

Christ, perhaps as a concession to some voices within the Anglican Church of 

Australia who might reject realist assumptions or at least want them muted.   

 

                                                 
7 The Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia,, pp. 128-129. 
8 The Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia, p. 128. 
9 For example The Episcopal Church of USA and Southern Africa.  It should be noted that there is no one 
eucharistic liturgy for the entire Anglican Communion and that each of the 38 Provinces takes responsibility for 
the development of its liturgical products, although of course there is considerable similarity between the 
products of many Provinces. 
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The * anamnesis in Thanksgiving 1 also presents a realist understanding, linking 

the bread and wine with the celebration of the mighty acts of Christ, whilst at the 

same time being careful not to suggest a new or re-sacrificing of Christ by 

referring to the one, perfect and sufficient sacrifice.  The anamnesis reads: 

‘Therefore we do as our Saviour has commanded: proclaiming his offering of 

himself made once for all upon the cross, his mighty resurrection and glorious 

ascension, and looking for his coming again, we celebrate, with this bread and 

this cup, his one perfect and sufficient sacrifice for the sins of the whole world.’10 

 

The anamnesis stops short of the more specific oblation or offering of the bread 

and wine to God found in other parts of the Anglican Communion.11  The 

anamnesis nonetheless presents a realist understanding of eucharistic sacrifice by 

identifying the signs of bread and wine with the celebration of Christ’s sacrifice, 

that is, celebrating with the bread and wine, and the proclamation of Christ’s 

offering on the cross, in resurrection, ascension and coming again.  The use of 

the word ‘offering’ here, proclaiming that offering in close proximity to the bread 

and wine, is a realist statement not found in the earlier eucharistic liturgies of the 

Anglican Church of Australia12 but nonetheless any linking with the elements is 

muted, perhaps again to satisfy particular concerns.  The proclamation of the 

                                                 
10 The Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia, p. 129. 
11 Such as is found in other provinces of the Anglican Communion, e.g. The Episcopal Church of the USA and 
Southern Africa. 
12 For example, The Church of England in Australia, An Australian Prayer Book (Sydney: AIO Press, 1978). 
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‘offering’ in the eucharistic context was however a significant innovation since 

in earlier Australian liturgies the offering was restricted to the offering of prayer 

and praise by the people.13  APBA of 1995 does ‘proclaim the offering’ in relation 

to the bread and wine of the Eucharist by specifically stating that ‘we celebrate, 

with this bread and wine’ and therefore shows sacramental realism in regard to 

eucharistic sacrifice. 

 

Thanksgiving 2 in APBA14 * also presents a realist eucharistic theology.  One of 

the draft forms of the epiclesis read: ‘Send your Holy Spirit upon us and our 

celebration that all who eat and drink at this table may be strengthened to serve 

you in the world and to proclaim the everlasting gospel, one body and one holy 

people, a living sacrifice in Jesus Christ our Lord.’15  In the final version of 

Thanksgiving 2 in APBA, * this was deleted and became: ‘Send your Holy Spirit 

upon us and our celebration that all who eat and drink at this table may be 

strengthened by Christ’s body and blood to serve you in the world.’16  The loss 

of the words suggesting the proclamation of the gospel as a living sacrifice in 

connection with the Eucharist significantly lessened the realist eucharistic 

theology of the final version. 

                                                 
13 The fourth form of the Thanksgiving used the words ‘We offer our prayer and praise, Father’, The Church of 
England in Australia, An Australian Prayer Book, p. 166, and so did not specifically take the form of 
proclaiming Christ’s offering in the context of celebration with the bread and wine. 
14 The Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia, pp. 130-132. 
15 The Anglican Church of Australia, The Holy Communion also called the Eucharist and the Lord’s Supper 
1993. Prepared by the Liturgical Commission of the Anglican Church of Australia for use under Section 4 of the 
Constitution (Sydney: Broughton Press, 1993), p. 38. 
16 The Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia, p. 132. 
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Let’s now consider the * anamnesis in Thanksgiving 2.  In the draft form of 

Thanksgiving 2, which did not make it into APBA 1995, the anamnesis read: 

‘Therefore, living God, as we obey his command, we remember his life of 

obedience to you, his suffering and death, his resurrection and exaltation, and his 

promise to be with us for ever. … We set before you these gifts of bread and 

wine.  Accept, we pray, our sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving.’17 

 

Evan Burge, a noted Australian Anglican theologian and liturgist, heavily 

involved in the development of these liturgies wrote these words.  He argues that 

‘the sense of the ancient verb for ‘we offer’ (Latin offerimus, Greek 

προσφεροµεν) may be expressed by ‘we draw near to you with this bread and 

cup’ or ‘we bring before you this bread and cup’’18 thereby suggesting that the 

words ‘we set before you these gifts of bread and wine’ are really an offering or 

oblation.  This argument is strengthened by the next line which suggests that the 

request for God to accept the sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving refers back to 

the ‘setting before’ God of the bread and wine.  This statement of oblation is more 

realist than any expression found in Thanksgiving 1, or indeed in any official 

eucharistic liturgy of the Anglican Church of Australia, and as such was 

                                                 
17 The Anglican Church of Australia, The Holy Communion also called the Eucharist and the Lord’s Supper 
1993, p. 37. 
18 Evan Burge, ‘A Prayer Book for Australia – A Watershed for Australian Anglicans’, The 1995 Austin James 
Lecture, delivered at St Mary’s College, the University of Melbourne, 21 September, 1995 and in The 
Australian Journal of Liturgy, 5 (1995) p. 85, note 58. 
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unacceptable to certain viewpoints within the General Synod of 1995.  It was 

significantly modified in the final form of Thanksgiving 2 in APBA of 1995 * to 

become: ‘Therefore, living God, as we obey his command, we remember his life 

of obedience to you, his suffering and death, his resurrection and exaltation, and 

his promise to be with us for ever.  With this bread and this cup we celebrate his 

saving death until he comes.  Accept we pray our sacrifice of praise and 

thanksgiving.’19  The words of oblation (‘offer’ or ‘set before’ to accept Burge’s 

argument) are not used, although the link between the mighty acts of Christ and 

the elements is made by reference to their celebration with the bread and cup.  

The words praying for the acceptance of the sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving 

could be seen to refer back to the bread and wine.  Thanksgiving 2 of APBA of 

1995 therefore maintains a realist eucharistic theology, strengthened from the 

draft in the expression of the epiclesis, but lessened in the expression of the 

anamnesis.  This pattern of loss and gain seems to be part of the work of liturgical 

development in the Anglican Church of Australia. 

 

Other suggestions of a realist theology in the Second Order Eucharist of APBA 

are to be found in the words said by the priest and people at the * fraction, that 

is: ‘We break this bread to share in the body of Christ.  We who are many are one 

body in Christ, for we all share in the one bread.’20  Here there is a realist 

                                                 
19 The Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia, pp. 131-132. 
20 The Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia, p. 141. 
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linking between the bread broken and the sharing in the body of Christ, both in 

an ecclesial sense (the Church as the body of Christ) and in the sense of sharing 

in the one bread, identifying the bread with the sharing and with the body of 

Christ.  A further indication of realism is in the use * of the Benedictus printed in 

the text of the Thanksgivings in Second Order.  Whilst recognising that many 

within the Anglican Church of Australia use these words following the Sanctus, 

the use of the Benedictus has also been generally associated with those liturgies 

which present a realist eucharistic theology and which have traditionally been 

subject to objection.  The use of the Benedictus and the Agnus Dei are seen by 

some in the Diocese of Sydney to signal ‘a doctrine of the real and substantial 

presence’21 of Christ in the Eucharist and even amazingly to suggest the adoption 

of the doctrine of transubstantiation.  Evan Burge responds directly to the 

criticisms made of these words by the Sydney Diocesan Doctrine Commission 

Report on APBA,22 saying that the use of the Benedictus has nothing to do with 

any doctrine of transubstantiation,23 as the Sydney Report on APBA suggests.  

 

The use * of the Agnus Dei is also allowed in the Second Order of APBA of 1995 

but is not printed in the actual eucharistic service but in a section entitled 

‘Additional Prayers and Anthems’.24  Once again the Agnus Dei has often been 

                                                 
21 Sydney Diocesan Doctrine Commission, Report ‘45/95 A Prayer Book For Australia’, in 1997 Yearbook of 
the Diocese of Sydney (Sydney: Diocese of Sydney, 1997), p. 456. 
22 Sydney Diocesan Doctrine Commission, Report ‘45/95 A Prayer Book For Australia’, in Diocese of Sydney, 
1997 Yearbook of the Diocese of Sydney (Sydney: Diocese of Sydney, 1997), pp. 450-473. 
23 Burge, ‘A Prayer Book for Australia – A Watershed for Australian Anglicans’, p. 86, note 67. 
24 The Anglican Church of Australia, A Prayer Book for Australia, pp. 145-146. 
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associated with eucharistic liturgies with a realist eucharistic theology, and it is 

for this reason that the ‘Sydney Diocesan Doctrine Commission Report on 

APBA’25 rejects it, saying that it teaches ‘a doctrine of the real and substantial 

presence’26 of Christ in the Eucharist.  Rejection or acceptance of a realist 

theology of Christ’s eucharistic presence seems to be the basis for the rejection 

or acceptance of the Second Order of the Eucharist in APBA of 1995 and a further 

demonstration of the multiformity of eucharistic theology in the Anglican Church 

of Australia. 

 

Let us now turn our attention to the eucharistic resources published in the * 

Diocese of Sydney and known as * Sunday Services and Common Prayer. 

 

In the Diocese of Sydney these liturgical resources, Sunday Services. A 

Contemporary Liturgical Resource27 and Common Prayer: Resources for 

Gospel-Shaped Gatherings28 were published and authorised by Archbishop Peter 

Jensen of Sydney, under the provisions Article 4 of the Constitution of the 

Anglican Church of Australia which allow dioceses to publish alternative 

material if approved by the bishop and as long as such liturgies remain consistent 

with the 1662 Book of Common Prayer, the standard according to the 

                                                 
25 Sydney Diocesan Doctrine Commission, Report ‘45/95 A Prayer Book For Australia’, p. 456. 
26 Sydney Diocesan Doctrine Commission, Report ‘45/95 A Prayer Book For Australia’, p. 456. 
27 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services. A Contemporary Liturgical Resource (Sydney: 
Anglican Press Australia, 2001).   
28 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer: Resources for Gospel-Shaped Gatherings 
(Sydney: Anglican Press Australia, 2012). 
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Constitution.  Sunday Services was published as liturgical resources described as 

‘biblical in content, intelligible in language and appropriate to our time and 

culture’.29  Sunday Services30 also claim to stand firmly within the Reformation 

tradition of Archbishop Cranmer.  Common Prayer sets out to provide resources 

‘for gospel-shaped gathering in the evangelical Anglican tradition’31 and does 

this by using much of the material found in Sunday Services but also including 

new material. 

 

Form 1 of Sunday Services (style of 1662) focuses on the death of Jesus Christ 

and gives emphasis to the theological concepts of atonement and justification by 

faith.  These themes are most apparent in the Prayer of Consecration where the 

following * is found: ‘We thank you our heavenly Father that in your love and 

mercy you gave your only Son Jesus Christ to die on the cross to save us.  By this 

offering of himself once and for all time, Jesus made the perfect, complete 

sacrifice for the sins of the whole world, satisfying your just demands in full.’32  

Common Prayer, the second set of Sydney materials, follows this pattern but 

amends the text to make it more in line with the 1662 BCP, * saying: ‘We thank 

you our Father that in your love and mercy you gave your only Son Jesus Christ 

to die on a cross for our salvation.  By this offering of himself once and for all 

                                                 
29 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services, p. 2. 
30 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services, p. 3. 
31 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer, p. 4 
32 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services, p. 55.  
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time Jesus made a full, perfect and sufficient sacrifice and satisfaction for the sins 

of the whole world and commanded us to continue a remembrance of his precious 

death until his coming again’.33  The work of the cross is emphasised but the other 

mighty acts of Christ (resurrection and ascension), typically mentioned in the 

anamnesis are not mentioned.  The echoes of the 1662 BCP are more apparent in 

Common Prayer but the references to substitutionary atonement, an Evangelical 

theological preference, in Sunday Services (that is, ‘satisfying your just 

demands’) are omitted in Common Prayer without comment. 

 

There is no specific realist link between Christ’s work on the cross or 

remembering his death until his coming again and the Eucharist in Sunday 

Services although Common Prayer presents the possibility of such a realist link 

in saying that: ‘By this offering of himself once for all time Jesus made a full, 

perfect and sufficient sacrifice and satisfaction for the sins of the whole world 

and commanded us to continue a remembrance of his precious death until he 

comes again’.34  This is not as strong as the Prayer of Consecration in the 1662 

BCP which says * that it was Christ who ‘did institute, and in his holy Gospel 

command us to continue, a perpetual memory of that his precious death, until he 

coming again.’35  Sunday Services make no mention of continuing a remembrance 

(as Common Prayer does) or continuing a perpetual memory (as the 1662 BCP 

                                                 
33 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer, p. 40. 
34 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer, p. 40 
35 Book of Common Prayer 1662 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), p. 255. 
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does).  * Sunday Services does say however: ‘Hear us, merciful Father, and grant 

that we, who eat and drink this bread and wine, may remember his death, and 

share in his body and blood’36, at least suggesting that the remembering is 

happening at the time of eating and drinking.  * Common Prayer expresses this 

in a more realist manner, saying: ‘Hear us, merciful Father, and grant that we who 

receive these gifts of your creation, this bread and wine, according to our 

Saviour’s command, in remembrance of his suffering and death, may share in his 

body and blood’.37  Here the reference to gifts is specifically noted as ‘this bread 

and this wine’ and linked to the remembrance of the Saviour’s command, 

although the sharing of the body and blood seems to be associated with the 

reception of the gifts more than the gifts themselves.  Common Prayer suggests 

a realist link between the gifts or signs of bread and wine and the remembering 

of Christ’s death.  The act of eating and drinking the bread and wine does not 

necessarily have any realist link with the remembering and the sharing, apart from 

the fact that the act of eating and drinking seem to be occurring at the same time 

as the sharing in Christ’s body and blood, that is, their reception. 

 

The institution narrative in both Sunday Services38 and Common Prayer39 

contains no epiclesis or anamnesis and reception of communion follows 

                                                 
36 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services, p. 55. 
37 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer, p. 41. 
38 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services, p. 55. 
39 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer, p. 41. 



 16 

immediately after the ‘Amen’ and with no anthems or acclamations, such as the 

Agnus Dei.  This is in the pattern of the 1662 BCP service of Holy Communion 

but also reflects Evangelical preference.   

 

Significantly the words of administration are altered in Sunday Services from the 

words in the 1662 BCP *.  Whereas 1662 says at the administration: ‘The Body 

of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was given for thee, preserve thy body and soul 

unto everlasting life: Take and eat this in remembrance that Christ died for thee, 

and feed on him in thy heart by faith with thanksgiving’,40 * Sunday Services 

says: ‘The body of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was given for you, keep your 

body and soul for everlasting life.  Take and eat this, remembering that Christ 

died for you, and feed on him in your heart by faith with thanksgiving.’41  

Significantly, ‘in remembrance’ in the 1662 BCP, indicating that the bread and 

wine are linked in some way with Christ’s body and blood as an act ‘in 

remembrance’, has been altered in Sunday Services to merely ‘remembering’, 

where the emphasis is now upon the action of the communicant in bringing to 

mind that Christ died, rather than the elements being taken ‘in remembrance’.  In 

* Common Prayer in Forms 1 and 2 this wording is not followed and the words 

of administration take the more traditional form: ‘The body of our Lord Jesus 

Christ, which was given for you, preserve your body and soul to everlasting life. 

                                                 
40 1662 BCP words of administration. 
41 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services, p. 56. 
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Take and eat this in remembrance that Christ died for you, and feed on him in 

your heart by faith with thanksgiving’.42  What Common Prayer Forms 1 and 2 

have done is to maintain the 1662 BCP words of administration with 

modernisation of pronouns and prepositions, but significantly they maintain the 

words ‘in remembrance’, and therefore a much broader notion of memorial 

remembrance where the taking and eating is done in association with the idea that 

Christ died, rather than suggesting as Sunday Services does that the communicant 

merely takes and eat the bread while they are ‘remembering’ that Christ has died.  

The addition of the comma after the * words ‘Take and eat this’, in Sunday 

Services also separates the ‘this’ (that is the bread/wine) from the remembering 

and places the emphasis not on the act of remembrance with the bread/wine, but 

on the act of remembering itself (bringing to mind a past and completed event as 

an act of faith on the part of the communicant) apart from the bread.  This lessens 

any sense of realism where the signs of bread and wine are linked to the 

remembrance of Christ’s death and presents instead an increased separation of 

the sign from what it signifies.  This is reinforced by the prayers following 

communion in both Sunday Services and Common Prayer.  Any sense of offering 

is of self alone and only after communion and clearly not in conjunction with any 

offering of bread and wine.  Sacrifice relates only to the people who are described 

as ‘living sacrifices’.43   

                                                 
42 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer, p. 41. 
43 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services, p. 57; Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, 
Common Prayer, p. 42. 
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A significant change occurs in the words of administration in Common Prayer 

Forms 3 and 4.44  Here the introduction referring to the body and blood of Christ 

is omitted completely and the words of administration resemble those found in 

the BCP of 1552, that is, * in Form 3, ‘Take and eat this, in remembrance that 

Christ died for you, and feed on him in your heart by faith, with thanksgiving’ 

and ‘Drink this, remembering that Christ’s body was shed for you, and be 

thankful’ and in Form 4 ‘Drink this, in remembrance that Christ’s blood was shed 

for you, and be thankful’.45  A similar form was suggested as an alternative in 

Sunday Services.46  In this new form of words in Common Prayer there is no clear 

link to what ‘this’ is, that is, what is being eaten and drunk as there is in the fuller 

form and so the sense of identifying the bread and wine with the body and blood 

of Christ in any realist manner is now also lessened and uncertain.47  This use of 

the 1552 BCP pattern of words of administration seems strange since this pattern 

was not followed in subsequent revisions of the BCP, that is, in 1559 and 1662, 

both of which referred to the body and blood of Christ in the words of 

administration.  Perhaps this is an Evangelical preference for the 1552 BCP which 

was the most Reformed edition of the sixteenth century English prayer books and 

so intended to remove even the smallest trace of any realist linking of the signs 

                                                 
44 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer, p. 63 and pp. 67-68. 
45 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Common Prayer, p. 63 and pp. 67-68. 
46 Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, Sunday Services, p. 77. 
47 Note however that Forms 3 and 4 of Common Prayer provide a rubric allowing for the use of the longer 
words with the words ‘The Body/Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ’, Archbishop of Sydney’s Liturgical Panel, p. 
63 and p. 68. 
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of the Eucharist, that is, the bread and wine, with what they signify, that is, the 

body and blood of Christ. 

 

The * liturgical developments in the Anglican Church of Australia perhaps more 

than any other province of the Anglican Communion, demonstrate considerable 

multiformity of eucharistic theology and philosophical assumptions underlying 

that theology.  This may be due to the entrenched diocesanism within the 

Anglican Church of Australia which is codified in the Constitution of the 

province.  This has resulted in a muted theology of both eucharistic presence and 

sacrifice through attempts to satisfy various party positions in the one liturgical 

product.  The General Synod of the Anglican Church of Australia has limited 

power and the real power exists in the synods of each diocese.  Dioceses can 

undertake their own revision in their own theological tradition.  This results in a 

multiformity of eucharistic theology and liturgy, all allowed under Article 4 of 

the Constitution.  Both realism and nominalism are part of the liturgical 

development in the eucharistic liturgies of the Anglican Church of Australia.  

There may be a case for the development of eucharistic liturgies which reflect a 

fuller and therefore more diverse expression of particular theological traditions 

(be that Catholic or Evangelical) at the national level but this seems to be resisted 

and the result may well be that the Anglican Church of Australia has a national 

eucharistic liturgy that does not fully satisfy any tradition.  In my view this is 

problematic and points to a need for more differentiation in the development of 
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eucharistic liturgies in the Anglican Church of Australia rather than the present 

strategy of compromise.48 

                                                 
48 See Brian Douglas and Terence Lovat, ‘Dialogue Amidst Multiformity - A Habermasian Breakthrough in the 
Development of Anglican Eucharistic Liturgies’, The Journal of Anglican Studies, 8 (2010) 35-57 and Brian 
Douglas, ‘A Great Thanksgiving modelled on The Apostolic Tradition: A Case Study for Reception of 
Eucharistic Multiformity in the Anglican Church of Australia’, Questions Liturgiques/Studies on Liturgy, 92 
(2011) 112-129. 
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