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LECTURE 1: THE CLAIMS OF CATHOLICITY

Introduction to the series of lectures: the three dimensions

I am delighted to be here once again at the General Theological Seminary – my 
fourth visit in twenty years – and honoured to be asked to give the Paddock Lectures.

Our starting point is this: at first sight and to put it mildly, Anglicanism seems to be in 
a rather confused state. There is, shall we say, a degree of turbulence within the 
Anglican Communion and the outcome of the current difficulties is uncertain. Our 
theological position appears rather hazy and our ecclesiology a little vague. Do we 
know who we are and what we stand for as a Communion? Do our ecumenical 
partner churches know who we are and what we stand for as a Communion? Does the 
world around know who we are and what we stand for as a Communion? I believe 
that a fresh look at the Anglican tradition in its three dimensions can help us to 
answer the question of the identity of our Communion.

Classical exponents of Anglicanism have identified three strands in its make-up: the 
catholic, the reformed and the critical. Bishop Charles Gore, the leading Anglo-
Catholic bishop in the Church of England in the first two decades of the twentieth 
century (he died in 1932), put it like this. 'The characteristic of the Anglican Church,' 
he said, 'has been from the first that of combining steadfast adherence to the structure 
and chief formulas of the Church Catholic with the “return to Scripture” which was 
the central religious motive of the Reformation.'2 Anglicanism, therefore, according 
to Charles Gore, bears witness to a scriptural catholicism, a catholicism in which 
Scripture holds the highest place of controlling authority in the Church. However, 
that is to mention only two of the three key elements in Anglicanism, and Gore also 
pointed out that the revival of the study of antiquity in the sixteenth century had 
added a third component, the appeal to scholarship.

It is the glory of the Anglican Church that at the Reformation she repudiated 
neither the ancient structure of Catholicism, nor the new and freer movement. 
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Upon the ancient structure – the creeds, the canon, the hierarchy, the sacraments – 
she retained her hold while she opened her arms to the new learning, the new 
appeal to Scripture, the freedom of historical criticism and the duty of private 
judgement.3

Archbishop of Canterbury Michael Ramsey characteristically summarised the three 
components as the gospel, the catholic church and sound learning – note the change 
of order: the gospel, that is to say the Reformation witness, comes first, before the 
Church and sound learning.4

In summary, then, we have the catholic tradition, the witness of the Reformation and 
the affirmation of intellectual enquiry: three dimensions of Anglicanism. The way 
that I describe them for the purposes of these lectures is: the claims of catholicity, the 
legacy of the Reformation and the critical imperative. In this first lecture we focus 
particularly on the claims of catholicity. 

What do we mean by catholicity?

It will not have escaped your notice that the title of my first lecture, 'the claims of 
catholicity', is ambiguous. It could be taken as meaning the catholicity that we claim 
for ourselves – which, as Anglicans, we do, for Anglicanism is nothing if it is not 
catholic – or it could be read as the claim, the obligation, that the catholicity of the 
Church makes on us – which I believe it does. It is the second meaning that is 
uppermost in my mind: the claim to our allegiance, our obedience, that the catholicity 
of the Church lays upon us as a part of that Church. Of course, the Churches of the 
Anglican Communion affirm that they belong to the Church Catholic, that they are 
catholic churches. As Anglicans we rejoice in our catholicity and celebrate it. But it is 
good to remember that catholicity is not something that we own or possess, but rather 
something that we have received from the wider Church – the Church that is one, 
holy, catholic and apostolic – because the catholic Church was there before we were 
and will continue after we are forgotten. And, because we have received the gift of 
catholicity, it places an obligation on us, to pray, to think and to act as those who 
belong to the whole Church of Jesus Christ.

To be a catholic Christian means to belong to the visible community of the faithful, 
continuous in time and extended in space, united in the confession of the apostolic 
faith and in the celebration of the sacraments and ordered under the care and 
oversight of its pastors. The word 'catholic' derives from the Greek kat'holou, 
'according to the whole'. So to be catholic means to be orientated to the whole 
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Church, to have a profound sense of the fullness of the Christian tradition and of the 
full orbit of Christian revelation. It means to live, as churches and as individual 
believers, in the light of that reality; to allow that sense of belonging to the whole 
Church to direct and guide our thinking, praying and acting. 

Anglicans could never give up the word 'catholic'. We cannot be Christian without 
being catholic. If a person were to say, 'I am a Christian, but I would not call myself a 
catholic', that would mean logically that he or she did not want to be part of the whole 
Church, but wanted to stand apart from the Church, as an isolated believer. An 
isolated believer could not be part of the Church because they could not receive the 
sacraments of Christian initiation – baptism, confirmation and first communion. The 
sacraments of Christian initiation cannot be self-administered – you cannot, for 
example, baptise yourself, as the so-called se-baptists of the sixteenth century did 
because they could not find clergy worthy enough, in their opinion, to do so – but we 
receive baptism, confirmation and first communion from the Church that has been 
entrusted with these means of grace. That is perhaps a rather extreme caricature and 
we would probably want to say to such a person that they had misunderstood the 
meaning of the word catholic – it is not essentially about styles of worship, 
vestments, incense, etc., but refers to the fact that to be a Christian is to belong to the 
whole Church and therefore, by definition and inescapably, to be catholic.   

The same logic applies to churches as to individuals. Any church that sees itself as 
part of the whole Church will describe itself as catholic, as belonging to the one, holy, 
catholic and apostolic Church. Miroslav Volf comments: 'All churches want to be 
catholic, though each in its own way ... No church is catholic purely and simply; each 
church is catholic in a certain way.'5 And that is true of the Churches of the Anglican 
Communion. They affirm their catholicity, both in their Canons and other formularies 
and in the fact that, corporately, they affirm the catholicity of the Church every time 
that they say the Creed of Nicaea-Constantinople in their liturgy. In affirming the 
catholicity of the Church in the Creed, they identify themselves with that Church and 
say that they belong to it. A church that was not catholic would be a contradiction in 
terms. As Karl Barth says, the Church is 'catholic, or it is not the church'.6 

A church that knows itself to be part of the whole and is deeply conscious of that fact, 
will live accordingly; it will not be narrowly concerned with its own affairs and 
problems, but have broader horizons. It will orientate itself to Church Catholic and 
will seek the common good of the universal Church. That is a tall order: it is all too 
easy and all too common for us to be so pre-occupied with the politics of our own 
church that we fail to consider the common good of the Church as a whole. The 
claims of catholicity challenge us all to have wider horizons.
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Unity, continuity and sacramentality

One possible way of opening up the theme of catholicity would be to explore the idea 
of tradition: to show how our lives are immersed in tradition and how all that we have 
has been received; how we identify and own the tradition that has made us what we 
are and therefore has a particular claim on us; how we evaluate its authority and its 
relationship to the development of doctrine and practice; how, on the other hand, we 
can become hide-bound by tradition and how we can flout tradition. But to do that 
would open up a vast area of study and reflection. I think that it must remain a topic 
for another occasion. I am going to take a different route into catholicity. 

My thesis is that catholicity centres on the three concepts of the unity, continuity and 
sacramentality of the Church. As catholic Christians in catholic churches we will be 
powerfully motivated to build unity, maintain continuity and celebrate sacramentality. 
I want in this lecture to explore these three themes – unity, continuity and 
sacramentality – not separately, but in an interconnected way. They form a golden 
thread in all that follows.

The unity, continuity and sacramentality of the Church is expressed in the ecclesial 
forms or structures that emerged between the New Testament writings and the first 
ecumenical councils, that is to say broadly in the second and third centuries. Building 
on what we might call the raw material of the Gospels and Epistles and also drawing 
on what the experience of the early Church suggested about the structural and 
organisational needs of the Church, in the face of heresy, schism and failures of 
ethical behaviour, the Church gradually and by trial and error evolved certain forms 
that gave shape to catholicity. These forms were the canon of Holy Scripture, the 
ecumenical creeds, the threefold ordained ministry with an episcopate in ordered 
succession, and the liturgical structure of the Eucharist. These ecclesial forms, 
deriving from the early Church, are the backbone of Anglicanism and are briefly 
summed up in the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral in its various forms of 1886, 1888 
and 1920. Anglicans hold these forms in common with Roman Catholic and 
Orthodox Christians, both Eastern and Oriental, though these churches do not 
acknowledge that we have them in totality. They are the fundamental basis of 
ecumenical agreements – the 'bottom line' of unity – and have enabled Anglicans to 
enter into ecclesial communion with a range of Christian Churches: the Old Catholic 
Churches of the Union of Utrecht, the Mar Thoma Church of India, the Philippine 
Independent Church and Lutheran Churches in Northern Europe and North America.

The key biblical text for the unity of the Church – a text that has inspired and 
motivated the ecumenical movement for more than a century – is John 17.21. Here, 
in his 'High-Priestly Prayer', Jesus prays that his 'own' and all who come to believe in 
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him through them may be one as he is one with the Father, so that the world may 
come to believe that the Father has sent him. Here we see that the unity that God 
wants for the Church is mystical unity, a visible unity and a missional unity.7

The Church's unity is a mystical unity because it is grounded in the unity of God the 
Holy Trinity and in our participation in that divine life. Unity cannot be constructed 
or contrived; it cannot be created by human endeavour but can only be received as a 
gift from God through the power of the Holy Spirit. But that does not mean that unity 
is ‘spiritual’ in the debased form of the word as it is commonly used in antithesis to 
‘real’, ‘physical’ or ‘tangible’. This unity is fully visible because it is incarnational 
and sacramental. The mystical unity of the Church for which Christ prays in John 
17.21-23 is grounded in the mystical communion between the Father and the Son, but 
it is nonetheless manifest in this world because it enables the world to believe and to 
know that the Father has sent the Son into the world in a very real, physical, tangible 
Incarnation. Paradoxical as it may seem to the dualistic way of thinking that we find 
it hard to shake off – the mind set that opposes the spiritual and the physical, as 
though they could not work together – the mystical nature of unity precisely requires 
that unity should receive visible expression. 

But the unity for which Christ prays also has a missional thrust. Visibility is 
imperative for a faith that believes in a good creation, an incarnational salvation, the 
resurrection of the body and means of grace in the Church that take the form of 
sacraments, which ‘earth has given and human hands have made’. Redemption is 
embodied. When God reaches out, through the Church as the privileged instrument of 
the missio dei, to those who have not yet received the gift of Christian faith, God does 
so in a visible way, through preaching and teaching, through worship, through 
compassionate service, through the sacraments of Christian initiation. The unity of 
the Church is missional because it is visible, and it is visible because it is missional. 
The visibility of unity is the connection, the link, between the mystical and the 
missional aspects of unity. An invisible unity is a contradiction in terms. We are 
called by Christ to build visible unity in his divided Church.
  

What did Jesus want?

Sometimes, faced with a dilemma, people ask, 'What would Jesus do?' and the 
simplistic way in which this question is often asked makes us smile. I'm going to ask 
a slightly different question: 'What did Jesus want?' Is the institutional church what 
Jesus wanted? Is it not rather far-fetched to suggest that Jesus planned the Church as 
we know it, a complex, diverse institution, or organisation? What was Jesus' intention 
for his followers? 
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Alfred Loisy famously said, at the turn of the nineteenth century: ‘Jesus proclaimed 
the Kingdom and it was the Church that came.’8 Loisy's dictum has been interpreted 
as a cynical verdict on the institutional church: 'We were hoping to see the Kingdom 
of God come in power, but all we got instead was the miserable church – what a let-
down!'. But Loisy spoke without irony and without sarcasm. Jesus indeed proclaimed 
the nearness of the Kingdom of God, but then he sent out apostles to preach the 
message of the Kingdom. What the apostles did, after the Resurrection and Pentecost 
was to found communities of Christian disciples, that is to say churches. The apostles 
held the churches together, uniting them in a common faith and sacramental 
communion, though not without difference, conflict and struggle. 

However, there is a subtle difference between the preaching of Jesus himself and the 
message of the apostles. After the resurrection and Pentecost the apostles did not 
proclaim the kingdom as such,  in the way that Jesus did. They proclaimed Jesus as 
Lord and Christ. As Rudolf Bultmann put it, ‘The proclaimer became the 
proclaimed’.9 The one who sent them to preach became the subject and content of 
their preaching. They proclaimed Christ crucified and risen. 

The disciples of Jesus, gathered in churches by the apostles and other missionaries, 
were, by definition, a learning community, because that is what disciples are – 
learners or followers. But they also became a witnessing community. Through the 
apostles Jesus created a community that was ordered by a God-given purpose and a 
common life. He gave it all that it needed to continue until he should come again. He 
provided teaching through the ministry of the word, sustenance through the ministry 
of the sacraments, and pastors in the persons of the apostles and others. 
  
Under the so-called 'old' covenant, it was Israel that was God’s people, God’s Church 
– an ordered community, a structured society and one that was coterminous with the 
nation. Jesus Christ, the new Moses who called twelve apostles for the twelve tribes 
of Israel and gave his teaching from a mountain top, reconstituted the people of God, 
reformed the divine society and re-founded the Church. We do not need to suppose 
that Jesus envisaged or foresaw the Church as we know it – a highly complex, 
differentiated organisation, but it is important to believe that Jesus intended there to 
be an ordered community that would continue his mission. It was the apostolic 
mission, in continuity and development from the mission of Jesus himself, that 
brought churches into being throughout the known world.               

Sometimes I have said 'Church' and sometimes I have said 'churches'. The alternating 
language of Church and churches is unavoidable, but it is also instructive. The 
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Church is made up of churches and it is part of the catholic understanding of the 
Church that the Church is to be found in the churches and that catholicity resides in 
the local community of word and sacrament, gathered around its bishop, who is the 
teacher of the apostolic faith and the principal minister of the sacraments.

But that construction of the relation between the Church and churches, a relation of 
mutual coinherence, is an ideal one and ceased to be fully the case very early in the 
history of the Christian Church. The reality that Christians have lived with almost 
since the beginning is that some churches do not recognise others as belonging to the 
Church in the same way that they do themselves, and as result they are not united 
with them in the one Church through ecclesial communion. The Church has subsisted 
in a state of fragmentation and of internal alienation almost since its inception.

Certainly, a Church that is divided into many parts, some churches alienated from 
each other, and many not in sacramental communion with each other, is far from 
what Jesus or the apostles intended – indeed, it is the antithesis of Jesus' prayer. The 
idea that the body of Christ could be divided into separate bits is intolerable. Hence 
the Apostle Paul's rhetorical question, 'Is Christ divided?'10 There can only be one 
answer to that: 'Impossible!'. The thought that there could be a split in the body of 
Christ, that his body could be alienated from itself is enough to induce theological 
vertigo. It is something that I cannot get my head around. What we are looking at 
here is the 'impossible possibility'. The shock and scandal of the fact of division 
among Christians who have all been baptised into one body11 becomes unbearably 
acute when we consider how Christians have often persecuted and destroyed one 
another, subjecting one another to torture and death – and this in the name of Jesus 
Christ and for the sake of the Church! This thought must haunt us; it should dog our 
footsteps. It poses the question of what I call ecclesiological theodicy, that is to say 
the problem of evil in the Church, of the Church going horribly wrong, departing 
radically from Jesus' intention. I must confess that I find this one of the most deeply 
disturbing issues in the sphere of ecclesiology.12

A catholic Christian is one who believes that Jesus Christ did not come simply to 
offer a moral example or to enunciate inspiring ideas that could wash freely around 
the world and which could from time to time be taken up by individuals at whim, and 
who could then, if they were so moved, club together to form little churches 
according to their own predilections. But rather, I think, a catholic Christian is 
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someone who believes that Jesus came to found something concrete and enduring. 
The credal confession of 'one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church' means that Jesus 
Christ instituted in himself, through his death and resurrection, a structured 
community, a divinely ordained society, to which he gave authority to continue his 
mission until the end of the age. Isn't that the essence of catholicism?
  
Jesus Christ's clear intention that his Church should continue his mission has been 
fulfilled, though very imperfectly and along with much that Christ must weep over 
and judge – and therein lies the acute challenge that ecumenical ecclesiology wrestles 
with. His clear intention that the Church which is charged to carry forward his 
mission should be visibly one has not been fulfilled – and therein lies the deep 
perplexity that ecumenical ecclesiology wrestles with. This too Christ must weep 
over and judge. These mysteries that we ponder give fresh meaning to Pascal's 
dictum, 'Christ will be in agony until the end of the world'.

The Eucharistic and catholicity

To lead  us deeper in our reflection on the themes of unity, continuity and 
sacramentality, let us reflect for a moment on the place of the Eucharist and the 
ministry of the Eucharist in the life of the Church.

One of the criteria of church unity, as anyone with any experience of ecumenism 
knows, is a single, interchangeable ordained ministry. Other essential criteria of unity, 
notably agreement in the apostolic faith and mutual recognition of baptism, may be 
met, but until there is an interchangeable ordained ministry, full visible communion 
between churches is not possible. Communion between churches cannot exist without 
an interchangeable ordained ministry. 

But what exactly is meant by interchangeability? I borrow a definition from the Joint 
Implementation Commission of the Anglican-Methodist Covenant in Britain:

The expression ‘interchangeability of ministries’ usually refers to a situation in 
relations between churches whereby the ordained ministers of one church are 
eligible to be appointed to ministerial offices in the other without undergoing re-
ordination. The ministerial orders or ordinations of each of the churches concerned 
are mutually recognised as meeting all the requirements of the other for its own 
ministry.13

Why is the interchangeability of ordained ministers so important? To answer this 
question we need to touch on the place of the Eucharist in the worship and mission of 
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the Church. The highest expression of the unity of the Church is located in the 
celebration of the Eucharist. As the Second Vatican Council said, the Eucharist is ‘the 
source and summit’ of the Christian life and of the Church’s worship (LG 11). ‘Holy 
Communion’, the culmination of the eucharistic celebration, is a communion with 
God the Holy Trinity and with the redeemed people of God in the Body of Christ. It 
is the highest expression and the most intense realisation of that communion with 
God and with one another that makes the Church the Church. 
  
Because the Eucharist is so important, all churches are very particular about whom 
they allow to preside at this service. In many, if not most churches this role is 
reserved to presbyters and bishops. Deacons are not ordained to presidency, but assist 
the priest and the people in the celebration. Those churches that allow lay presidency 
do so under strict conditions. All churches see eucharistic presidency as one of the 
highest privileges and greatest responsibilities of the ordained ministry.
    
The sacrament is celebrated by the whole community gathered for worship (there is 
no other ‘celebrant’), but the role of the president at the Eucharist is crucial. The one 
who presides at the celebration of the Eucharist has the responsibility of oversight, to 
ensure that the celebration follows the Lord’s institution and the teaching and rules of 
the Church which interpret and apply the Lord's institution. All ministry in the 
Church, whether lay or ordained, is the ministry of Christ in and through his Body – 
ministry cannot be a matter of human effort or achievement; it must be about the 
risen, glorified Christ coming to his people in word and sacrament and pastoral care. 
The ministry of the Eucharist – ministry at the Eucharist – is therefore the ministry of 
Christ. It is the president who has the principal role in this ministry – bringing God’s 
word to God’s people, presiding at the table that is the Lord’s, leading the people in 
their sacrifice of praise and thanks to the Father, through the Son (in union with 
Christ’s self-offering to the Father) in the power of the Spirit.
  
One of the most acute signs of lack of unity, of division, in the Church is where 
ministers of one church cannot preside at a celebration of the Eucharist in another 
church. This all too familiar situation brings home to us once again the intolerable 
notion of division within the body of Christ – the division of the ecclesial body 
reflected in the division of the sacramental body. But when mutual interchangeability 
of eucharistic presidency is possible it is clear that a high degree of visible unity has 
been achieved. Interchangeable eucharistic presidency is a touchstone of ecclesial 
communion.
  
Interchangeable eucharistic presidency is also the precondition for unity in oversight 
that is one of the widely recognised requirements for the full visible unity of the 
Church. The pastors of the churches preside both at the Eucharist and in the 
community: they are called to ‘watch over the people in love’. Presidency at the 
Eucharist and presidency in the community – which belongs to pastoral oversight, 
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episkope – cannot be divorced. Pastors cannot be united in oversight if they are not 
already united in eucharistic presidency. 
  
The inseparable connection between unity in the Eucharist and unity in oversight is 
particularly clear in ordination. The sacramental and the pastoral aspects of oversight 
come together in the act of ordaining. Ordination is an expression of oversight and 
united ordination is an expression of united oversight. When ministers of more than 
one church ordain new ministers together, with the laying on of hands and prayer, 
they express a high degree of unity. Churches normally allow only ministers of 
churches with whom their own church is ‘in communion’ – sister churches, one might 
say – to participate in ordinations, and this is the Anglican norm.14 
  
A particularly significant form of unity in ordination is when bishops from various 
churches that are in communion with each other come together to consecrate and 
ordain a new bishop. This is especially significant in terms of the catholicity of the 
Church for several reasons:

 First, in an episcopal understanding of Church order, bishops represent the 
churches in which they preside and link local (that is diocesan) churches 
together. Bishops help to bring to visible expression the unity between those 
churches, holding them together in unity in the spatial dimension. The coming 
together of bishops to consecrate a new member of the episcopate in the 
Church of God is a signal witness to the catholicity of the Church and serves to 
further cement its unity.

 Second, because bishops represent their communities, presiding in them, they 
embody the continuity in time, as well as the unity in space of the Church. The 
portion of the people of God entrusted to the pastoral care of the bishop is one 
that was in existence before the bishop arrived on the scene and one that will 
continue after the bishop has departed. A bishop’s see, the diocese, endures in 
time. For the early Church, the continuity of the bishops in a see was a 
significant expression of the apostolic continuity of the Church.

 Third, because bishops are entrusted at their consecration or ordination with 
the stewardship of the faith and are charged with safeguarding the teaching of 
the Church through their own teaching ministry and their oversight of the 
teaching ministry of others, there is continuity also in the confession of the true 
faith. When bishops from various churches that are in communion with one 
another come together for the consecration of a new bishop of a sister church 
they are bearing witness to the acceptability of the doctrine of that church and 
its bishop – there is a unity of confession. In this way, bishops in communion 
are seen as guardians of orthodoxy.

 Fourth, at such a consecration, a bishop who will have the authority to ordain 
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other ministers is being ordained. The ministry of the Church is reproducing 
itself. Churches insist that they ordain ministers, not into their own church 
(denomination), but into the Church of God. In so saying they utter a protest 
against the fragmentation of the Church; they confess as an article of their faith 
that there is one Church with one ministry. The participation of ordaining 
ministers from sister churches is an endorsement that the new minister is being 
ordained into the universal Church. Anglican churches allow only ministers of 
episcopal churches with whom they are in communion to take part in the 
laying on of hands – bishops for the consecration of bishops, bishops and 
priests (presbyters) for the ordination of priests, and bishops only for the 
ordination of deacons. Why is this? Why do Anglicans insist on ordination 
within ‘the historic episcopate’?

The historic episcopate

In all the Churches of the Anglican Communion only ministers ordained by bishops 
standing within ‘the historic episcopate’ may hold the office of bishop, priest or 
deacon. The expression ‘the historic episcopate’ refers to the formal intention of 
Anglican and other churches that there should be visible historical continuity between 
the Church of today and the Church of the apostles – a visible historical continuity 
that is particularly embodied in the ministry of the senior pastors. The historic 
episcopate implies that authority is transmitted through regular, visible and 
recognised channels from one generation to another in the Church. It does not, I 
think, require that there should be an empirically verifiable manual transmission of 
ordination, going back to the apostles, in every case. The emphasis is on the formal 
intentionality of a church not to make a new church or to ordain ministers merely for 
its own church, but to preserve the visible historical continuity of the Church from 
the beginning, in the belief that the Lord Jesus Christ instituted and intended that an 
ordered community – a body of people with certain tasks and structures – should 
continue his mission until the end of the age (Matthew 28.16ff).

Against this background, we may ask, What are the reasons why, in ecumenical 
conversations, Anglicans maintain an uncompromising insistence on the sign of the 
historic episcopate as an element in full visible communion? In maintaining this 
discipline Anglican churches believe that they are being faithful to the pattern of the 
early Church. They hold that this pattern comes down to the Church of today from 
apostolic and early post-apostolic times and carries the authority of the early tradition 
and significant ecumenical support and consensus.15 Anglicans are also very 
conscious that they have been party to agreed statements with the Roman Catholic 
Church and the Orthodox Churches to which agreement on the historic episcopate is 
integral. However, in affirming the necessity of the historic episcopate for their own 
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churches and for full visible communion, Anglicans are following what they believe 
to be right and do not intend to pass judgement on the integrity of churches that are 
not ordered in the historic episcopate.16

Conclusion

Unity, continuity and sacramentality imply that the Church is a given, an existing 
whole. For all its failings and faults, sometimes iniquities, the Church was called into 
being by God, commissioned by the risen Christ, endued with supernatural power by 
the Holy Spirit. We do not make the Church; we do not give something to the Church 
to make it more than it already is. We receive from the Church; we minister within 
the Church – or rather Christ ministers within his own body to us and through us. As 
individuals we must align ourselves with the one Church, being incorporated into the 
body. We must learn to see ourselves as held within the communion of saints. We are 
not solo Christians; we have a corporate existence. As churches too we must 
continually align ourselves with the whole Church, as far as we can in its divided 
state. The Church catholic is bigger than any particular expression of it. In all our 
actions we aim to do what the Church does. 

Still less can anyone 'start' a church, though people have been doing that for centuries 
and there is evidence on every street corner. Whenever there is disagreement or 
conflict, the cry goes up, 'Well then, we'll darned well start our own church.' That is 
inherently impossible. No one can start a church, not even the apostles. There is only 
one Church and one foundation of the Church. Through no effort of our own, we 
have been placed by the Holy Spirit within the Church through baptism. We must act 
as those who have been so placed. Every church must ask itself, 'How are we 
connected in time and space to the one Church? How are we plugged in to the 
Church of the apostles? What are the lines of continuity and connection in history 
and in current communion? How did we receive the faith and the gifts of ministry 
and sacraments? To whom do we owe an obligation? Who looks for an answer from 
us?

In summary, Catholic Christians are Christians who are deeply conscious of 
belonging to the whole, as members of an ordered community that has given them all 
that they have received. Catholic Christians are those who build unity and maintain 
continuity as the essential conditions of celebrating sacramentality. Catholic 
Christians are those to whom communion with their fellow Christians in the body of 
Christ is more precious than gold.
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